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Chaptér 1
Introduction

1.1 Background

The U.S. Army Space and Strategic Defense Command (USASSDC) proposes to
provide additional test range facilities and support services at U.S. Army Kwajalein
Atoll (USAKA) in support of the Missile Defense Act of 1991 and to adopt
environmental standards and procedures that are appropriate to the unique
environmental and special circumstances at USAKA. In this Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS), two Proposed Actions are examined:

(1) additional testing facilities and support services at USAKA in support of the
Missile Defense Act of 1991, and (2) the adoption of environmental standards and
procedures that are appropriate to the particular environment at USAKA and the
special relationship between the United States and the Republic of the Marshall
Islands (RMI), in accordance with the Compact of Free Association {Compact)
between the RMI and the United States.

The SEIS examines the environmental impacts of the Proposed Actions. Where
impacts are found to be significant, mitigation measures are identified. Topics
addressed in the SEIS include land and reef areas, water resources, air quality, noise,
biological resources, cultural resources, socioeconomics, transportation, utilities, and
range safety.

This volume of the Final SEIS specifically addresses the public review of the Draft
SEIS, which was published April 30, 1993. It includes information on the public
involvement process, as well as oral and written comments and corresponding
responses. In accordance with National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA)
regulations, all substantive comments received during the public review period have
been addressed in this Final SEIS.

1.2 Public Notice and Public Involvement

The Notice of Intent to Prepare a Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement for the Operation of U.S. Army Kwajalein Atoll, Republic of the Marshall
Islands was published in the Federal Register in December 1992. Because the current
SEIS is a supplement to the Final Environmental Impact Statement, Proposed Actions
at Kwajalein Atoll (USASDC, 1989), additional scoping meetings were not required.
One comment letter from the Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund was received in
response to the Notice of Intent. The letter requested that the Draft SEIS include
an analysis of the need for the proposed action, as well as detailed background and
technical information regarding expected impacts. A copy of the letter is included as
Appendix A.
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In accordance with NEPA regulations, a Notice of Availability (NOA) for the Draft
SEIS was published in the Federal Register on April 30, 1993. Although the original
comment period was scheduled to end on June 14, 1993, it was extended to July 1,
1993 (a total of 62 days), in response to requests for additional review time received
during the public hearings.

Notices of the public hearings were published in two local newspapers. The Marshall
Islands Journal (published in Majuro) included notices in its April 30, May 7, and
May 14, 1993, editions. The Hourglass (published on Kwajalein) published notices in
its April 30, May 11, and May 21, 1993, editions. The notices that appeared in the
Marshall Islands Journal were published in both Marshallese and English.

At USAKA, repeated announcements about the Kwajalein and Ebeye public hearings
were provided on the television "roller" news services during the weekend preceding
the hearings. The television announcement for the Ebeye hearing notice was made
in Marshallese and English.

Copies of the Draft SEIS and USAKA Standards were provided for public display
and review at the Majuro Public Library, the Alele Museum, the Office of the Chief
Secretary of the RMI, and the USAKA Grace Sherwoaod Public Library.

Articles pertaifting to the Draft SEIS and USAKA Standards were pubhshed in the
May 14 and May 28, 1993, Marshall Islands Journal.

The following public hearings were held:

. Monday, May 24, 1993
Community Services Facility
Kwajalein Island, RMI

. Tuesday, May 25, 1993
Mormon Meeting Hall
Ebeye Island, RMI

. Thursday, May 27, 1993
Courthouse Building
Majuro, RMI

All three hearings were scheduled to begin at 7:00 p.m. Colonel Crosby E. (Gene)
Hazel, the Commander, USAKA, opened all three hearings one-half hour late to
allow more time for the public to arrive. Additional information and transcripts of
the hearings are located in Chapter 3 of this volume.
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Chapter 2
Summary Tables

Oral and written comments regarding the Draft SEIS for the Proposed Actions at
USAKA are presented in Chapters 3 and 4.

In the transcripts located in Chapter 3 and the comment letters located in Chapter 4,
numbers have been assigned to each comment to assist in identifying responses. For
each oral comment, the initial letter indicates the hearing location, followed by the
comment number, as shown below:

/M - 1
Hearing location Comment number
M = Majuro (comments were
K = Kwajalein numbered in the
E = Ebeye order they were
made)

Comment numbers have also been added to each substantial comment within each
comment letter, as shown below.

L1 - 1
Indicates Letter number Comment number
letter or
written
comment

The following summary tables have been inctuded to aid the reviewer in finding
material within Chapters 3 and 4:

2-1  Number of Comments Received by Category, Draft SEIS Level-of-Activity
Alternatives and Proposed USAKA Environmental Standards

22 Index of Comments by Category and Commentor (in order received)

2-3  Index of Comments on the Draft SEIS Level-of-Activity Alternatives and
Proposed USAKA Environmental Standards

1001371C.PDX 2-1



" Table 2-1

Number of Comments Received by Category, Draft SEIS
Level-of-Activity Alternatives and Proposed USAKA Environmental Standards*

Page 1 of 2
LEVEL-OF-ACTIVITY ALTERNATIVES USAKA ENVIRONMENTAL STANDARDS
Number of Number of
Comments , Comments
Category Received Category Received
General | ‘General e
Envircnmental Analysis 24 Citizen Suits 3
Marshallese Translation 5 Marshallese Translation 3
Comment Period 6 Compact of Free Association 19
Need for Level-of-Activity 17 Project Team'’s Intent 6
Alternatives
Cost-Benefit Analysis 1 Public Health and Safety 11
Launch Programs and Flight - 12 Farmal Adoption Schedule 6
Testing
Region of Influerice 6 U.S. Environmental Policies 6
" Environmental Impact Analysis = ‘Procedures. SEE
Land and Reef Areas 20 Reporting Requirements 2
Water Resources 10 Notices (Puﬁlic Notice and Agency
' Notification) 3
Air Quality 7 Monitoring 1
Noise 4 Auditing 2
Island Plants and Animals 7 Compliance Assurance (LOA,
. ROC, DEP, ECR, Variances and
Exemptions) 28
Marine Biological Resources 20 Oversight (NOD and
Environmental Opinion) 20
Rare, Threatened, and Endangered 7 Conflict Resolution
Species 9
Cultural Resources 5 Technical Support 2
Land Use 1 Periodic Review 2
Socioeconomic Conditions 15 Funding 2

16013912.PDX
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Table 2-1

Number of Comments Received by Category, Draft SEIS
Level-of-Activity Alternatives and Proposed USAKA Environmental Standards®

Page 2 of 2
LEVEL-OF-ACTIVITY ALTERNATIVES USAKA ENVIRONMENTAL STANDARDS
Number of Number of
Comments Comments
Category Received Category Received
“Environmental Impact Analysis {continued) - :_E'nvii'o'hm'e'htal'Res'durce-.Cét'égo'riesx CHatE
Water Supply 1 Air Quality 2
Wastewater 4 Water Quality and Reef Protection 5
Solid Waste 1 Endangered Species and Wildlife
Resources 9
Hazardous Materials and Waste 2 Ocean Dumping 1
Aesthetics 1 Material and Waste Management 3
Range Safety 19 Cultural Resources 10
Electromagnetic Environment 9 Other 1

LOA: Letter of Authority
ROC: Record of Consultation
NOD: Notice of Deficiency

totals shown on this table.

DEP: Document of Environmental Protection
ECR: Environmental Comments and Recommendations

*The indexed references are guides to major areas of discussion for the topics; they are not an
exhaustive list of every mention of a term or topic. Some comments are listed under more than one
category; therefore, the total number of comments received does not necessarily match the combined

10013912.PDX

2-3




Table 2-2 .
Index of Comments by Category and Commentor
(in order received)
Page 1 of 16
Comment .
No. Category Commentor
K-1 EMR Environment Paul Labrie
E-1 Environmental Analysis Alee Jeadrik
E-2 Land and Reef Areas Alee Jeadrik
E-3 Comment Period - | Alee Jeadrik
E-4 Compact Handel Dribo
E-5 Need for Level-of-Activity Alternatives Fountain Inok
E-6 Citizen Suits Fountain Inok
E-7 Compliance Assurance Fountain Inok
E-8 Compact ' . Fountain Inok
E-9 Socioeconomic Conditions Fountain Inok
E-10 Oversight Fountain Inok
E-11 Comment Period Fountain Inok
Marshallese Translation
Socioeconomic Conditions
E-12 Oversight ) Fountain Inok
Compliance Assurance
E-13 Public Health and Safety Irene Paul
: Air Quality Standards
E-14 Compact Irene Paul
E-15 Oversight Irene Paul
Compliance Assurance
E-16 Oversight Irene Paul
Compliance Assurance
E-17 Land and Reef Areas Carl Jeadrik
Compliance Assurance
E-18 Comment Period Jack Akeang
E-19 Environmental Analysis Steve Dribo
E-20 Land and Reef Areas Steve Dribo
E-21 Land and Reef Areas : Steve Dribo
Marine Biological Resources
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Table 2-2
Index of Comments by Category and Commentor
(in order received)
Page 2 0of 16
Comment
No. Category Commentor
E-22 Water Resources Steve Dribo
RTE Species
E-23 Compact Steve Dribo
E-24 Land and Reef Areas Steve Dribo
E-25 Water Resources Steve Dribo
Wastewater
Marine Biological Resources
E-26 Comment Period Steve Dribo
Environmental Analysis
Oversight
E-27 Compliance Assurance Steve Dribo
E-28 Marine Biological Resources Steve Dribo
E-29 Marine Biological Resources Fountain Inok
E-30 Land and Reef Areas Steve Dribo
Marine Biological Resources
E-31 Socioeconomic Conditions Saburo I, Kibin
E-32 Compact Jiba B. Kabua
Oversight RMIEPA
E-33 Project Team’s Intent Jiba B. Kabua
RMIEPA
E-34 Compact Jiba B. Kabua
U.S. Environmental Policies RMIEPA
Compliance Assurance
Oversight
M-1 Other—Distribution of EIS Sen. Alik Alik
RMI Nitijela
M-2 Compact Sen. Alik Alik
RMI Nitijela
M-3 Marshaliese Translation Sen. Alik Alik
RMI Nitijela
M-4 Need for Level-of-Activity Alternatives Sen. Alik Alik
RMI Nitijela
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Table 2-2
Index of Comments by Category and Commentor
(in order received)
Page 3 of 16
Comment
No. Category Commentor
M-5 Compact Sen. Alik Alik
’ Water Quality and Reef Protection Standards | RMI Nitijela
M-6 Marine Biological Resources Michael C. White
MIMRA
M-7 Marine Biological Resources Michael C. White
MIMRA
M-8 Environmental Analysis Allan Lolly
Office of Attorney General
M-9 Cultural Resources Carmen Bigler
Minister of Interior, RMI
M-10 Project Team’s Intent Carmen Bigler
Compliance Assurance Minister of Interior, RMI
M-11 Material and Waste Management Riyad Mistry
Pacific Islands Network
M-12 Range Safety Riyad Mistry
Pacific Islands Network
M-13 Project Team’s Intent Kasuo Helgenberger
RMIEPA
M-14 Compact Kasuo Helgenberger :
Project Team’s Intent RMIEPA
Formal Adoption Schedule
Oversight
M-15 Compact Kasuo Helgenberger
U.S. Environmental Policy RMIEPA
M-16 Technical Support Kasuo Helgenberger
Funding RMIEPA
M-17 Compact Sen. Alik Alik
U.S. Environmental Policy RMI Nitijela
M-18 Compact Elizabeth Harding
Formal Adoption Schedule RMIEPA
M-19 Compiiance Assurance Elizabeth Harding
Oversight RMIEPA
M-20 Compact Giff Johnson
Launch Programs and Flight Testing Marshall Islands Journal
10013913.PDX 2-6




Table 2-2
Index of Comments by Category and Commentor
(in order received)
Page 4 of 16
Comment
No. Category Commentor
M-21 Compliance Assurance Giff Johnson
Conflict Resolution Marshall Islands Journal
M-22 U.S. Environmental Poiicies Allan Lolly
Office of Attorney General
M-23 Compliance Assurance Riyad Mistry
M-24 Formal Adoption Schedule Giff Johnson
Marshail Islands Journal
L11 Comment Period Michael D. Jones, Dept. of Physics
and Astronomy
University of Hawaii
L1-2 Need for Level-of-Activity Alternatives Michaet D. Jones, Dept. of Physics
and Astronomy
University of Hawaii
L1-3 Need for Level-of-Activity Alternatives Michael D. Jones, Dept. of Physics
and Astronomy
University of Hawaili
Li4 Air Quality Michael D. Jones, Dept. of Physics
and Astronomy
University of Hawaii
L1-5 Ailr Quatity Michael D. Jones, Dept. of Physics
and Astronomy
University of Hawaii
L1-6 Air Quality Michael D. Jones, Dept. of Physics
. and Astronomy
University of Hawaii
L1-7 Launch Programs and Flight Testing Michael D. Jones, Dept. of Physics
Range Safety and Astronomy
University of Hawaii
L1-8 Range Safety Michael D. Jones, Dept. of Physics
and Astronomy
University of Hawaii
L2-1 Environmental Analysis Gary Matlock, Dept. of
Commerce/NMF
S S5-W Region
10013913.PDX 2-7




Table 2-2
Index of Comments by Category and Cominentor
(in order received)
Page 5 of 16
Comment
No. Category Commentor
122 Land and Reef Areas Gary Matlock, Dept. of
’ Commerce/NMF
S S-W Region
L3-1 Project Team’s Intent Jiba B. Kabua
Chairman, RMIEPA _
L3-2 Compact Jiba B. Kabua
Oversight Chairman, RMIEPA
Compiiance Assurance
[4-1 Land and Reef Areas Carl Jeadrik
Water Quality and Reef Protection Standards | RMIEPA
14-2 Compliance Assurance Carl Jeadrik
RMIEPA
L5-1 Public Health and Safety Irene Paul
Oversight
L6-1 Land and Reef Areas Carl Jeadrik
Water Quality and Reef Protection Standards | RMIEPA
L&-2 Compliance Assurance Carl Jeadrik
RMIEPA
L7-1 Need for Level-of-Activity Alternatives Michael D. Jones
' : Univ. of Hawaii, Dept. of Physics
and Astronomy
L72 AIr Quality Standards Michael D. Jones
Univ. of Hawaii, Dept. of Physics
and Astronomy
L7-3 Ailr Quality Standards Michael D. Jones
Univ. of Hawaii, Dept. of Physics
and Astronomy
L7-4 Range Safety Michael D. Jones
Univ. of Hawaii, Dept. of Physics
and Astronomy
L8-1 Compact Carmen Bigler, RMIHPO
Cultural Resource Standards
132 Cultural Resource Standards Carmen Bigler, RMIHPO
18.3 Cultural Resource Standards Carmen Bigler, RMIHPO

10013913.PDX
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Table 2-2
Index of Comments by Category and Commentor
(in order received)
Page 6 of 16
Comment
No. Category Commentor
19-1 Environmental Analysis Richard E. Sanderson, Director,
Office of Federal Activities
.S, EPA
19-2 Need for Level-of-Activity Alternatives Richard E. Sanderson, Director,
Office of Federal Activities
U.S. EPA
L9-3 Environmental Analysis Richard E. Sanderson, Director,
Office of Federal Activities
U.S. EPA
LS4 Compact Richard E. Sanderson, Director,
Oversight Office of Federal Activities
U.S. EPA
L9-5 Periodic Review Richard E. Sanderson, Director,
' Office of Federal Activities
U.S. EPA
L9-6 Compact Richard E. Sanderson, Director,
Oversight Office of Federal Activities
Compliance Authority U.S. EPA
197 Land and Reef Areas _ Richard E. Sanderson, Director,
Marine Biological Resources Office of Federal Activities
Cultural Resources U.S. EPA
19-8 Land and Reef Areas Richard E. Sanderson, Director,
Office of Federal Activities
US. EPA
L9.9 Land and Reef Areas Richard E. Sanderson, Director,
Marine Biological Resources Office of Federal Activities
U.S. EPA
1.9-10 Land and Reef Areas Richard E. Sanderson, Director,
Marine Biological Resources Office of Federal Activities
US. EPA
L9-11/12 Land and Reef Areas Richard E. Sanderson, Director,
Water Resources Office of Federal Activities
Water Quality and Reef Protection Standards | U.S. EPA
1.9-13 Water Resources Richard E. Sanderson, Director,
Wastewater Office of Federal Activities
U.S. EPA
10013913.PDX 2-9




Table 2-2
Index of Comments by Category and Commentor
(in order received)
Page 7 of 16
Comment
'No. Category Commentor
[9-14 Wastewater Richard E. Sanderson, Director,
Office of Federal Activities
U.S. EPA
L9-15 Water Resources Richard E. Sanderson, Director,
Office of Federal Activities
U.S. EPA
19-16 Air Quality Richard E. Sanderson, Director,
Office of Federal Activities
U.S. EPA
L3-17 Water Resources Richard E. Sanderson, Director,
Island Plants and Animals Office of Federal Activities
RTE Species U.S. EPA
L9-18 Island Plants and Animais Richard E. Sanderson, Director,
RTE Species Office of Federal Activities
‘Cultural Resources U.S. EPA
L9-19 Island Plants and Animals Richard E. Sanderson, Director,
Office of Federal Activities
U.S. EPA
1.9-20 ‘Land and Reef Areas Richard E. Sandersor, Director,
Marine Biological Resources Office of Federal Activities
U.S EPA
L9-21 Solid Waste Richard E. Sanderson, Director,
Office of Federal Activities
U.S. EPA
L9-22 Cultural Resources Richard E. Sanderson, Director,
Socioeconomic Conditions Office of Federal Activities
U.S. EPA
19-23 Marshallese Translation Richard E. Sanderson, Director,
Office of Federal Activities
U.S. EPA
19-24 Environmental Analysis Richard E. Sanderson, Director,
Office of Federal Activities
US. EPA
L8-25 Environmental Analysis Richard E. Sanderson, Director,
Office of Federal Activities
U.S. EPA

10013913.PDX
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Table 2-2 .
Index of Comments by Category and Commentor
: (in order received)
Page 8 of 16
Comment
No. Category Commentor
L9-26 Formal Adoption Schedule Richard E. Sanderson, Director,
Office of Federal Activities
U.S. EPA
L10-1 Environmental Analysis Elizabeth Freeman, Director, Re-
Region of Influence sponsible Citizens for Responsible
Sotioeconomic Conditions Government
L10-2 Environmental Analysis Elizabeth Freeman, Director, Re-
Region of Influence sponsible Citizens for Responsible
Government
1.10-3 Socioeconomic Conditions Elizabeth Freeman, Director, Re-
Region of Influence sponsible Citizens for Responsible
Government
L10-4 Need for Level-of-Activity Alternatives Elizabeth Freeman, Director, Re-
* | Launch Programs and Flight Testing sponsible Citizens for Responsible
Range Safety Government
L10-5 Environmental Analysis Elizabeth Freeman, Director, Re-
Need for Level-of-Activity Alternatives sponsible Citizens for Responsible
Range Safety Government
110-6 Range Safety Elizabeth Freeman, Director, Re-
EMR Environment sponsible Citizens for Responsible
Government
110-7 Cost-Benefit Analysis Elizabeth Freeman, Director, Re-
Public Health and Safety sponsible Citizens for Responsible
Government
L10-8 Noise Elizabeth Freeman, Director, Re-
Range Safety sponsible Citizens for Responsible
Government
L10-9 Socioeconomic Conditions Elizabeth Freeman, Director, Re-
Range Safety sponsible Citizens for Responsible
Government
1.10-10 Socioeconomic Conditions Elizabeth Freeman, Director, Re-
Public Health and Safety sponsible Citizens for Responsible
Government
L10-11 Launch Programs and Flight Testing Elizabeth Freeman, Director, Re-
Range Safety sponsible Citizens for Responsible
Government

10013913.PDX
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Table 2.2 )
Index of Comments by Category and Commentor
(in order received)
Page 9 of 16
Comment :
No. Category Commentor.
L10-12 Need for Level-of-Activity Alternatives Elizabeth Freeman, Director, Re-
Range Safety ‘'sponsible Citizens for Responsible
Public Health and Safety Government
L10-13 Need for Level-of-Activity Aliernatives Elizabeth Freeman, Director, Re-
sponsible Citizens for Responsible
Government
110-14 Need for Level-of-Activity Alternatives Elizabeth Freeman, Director, Re-
Socioeconomic Impacts sponsible Citizens for Responsible
Environmental Analysis Government
1.10-15 Environmental Analysis Elizabeth Freeman, Director, Re-
Need for Level-of-Activity Alternatives sponsible Citizens for Responsible
' Government
L10-16 Range Safety Elizabeth Freeman, Director, Re-
Launch Programs and Flight Testing sponsible Citizens for Responsible
Government
L16-17 EMR Environment Elizabeth Freeman, Director, Re-
Public Health and Safety sponsible Citizens for Responsible
Government
L10-18 Socioeconomic Conditions Elizabeth Freeman, Director, Re-
Public Health and Safety sponsible Citizens for Responsibie
Government :
L11-1 Environmental Analysis Denise E. Antolini
Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund,
Inc.
L11-2 Environmental Analysis Denise E. Antolini
Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund,
Inc.
Li1-3 Environmental Analysis Denise E. Antolini
Need for Level-of-Activity Alternatives Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund,
Inc.
1114 Environmentai Analysis Denise E. Antolini
Need for Level-of-Activity Alternatives Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund,
Launch Programs and Flight Testing Inc.
L11-5 Environmental Analysis Denise E. Antolini
Need for Level-of-Activity Alternatives Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund,
Launch Programs and Flight Testing Inc.
10013913.PDX 2-12 .




Table 2-2 .
Index of Comments by Category and Commentor
(in order received)
Page 10 of 16
Comment
No. Category Commentor
L11-6 Environmental Analysis Denise E. Antolini
Need for Level-of-Activity Alternatives Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund,
Launch Programs and Flight Testing Inc.
L.11-7 Environmental Analysis Denise E. Antolini
Region of Influence Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund,
Inc.
L11-8 Land Use Denise E. Antolini
Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund, -
Inc.
L11-9 Water Resources Denise E. Antolini
Marine Biological Resources Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund,
Inc
L11-10 Land and Reef Arcas Denise E. Antolini
* | Marine Biological Resources Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund,
. Inc.
L11-11 Marine Biological Resources Denise E. Antolini
Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund,
Inc.
Li1-12 Marine Biological Resources Denise E. Antolini
Socioeconomic Conditions Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund,
Inc.
L11-13 Marine Biological Resources Denise E. Antolini _
Water Resources Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund,
Inc.
L11-14 Cultural Resources Denise E. Antolini
Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund,
Inc.
L11-15 Socioeconomic Conditions Denise E. Antolini
Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund,
Inc.
L11-16 Aesthetics Denise E. Antolini
Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund,
Inc.
L11-17 Environmental Analysis Denise E. Antolini
Socioeconomic Conditions Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund,
Ine.
10013913.PDX 2-13



Table 2-2 .
Index of Comments by Category and Commentor
(in order received)
Page 11 of 16
Comment
No. Category Commenior
L11-18 Island Plants and Animals Denise E. Antolini
RTE Species Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund,
Inc.
L11-19 Island Plants and Animais Denise E. Antolini
Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund,
Inc.
L11-20 EMR Environment Denise E. Antolini
Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund,
Inc.
L1121 Noise Denise E. Antolini
Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund,
“Inc.
L11-22 Launch Programs and Flight Testing Denise E. Antolini
Range Safety Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund,
Inc.
L11-23 Compact Denise E. Antolinj
Citizen Suits Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund,
Project Team’s Intent Inc.
Oversight
L11-24 Endangered Species and Wildlife Resources Denise E. Antolini
Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund,
Inc.
L11-25 Compliance Assurance Denise E. Antolini
Oversight Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund,
Endangered Species and Wildlife Resources Inc.
L11-26 Endangered Species and Wildlife Resources Denise E. Antolini
Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund,
Inc.
L11-27 Endangered Species and Wildlife Resources Denise E. Antolini
Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund,
Inc
L11-28 Endangered Species and Wildlife Resources Denise E. Antolini
Conflict Resolution Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund,
Inc.
L11:29 Compliance Assurance Denise E. Antolini
Conflict Resolution Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund,
Cultural Resource Standards Inc.

10013913.PDX
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Table 2-2
Index of Comments by Category and Commentor
(in order received)
Page 12 of 16
Comment
No. Category Commentor
L11-30 Culwural Resource Standards Denise E. Antolini
: Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund,
Inc.
. L11-31 Cultural Resource Standards Denise E. Antolini
Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund,
inc, :
1.11-32 Cultural Resource Standards Denise E. Antolini
Oversight Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund,
Inc.
L11-33 Cultural Resource Standards Denise E. Antolini
Compliance Assurance Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund,
Inc.
L11-34735 Citizen Suits Denise E. Antolini
) Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund,
Inc.
L11-36 U.S. Environmental Policies Deunise E. Antolini
Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund,
Inc,
111-37 Public Health and Safety Denise E. Antolini
Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund,
Inc. .
L11-38 Marshallese Translation Denise E. Antolini
Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund,
Inc, :
L11-39 Reporting Requirements Denise E. Antolini
Notices Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund,
Inc,
L1140 Notices Denise E. Antolini
Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund,
Inc.
L1141 Monitoring Denise E. Antolini
Auditing Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund,
Oversight Inc.
Conflict Resolution
1.11-42 Conflict Resolution Denise E. Antolinj
Compliance Assurance Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund,
Inc.

10013913.PDX
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Table 2-2
Index of Comments by Category and Commentor
(in order received)
Page 13 of 16
Comment :
No. Category Commentor
L1143 Notices Denise E. Antolini
Compliance Assurance Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund,
Inc.
L1144 Oversight Denise E. Antolini
Compliance Assurance Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund,
Conflict Resolution Inc.
L11-45 Conflict Resolution Derise E. Antolini
Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund,
Inc.
L1146 Environmental Analysis Denise E. Antolini
Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund,
Inc. '
Li2-1 Cqmmem Period James E. Maragos, Ph.D., Senior
Fellow, East-West Center
L12-2 EMR Environment James E. Maragos, Ph.D., Senior
Fellow, East-West Center
L12-3 RTE Species James E. Maragos, Ph.D., Senior
Fellow, East-West Center
L124 Island Plants and Animals James E. Maragos, Ph.D., Senior
RTE Species Fellow, East-West Center
L12-5 Socioeconomic Conditions - James E. Maragos, Ph.D., Senior
Region of Influence Fellow, East-West Center
Environmental Analysis
L12-6 Land and Reef Areas James E. Maragos, Ph.D., Senior
Marine Biological Resources Fellow, East-West Center
L12-7 Need for Level-of-Activity Alternatives James E. Maragos, Ph.D., Senior
Fellow, East-West Center
L12-8 Launch Programs and Flight Testing James E. Maragos, Ph.D., Senior
Fellow, East-West Center
L13-1 U.S. Environmental Policies Jonathan P. Deaser, Director
Island Plants and Animals Environmental Affairs
" Marine Biological Resources U.S. Dept. of Interior
Endangered Species and Wildlife Resources
L13-2 Conflict Resolution Jonathan P. Deaser, Director
Endangered Species and Wildlife Resources Environmentai Affairs
Compliance Assurance U.S. Dept. of Interior
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Table 2-2 :
Index of Comments by Category and Commentor
(in order received) :
Page 14 of 16
Comment
No. Category Commentor
L13-3 Endangered Species and Wildlife Resources Jonathan P. Deaser, Director
Oversight : Environmental Affairs
U.S. Dept. of Iaterior
L14-1 Compact Jiba Kabua
Chairman, RMIEPA
L14-2 Oversight Jiba Kabua
Formal Adoption Schedule Chairman, RMIEPA
Compliance Assurance
L14-3 Marshallese Translation Jiba Kabua
Chairman, RMIEPA
L14-4 U.S. Environmental Policies Jiba Kabua
Oversight Chairman, RMIEPA
Compliance Assurance
L14-5 Conflict Resolution Jiba Kabua
Chairman, RMIEPA
L14-6 Auditing Jiba Kabua
Chairman, RMIEPA
L14-7 Technical Support Jiba Kabua
Funding Chairman, RMIEPA
114-8 Periodic Review Jiba Kabua
Chairman, RMIEPA
L14-9 Alr Quality Standards Jiba Kabua
Chairman, RMIEPA
L14-10 Water Quality and Reef Protection Jiba Kabua
Chairman, RMIEPA
L14-11 Endangered Species and Wildlife Resources Jiba Kabua
Chairman, RMIEPA
L14-12 Ocean Dumping Jiba Kabua
Chairman, RMIEPA
L14-13 Material and Waste Management Jiba Kabua
Chairman, RMIEPA
L14-14 Material and Waste Management Jiba Kabua
Chairman, RMIEPA
L14-15 Cuitural Resource Standards Jiba Kabua
Chairman, RMIEPA
10013913.PDX 2-17




Table 2-2
Index of Comments by Category and Commentor
(in order received)
Page 15 of 16
Comment
No. Category Commentor
Li4-16 Public Health and Safety Jiba Kabua
Chairman, RMIEPA
L14-17 Public Health and Safety Jiba Kabua
Chairman, RMIEPA
L14-18 Compliance Assurance Jiba Kabua
Chairman, RMIEPA
L14-1% Compliance Assurance Jiba Kabua
Chairman, RMIEPA
1.14-20 Compliance Assurance Jiba Kabua
Chairman, RMIEPA
Li4-21 Land and Reef Areas’ Jiba Kabua
Compliance Assurance Chairman, RMIEPA
L14-22 Marshallese Translation Jiba Kabua
Chairman, RMIEPA
L14-.23 Socioceconomic Conditions Jiba Kabua
Region of Influence Chairman, RMIEPA
L14-24 Marine Biological Resources Jiba Kabua
RTE Species Chairman, RMIEPA
L14-25 Land and Reef Areas Jiba Kabua
Chairman, RMIEPA
114-26 Range Safety Jiba Kabua
EMR Environment Chairman, RMIEPA
L14-27 Hazardous Materials and Waste Jiba Kabua
Range Safety Chairman, RMIEPA
L14-28 Water Resources Jiba Kabua
Reporting Requirements Chairman, RMIEPA
114-29 Range Safety Jiba Kabua
EMR Egnvironment Chairman, RMIEPA
L14-30 Launch Programs and Flight Testing Jiba Kabua
Hazardous Materials and Waste Chairman, RMIEPA
Marine Biclogical Resources
Public Health and Safety
L14-31 Launch Progfams and Flight Testing Jiba Kabua
EMR Environment Chairman, RMIEPA
Range Safety
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Table 2-2

Index of Comments by Category and Commentor

(in order received)

Page 16 of 16

Commernt
No. Category Commentor
L14-32 Land and Reef Areas Jiba Kabua
Range Safety Chairman, RMIEPA
L14-33 Noise Jiba Kabua
Chairman, RMIEPA
LI14-34 Range Safety Jiba Kabua
Chairman, RMIEPA
L14-35 EMR Environment Jiba Kabua
Chairman, RMIEPA
L14-36 Water Resources Jiba Kabua
Water Supply Chairman, RMIEPA
Wastewater
L14-37 Air Quality Jiba Kabua
! Chairman, RMIEPA
L14-38 Noise Jiba Kabua

Chairman, RMIEPA

EMR:

RTE Species: Rare, Threatened, or Endangered Species

Electromagnetic Radiation
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Table 2-3

Index of Comments on the Draft SEIS

Level-of-Activity Alternatives and Proposed USAKA Environmental Standards*

Page 1 of 4

LEVEL-OF-ACTIVITY ALTERNATIVES

General

USAKA ENVIRONMENTAL STANDARDS

General “.

Environmental Analysis

E-1, E-19, E-26, M-8, L2-1, L9-1,
19-3, 1L9-24, 1.9-25, L10-1, L10-2,
L10-5, L10-14, L10-15, L11-1
through L11-7, L11-17, L11-46,
L12-5

Citizen Suits E-6, L11-23, L11-34/35

Marshattese Translation

E-11, M-3, L9-23, L11-38, L14-22

Marshallese Translation E-11, L11-38, L14-3

Comment Period

E-3, E-11, E-18, E-26, L1-1,
L12-1

Compact of Free Association E-4, E-8, E-14, E-23, E-32,
E-34, M-2, M-5, M-14, M-15,
M-17, M-18, M-20, L3-2,
1.8-1, 1.9-4, 1L9-6, L11-23,
L14-1

Need for Level-of-Activity
Alternatives

E-5, M-4, L1-2, L.1-3, L7-1, L.9-2,
L.10-4, L10-5, L10-12 through
L10-15, L11-3 through L11-6,
L12-7

E-33, M-10, M-13, M-14,

Project Team's Intent
: L3-1, L11-23,

Cost-Benefit Analysis

L10-7

Public Health and Safety E-13, L5-1, L10-7, 1.10-10,
L10-12, L10-17, L10-18,
L11-37, L14-16, L14-17,

L-14-30

Launch Programs and Flight Testing

M-20, L1-7, L10-4, L10-11,
L10-16, L11-4 through L11-6,
L11-22, L12-8, L.-14-30, L-14-31

Formal Adoption Schedule M-14, M-18, M-19, M-24,

£9-26, L14-2

Region of Influence

L10-1, L10-2, L10-3, L11-7,
L12-5, L14-23

U.S. Environmental Policies E-34, M-15, M-17, M-22,

L11-36, L14-4
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Table 2-3

index of Comments on the Draft SEIS

Level-of-Activity Alternatives and Proposed USAKA Environmental Standards*

Page 2 of 4

LEVEL-OF-ACTIVITY ALTERNATIVES

Environimental Impact Analysis

© USAKA ENVIRONMENTAL STANDARDS

" Procedures

Land and Reef Areas

E-2, E-17, E-20, E-21, E-24, E-30
L2-2, L4-1, L6-1, L.9-7 through
L9-11/12, L9-20, L11-10, L12-6,
L14-21, L14-25, L14-32

Reporting Requirements

L11-39, L.14-28

Water Resources

E-22, E-25, L9-11/12, L.9-13,
L9-15, L9-17, L11-9, L11-13,
1.14-28, L.14-36

Notices (Public Notice and
Agency Notification)

L11-39, L11-40, L11-43

Air Quality Li-4, L1-5, L1-6, 1.7-2, L7-3, Monitoring L1l-41
19-16, L14-37
Noise L10-8, L.11-21, [.14-33, [.14-38 Auditing L11-41, L14-6

Island Plants and Animals

L9-17, L9-18, L9-19, 1.11-18,
L11-19, 1124, L13-1

Compliance Assurance (LOA,
ROC, DEP, ECR, Variances, and
Exemptions)

E-7, E-12, E-15, E-16, E-17,
E-27, E-34, M-10, M-19,
M-21, M-23, 132, 142,
L6-2, L9-6, L11-25, L11-29,
L11-33, L11-42, 1.11-43,
L11-44, L13-2, L14-2, L14-4,
L14-18 through L14-21

Marine Biologicai Resources

E-21, E-25, E-28, E-29, E-30,
M-6, M-7, L9-7, L9-9, L9-10, -
1.9-20, L11-9 through L11-13,
L12-6, L.13-1, L14-24, L14-30

Oversight (NOD and
Environmental Opinion)

E-10, E-12, E-15, E-16, E-26,
E-32, E-34, M-14, M-19,
L3-2, L5-1, 1.9-4, L9-6,
L11-23, L11-25, 1.11-41,
L11-44, 1.13-3, 1.14-2, L14-4
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index of Comments on the Draft SEIS

Level-of-Activity Alternatives and Proposed USAKA Environmental Standards*

Page 3 of 4

LEVEL-OF-ACTIVITY ALTERNATIVES

" Environmental Impact Analysis (continued) -

"USAKA ENVIRONMENTAL STANDARDS

- Procedures (con't_inu'ed)':

Rare, Threatened, and Endangered
Species

E-22, L9-17, 1.9-18, L11-18,
L12-3, L.12-4, L14-24

Conflict Resolution

M-21, L11-28, L11-29,
L11-41, L11-42, L11-44,
L11-45, L13-2, L14.5

Cultural Resources M-9, L9-7, L9-18, L9-22, L.11-14 Technical Support M-16, L14-7
Land Usc L11-8 Periodic Review 1.9-5, L14-8
Socioeconomic Conditions E-9, E-11, E-31, L9-22, L10-1, Funding M-16, L14-7
L10-3, L10-9, L10-10, L10-14,
L10-18, L11-12, L11-15, L11-17,
_ L12-5, L14-23
Water Supply L14-36 Environméntal Resource Categories ™ .. .
Wastewater E-25, L9-13, L9-14, L14-36 Air Quality. E-13, L14-9

Solid Waste

1.9-21

Water Quality and Reef
Protection

M-5, L4-1, Le6-1, 1L9-11/12,
L14-10,

Hazardous Materials and Wasle

1.14-27, L14-30

Endangered Species and Wildlife
Resources

L11-24 through L11-28,
L13-1 through L13-3, L14-11

Aesthetics

L11-16

Ocean Dumping

1.14-12

Range Safety

M-12, L1-7, 1.1-8, L.7-4, L10-4
through L10-6, L10-8, L10-9,
L10-11, L10-16, L10-17, L11-22,
L14-26, L14-27, L14-29, L14-31,
L-14-32, L14-34

Material and Waste Management

L14-13, L14-14, M-11
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Table 2-3
Index of Comments on the Draft SEIS '
Level-of-Activity Alternatives and Proposed USAKA Environmental Standards*

- topic.

Page 4 of 4
LEVEL-OF-ACTIVITY ALTERNATIVES USAKA ENVIRONMENTAL STANDARDS

Electromagnetic Environment K-1, L10-6, L10-17, L11-20, Cultural Resources L8-1 through 1.8-3, L9-22,
L12-2, L14-26, L14-29, L14-31, L11-29 through [.11-33,
1.14-35 Li4-15

DEP: Document of Environmental Protection '

ECR: Environmental Comments and Recommendations

LOA: Letter of Authority

ROC: Record of Consultation

NOD: Neotice of Deficiency

*The indexed references are guides to major areas of discussion for the topics; they are not an exhaustive list of every mention of a term or
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Chapter 3
Oral Comments and Responses

This chapter contains the verbatim transcripts of the hearings held at Kwajalein, Ebeye,
and Majuro. The transcript includes the presentation made during the hearings, followed
by the public comments. While some comments were addressed during the hearing,
many required additional response. To aid in reviewing the responses, the transcripts of
public comments have been copied and reduced on the left side of each page, with
corresponding responses on the right side.

Summary tables of comments, subject, and commentors are located in Chapter 2 of this
volume, as well as a description of the comment numbering system.
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PUBLIC HEARING
Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
Proposed Action at
U.S5. ARMY Kwajalein Atoll

CHZM HILL

Transcript of Proceedings

Volume 1 of 3 Volumes

BE IT REMEMBERED, that a public hearing in the above
matter was held at the Republic of the Marshall Islands,
Kwajalein Community Services Facility, Kwajalein Island,
on Monday, May 24, 1993 before Col. Croshby E. Hazel,
Commander, USAKA, and Mr. Kenneth Sims, USASSDC.

WHEREUPON, the following proceedings were had,
to wit:

Marshallese and English
Translation By: None

Richard L. Lind, Court Reporter,
CSR No. LIND*RL496J7Z
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Kwajalein Atoll - May 24,. 1993

Opening Remarks

COL. HAZEL: Goad evening. I would like to
welcome each of you and thank you for taking the time to
attend this public hearing.

I am Col. Hazel, Commander, United States Army
Kwajalein Atoll. Tonight's.hearing is an opportunity for
you to comment on the Draft Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement, which I will call the Draft SEIS, and to
comment on the proposed test activities at USAKA and new
environmental standards that are the subject of that
document. .

Before we get started, I want to cover some
administrative procedures. Everything that is being said
here tonight is being transcribed by our court reporter.
This is so we will have an accurate record of tonight's
discussion. We will consider all of your comments and
provide responses to you during the preparation of the
Final SEIS.

We're asking everyone to sign in tonight, and if you
haven't, then at the break if you would do so, so that we
have a record of the attendance. You shoula have received
a handout packet, an information packet. The last page of
that handout packet is a form that you can use to-write
ybur comnents and Questions or to request a copy of the

1
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Kwajalein Atoll -~ May 24, 1993

Final SEIS when it is prepared. If you need additional
space to write, please use the back of the form. You can
fill those out during the break period and turn them in at
the end of the hearing, or you can mail your comments to
us. If they are mailed, they have to be received by us no
later than the l4th of June in order to become part of the
official record, ana as part of the official record, we
will respond to them in the Final SEIS. If you prefer to
mail your comments and questions, please send them to the
address shown on the comment form and alsc shown here
(pointing to the projector screen). As I indicated, all of
the written and spoken comments received tonight will
become part of the public record for this SEIS and will be
considered in preparing the final document.

With me tonight is Mr. Ken Sims from the U.S. Army
Space and Strategic Defense Command in Huntsville, Alabama.
Ken is the Army's Project Manager for the Draft SEIS.

Other staff who are present and available to listen to your
comments include representatives from the Army's Program
Executive Office, the U.$. Army Space and Strategic Defense
Command, the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization, USAKA,
CH2M HILL, the contractor who helped us prepare the Draft
SEIS, and a variety of other organizations and programs.

Shown here is tonight's agenda (peinting to the
projector screen). After I have finished speaking, Ken

2
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Kwajalein Atoll - May 24, 1993

Sims will tell you about the proposals that are the.subject
of the Draft SEIS. He will summarize the potential
environmental impacts that have been iéentified, and
describe how we propose to reduce those impacts. After a
15 minute break, the public comment portion of tonight's
hearing will begin.

Now I want to tell you why we have prepared a Draft
SEIS. The National Environmental Policy Act, or NEPA,
requires that U.S. federal agencies prepare an
environmental impact statement, an EIS,‘before taking any
major action that significantly affects the environment.

THeICompact of Free Association between the United
States and the Republic of the Marshall Islands extends
this requirement to any major U.S. government action
significantly affecting the environment of the RMI.

An EIS is a detailed written statement that describes
the evaluation of likely impacts from an action. An EIS
must also describe possible alternatives to the proposed
action, and ways that adverse impacts to the environment
can be reduced.

Now, rather than developing an EIS for every action
that we wish to take, in 1989, the Army prepared an EIS for
all of the proposed testing activities at USAKA. The 1989
EIS reviewed ongoing activities at USAKA and described how
proposed launches and othér teét activities proposed at

3

3-6




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

Kwajalein Atoll - May 24, 1993

that time could affect the environment. The 1989 EIS
identified 116 actions that the U.S. Government agreed to
take in order to reduce or mitigate the likely
environmental impacts of the proposed actions, and to
address some of the problems in past environmental
management at USAKA.

USAKA has worked hard to implement the'mitigation
actions identified in the 1989 EIS. As you can see, 97 of
those 116 items have either been com?leted or begun, and
most of the rest will be initiated within the next year.
The actions included establishing an envirconmental office
and érogram here at Kwajalein, which Dr. Ott is in charge
cof. It includes new and more frequent water quality
testing, much improved waste management practices, PCB and
halon removal, and other action categories listed here.

Sincé 1989, two needs have developed that prompted the
preparation of a ‘supplement to the 1989 EIS. First,
Congress has directed that the Department of Defénse
dévelop effective defenses against both theater and
strategic ballistic missiles. This requires increased
levels of ground and flight testing, facilities, and
support activities. The objective is two-fold: if you all
read the newspapers, it provides, first of all, a highly
effective defense of the United States against limited
attacks of ballistic missiles, which we call the National

4
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Missile Defense Program, and to defend ocur armed forces
deployed abroad, which we call our Theater Missile Defense
Program. <Carrying out these goals would require levels of
test programs and personnel at USAKA that are greater than
the levels that were analyzed in the 1989 Eis. The second
need is to adopt and implement environmental standards and
procedures for U.S. activities at USAKA to replace the
U.S.-based standards that we currently use. The Compact of
Free Association between the RMI and the U.S. requires us
to develop environmental standards and procedures for the
unique environment and special circumstances at USAKA. The
currené reqgulations were developed for the more industrial
environment of the United States and do not reflect the
unique environmental challenges of an island nation, and
the special rélationship between the U.S. and RMI '
governments.

The proposed USAKA environmental standards and
procedures have been developed over the past two or three
years by a team made up of government agencies from both
RMI and the U.S. The standards are similar to existing
U.S. laws and regulations in the way that they protect
human health, safety, and the environment, but they
simplify many of the procedural aspects of existing
regulationé. Because these two negds were not addressed in
the 1989 EIS, the Army has prepared an SEIS, the draft of

5
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Kwajalein Atoll - May 24, 1993

which we are discussing tonight.

The EIS process depends heavily on public
participation. The process begins with what is called
"scoping", and that identifies the range of issues with
which the public is concerned and which should be addressed
in the Drafp SEIS. last December, on December 11, the Army
issued a notice asking for public comments about the scope
of the Draft SEIS. It also prepared a fact sheet about the
Draft SEIS which was made available to anyone whoncalled or
- wrote to us. The Draft SEIS was completed in March and
issued to the general public in April. That document,
which ig a small, fragile thing, (holding up a copy of a
large volume), and that gets us to the point where we are
now. Copies of that Draft SEIS were sent to approximately
150 agencies and citizens in the RMI and in the U.S. We
are now at this point in the process. And we are
conducting public hearings so that we can inform the public
of the results of our analysis and to receive comments from
the public and the agencies on the analysis presented in
the Draft SEIS. Public hearings are being held at Majuro
and Ebeye in the next two nights, and here tonight at
Kwajalein. So the objective of the public hearings is so
that we can learn your concerns about the proposed actions.
As I mentioned, you can express them to us tonight, or you
can provide written comment to us by June 14, 1993. All

6
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comments received by that date, both written and oral, will
receive equal consideration in the Final SEIS. Like I
éaid, the comments will be incorporated into the Final
SEIS. A Final SEIS that covers all comments and issues
raised during the public comment period will be published
later this year. Thirty days after the publication date,
the Army will make a decision about the proposed actions
and the mitigation measures it will undertake in order to
address any likely environmental impacts. It will be
published in what is called a Record of Decisicn, which
will be issued later this year.

- Before Mr. Sims begins, I do want to make one very
important point. As I mentioned, the Draft SEIS addresses
two issues; the need for an increased level of testing and
the need for special USAKA environmental standards. Each
of these two issues has alternative courses of action
presented in the Draft SEIS. When we talk about the
increased level of testing, the Draft SEIS evaluates four
possible levels of activity. These levels are No Change, a
low level of activity, an intermediate level of activity,
and a high level of activity. The Draft SEIS assesses the
potential impact of each of ﬁhese levels of activity on the
environment. It's important that you understand that not
all of the activities tﬁat have been analyzed are likely to

be implemented. For example, activities and programs
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Kwajalein Atoll - May 24, 1993

associated with the high level of activity represent our
analysis of the maximum environmental impact that we
believe could be sustained here at USAKA, but it is not the
proposed action, nor is it expected that we will ever
develop all of the programs to the degree described in the
high level-of-activity alternative. The high level was
developed to see what impacts would result from the maximum
level of activity we could envision at USAKA. The proposed
action, which is the intermediate level of activity, is a
substantially lower level of activity, and here is the
important point that I want to make. Even the intermediate
level of activity includes analyses of several programs and
activities that are not expected to occur for several
years, and, in some cases, may never occur at all. As an
example, the extensive developmént at Meck Island is
currently not in the Defense Department budget, and may
well not occur. However, the Draft SEIS ekamines these
programs so that we can identify accumulative environmental
impacts and appropriate mitigation measures, and be better
informed in the future, if a decision is made to fund these
programs.

I would imagine that some of what I've talked about
has prbbably stimulated some comments already. However, I
would ask that you hold those until the public comment
period following Mr. Sims' summary of the impacts evaluated

8
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in the braft SEIS.

Ken Sims will now summarize what is being proposed,
the alternatives that are examined in the Draft SEIS, the
potential environmental impacts, and ways to reduce those

environmental impacts. Ken?
Summary of Environmental Impacts

MR. SIMS: Thank you, Col. Hazel. This Draft
SEIS is a complex document,[as he held uél and you may have
had an opportunity to read it, but it does describe the
activifies thé Army is proposing. I will try to provide
you with a relatively simple summary of that document, and
I won't go into 'a tremendous‘amount of detail, because we
would be here for days, but I recommend that you review the
document at your leisure. We have copies here tonight, and
Dr. Ott has some extra copies in his office, and they are
available for you to view. When my presentation is
finished, we will take a short break; and then we will come
back to accept your written or oral comments.

The Draft SEIS does examine two categories of actions; .
increased testing activities, and the adoption of new
environmental standards. The first category that I will
discuss is the level of test activities that would occur at_

USAKA. By "test activities", we mean the current test
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activities that have occurred here in the past since the
late 1950s at USAKA. Like the lady here tonight, she
probably doesn't remember those, but she remembers some
from the '70s. The types of activities that have occurred
here in the past will continue to occur. This is an
important site for testing intercontinental ballistic
missiles, sea launched ballistic missiles, and
antiballistic missiles, all to support a variety of
Department of Defense programs. USAKA is one of two
national test ranges that have been designated by .the 1972
antiballistic missile treaty act with the former Soviet
Union.

The other is at White Sands missile range in New Mexico.
That rénge has more size and safety limitations than does
USAKA.

The tests conducted at USAKA include launching test
rockets, most recently at Meck Island, but we have also
launched those in the past at Illeginni. USAKA also tracks
rockets launched from California, Hawaii, Wake Island and
other platforms that land in the broad ocean area; or out
in the Kwajalein lagoon; in a designated, uninhabited area
on Illeginni Island, or out in the broad ocean. The launch
and radar and other facilities at USAKA require a large
number of highly trained technical people to operate them,
and a wide range of infrastructure and community support

10
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facilities.

The Draft SEIS looks at four possible levels of test
activities and related suﬁport functions at USAKA. As was
stated, the National Environmental Policy Act reguires us
to look at the consequences of these actions and to include
No Action. 1In this case, No Action would be the
continuation of the activities analyzed in the 1989 EIsS,
something about like what is currently going on here at
USAKA. The three other levels are low, intermediate, and
high, which are increasingly higher levels of activity at
USAKA. The low level represents activity between No Action
and tﬂe proposed intermediate level. The Proposed Action
is the intermediate level, which I will describe in more
detail in a moment. Then the highest level, which is not
proposed, would be the maximum level of activity which
could be envisicned for USAKA, given its geographic and
safety considerations. I would reiterate what Col. Hazel
said earlier, the fact that the intermediate level of
activity is recommended does not mean that every action
identified will occur. However, by including them in the
Final SEIS, we have identified the mitigation necessary, if
a decision is made to proceed with the action.

The major components of the proposed level of activity
are here and are all related to an increase in the test
flights at USARA from existing and proposed launch

11
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facilities., The Draft SEIS evaluates up to 28 launches a
year which could be made from Meck Island, up to 20 from
renovated facilities at Illeginni, and as many as 4 per
year from Omelek. Some of these test flights could include
up to two ground-based sensor launches and four
ground-based interceptors, all launched from USAKA, and two
targets launched from Kauai in Hawaii, Vandenberg Air Force
Base in California, Wake Island, or other platforms, all
launched within a few minutes of each other. Launches of
smaller meteorological and sounding rockets, which are used
for calibrating radars and other sensors, would occur at
other times.

A ground-based radar test, or GBR-T, which would be
used for tracking multiple targets, would be constructed on
Building 1500 at Kwajalein. It is also known as the DCCB

Building. Other smaller radars and cameras would be

constructed on Meck, Illeginni, or Roi~Namur, and existing

radar facilities on other islaﬁds would be renovated.

In order to support this increased level of activity,
additicnal numbers of technical and support personnel would
be needed at USAKA. We have estimated that the total could
increase to 5,000 workers from outside the Marshall
Islands, and they could work at Kwajalein and Roi-Namur,
and that's up from about 3,000 now, but no more than has
occurred in the past, for example, during the early '70s.

12
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There are a number of construction projects associated
with the proposed action. The majority of the construction
activities would occur on Kwajalein, Roi-Namur, Meck, and
Illeginni.

Now I will summarize the significant, potential
environmental impacts of the first proposed action: the
intermediate level of activity, before I move on to the
proposed standards. In the area of water resources, the
Draft SEIS identifies that, with the increased number of
people working at USAKA, the capacity of the wastewater
treatment plant at Kwajalein could be exceeded. This could
be miéigated by adding additional treatment equipment. 1In
the area of land and reef resources, gquarrying for material
to enlarge Meck and for shoreline improvements on other
islands could affect the integrity of the islands and
shoreline configurations if protective measures are not
followed for locating and sizing quarries. The Draft SEIS
identifies such protective measures.

The only significant noise impact identified would
occur if Ennugarret Island were used for explosive ordnance
disposal, but this does not appear to be practical because
of the limited area that the U.S. Government controls
there.

The Draft SEIS identifies the potential for
significant impacts to a small.area of sea bird habitat on

13
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Legan from a planned explosive ordnance disposal pit, and
suggests that an alternative location for that facility be
used. The proposed extension of Meck Island would have a
significant impact on coral, fish, and invertebrates only
in the immediate area of the landfill.

There is a potential to affect endangered hawksbill
turtles if we implement propoééd shoreline protective
measures and revetment covers a suitable beach nesting area
on Illeginni. Although the hawksbill turtle has not been
observed on Illeginni, comprehensive surveys have not been
conducted to determine the suitability of the beach as a-
nes£ing area. Affecting turtle nesting areas should be
avoided. Parachutes that would be used to slow the descent
of some payloads could possibly entangle protected marine
mammals or sea turtles in the open ocean as the parachutes
slowly sink. Although the probability of this occurring is
remote, the loss of any protected marine mammal or turtle
would be a significant impact.

The Draft SEIS identifies some uncertainty about the
potential for impacts to historic and prehistoric resources
on several islands. It notes that some World War II-era
sites are deteriorating in the heat and rain. It also
notes that some sites that were constructed during the
Cold War, such as the Sprint and Spartan silos on Meck and
Illeginni, might be-eligible for the National Register of

14

3-17




10

11

12

13

14

15

le

17

18

18

20

21

22

23

24

25

Kwajalein Atoll - May 24, 1993

Historic Places. In a number of other cases, it is not
known whether the proposed construction projects would
affect any subsurface cultural resources. In order to
prevent significant impacts to important cultural
resources, archaeological surveys would be conducted before
any construction begins.

The Draft SEIS identifies some significant fiscal
benefits to the RMI. Although the number of Marshallese
employees at USAKA is not expected to increase

substantially, the increased number of contractor personnel

‘at USARA would result in increased revenue to the RMI

government.

The Draft SEIS identifies significant negative impacts
to the housing situation at Roi-Namur and Kwajalein.

There is already a shortage of housing that meets Army
housing standards, and this deficit would increase as the
number of personnel at USAKA increases. A number of ways
exist to address housing shortages, such as building higher
structures, or using barracks ships_for peak periods.

The Draft SEIS identifies possible land use conflicts
caused by facilities on Illeginni, Legan, and Ennugarret
Islands, and suggests moving some of the those facilities
and completing long-term land-use planning for some pf the
islands where land-use planning has not been done in the
past; that is, the islands other than Kwajélein, Roi-Namur, .

15
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and Meck.
The Draft SEIS describes how waste management
practices have improved since the 1989 EIS was prepared.

However, it identifies the potential to run out of space

. for construction and operations waste on Kwajalein because

of the increased levels of activity. The Draft SEIS
suggests ways to reduce the amounts of wasté produced.

In the area of aesthetics, the Draft SEIS identifies a
possible impact to views towards the ocean from existing
housing at the northeast end of Kwajalein Island because of
proposed construction of new housing aleng the ocean. This
imp;ct could be reduced by orienting the new houses to
allow partial views toward the ocean. On Ennugarret, the
construction of an explosive ordnance disposal pit would
require the removal of trees and would have a visual impact
for anyone using the island. However, as I mentioned
earlier, this proposal does not appear to be practical, in
part, because the required safety distance for explosive
ordnance disposal could not be achieved on Ennugarret
without U.S. Government control of the whole island.

That completes my summary of the potentially
significant environmental impacts of the first proposed
action. There are other category areas where we have shown
no significant impacts, and these are in the areas of air
quality, range safety, transportation, and electromagnetic

16
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radiation.

Now let's turn to the second category of actions that
we will address; the proposed USAKA environmental standards
and procedures. Stated earlier, for the last three years a
team made up of representatives of U.S. and RMI agencies
have been working on a set of environmental standards that
are appropriate to the unique environment and special
circumstances at ﬁSAKA, as required by the Compact of Free
Association. The team developed the standards by reviewing
the existing bodies of U.S. regulations and first
eliminating procedures or other provisions that just do not
apply ét USAKA, such as provisions for consultation with
Native Americans. All health-based standards were left
intact, but other standards, such as technelogy-based
standards, were modified or eliminated if their goal was
obtained by some other element of the standards. While
these standards do not necessarily reflect a consensus of
that team in all respects, the provisions to protect public
health and safety and the environment have not cﬁanged.
More specifically, the only changes from what the team had
provided to the Department of Defense have been made to the
procedufal sections to more appropriately reflect
Department of Defense policy.

The proposed USAKA environmental standards and

procedures address seven areas of environmental concern, as

17
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shown. These standards would apply only to U.S. Government
activities in the area at Kwajalein Atoll that are leased
for U.5. Government use. They do not apply to other areas
of the RMI or the government of the RMI's own activities.

Rather than spending time explaining how the proposed
USAKA standards are.like the U.S. environmental regulations
and requirements currently in effect, I will focus on thé
differences in each category.

The proposed new standards for administration aim at
simplification and uniformity without reducing
environmental protection. They replace the multiple
different permitting requirements previously in effect
under U.S. regulations, with a Record of Consultation
process for compliance and to resclve conflicts.

Since the U.S. and the RMI entéred inte the Compact of Free
Association in 1986, the substantive requirements of many
U.Ss. environmentai laws have remained in effect, but the
regulatory oversight and permitting-reéuirements of U.s.
agencies have not continued. The procedures also provide
for oversight by the appropriate U.S. envirocnmental agency
and the RMI Envirconmental Protection Authority.

The air quality sections of the proposed standards do not
automatically require controls for air pollutants as
existing U.S. standards do. Instead they limit increased

emissions to the lower of 80 percent of the ambient air

18
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quality standards of a pollutant or 25 percent of the
standard édded to baseline air quality standards.

By setting a lower limit on allowable concentrations of air
pollutants, the proposed standards would provide a higher
level of air quality protection in the long term.

Overall, the proposed standards provide for more
protection than the existing standards because they
incorporate more stringent reqﬁirements that occur in the
regulations of the U.S. Trust Territory of the Pacific
Islands and RMI, from which they derived.

The drinking water guality requirements contained in
the proposed standards provide better protection than
existing standards. That is beéause the type and frequency
of monitoring would be based on a population of 10,000.
USAKA's population is approximately 3,000, with a maximum
projected population increase to about 5,000. Therefore,
more monitoring would occur under the proposed standards.
In addition, requirements for protection of the lens well
system are enhanced under the waste and materials
management chapter of the proposed standards.

The proposed standards are more protective of wildlife
resources because more species are reviewed for potential
impacts, and RMI species are included among the species
that are protected. 1In addition to the listed species, the
species of theAEndangered Species Act are afforded full

19

3-22




Kwajalein Atoll - May 24, 1993

protection under the USAKA standards. The standards also
provide for coordination with appropriate U.S. agencies and
the RMI Environmental Protection Authority for a number of
other valuable species and habitats.

The proposed standards regulate ocean dumping in a
manner similar to existing U.s. gtatutes and regulations.

In the area of hazardous materials and waste
management, the proposed standards provide a higher level
of protection overall than existing statutes and
regulations. A wider range of materials is regulated and
more p;otective mechanisms are required to prevent releases
of hazardous substances that could contaminate soil and
water.

The provisions for protecting archaeological,
historic, and cultural resources are similar to the
existing requirements in the U.S. and the RMI. The
differences are all procedural.

Overall, the Draft SEIS identifies no significant
adverse environmental impacts associated with implementing
the proposed USAKA environmental standards and procedures.
It does identify some positive impacts associated with
implementing the proposed standards. This, of course, is
6ne of the objectives of the compact; provisions for USAKA
standards.

What I have described are the principal findings of

20
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the Draft SEIS. As I mentioned earlier, the document has a
great deal more detail about the proposed actions and
environmental impacts. I urge you to cobtain a copy and
review it, as we;l as the maps and charts available here
tonight. I would encourage you to provide your comments
later.

Before we take our 15-minute break and begin the
public comments period, Col. Hazel has a coﬁple of
comments. |

Further Comments by Col. Hazel

COL. HAZEL: Let's see, we will take a break for about
15 minutes. When we start again, we hope that you would
provide comments on the Draft SEIS. Like I said earlier,
comments received tonight will all be addressed in the
Final SEIS, which we plan to issue later this year. The
comment form-in the information packet that you have can be
used to provide any written comments that you have, and you
can also indicate on that if you want to have a copy of the
Final SEIS. So let's take é break up to 15 minutes. If it
looks like you don't want to break for 15 minutes, we can

start earlier, but take a break.

(Whereupon, a 15-minute break

was takKen.)

21
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Public Comments

BY COL. HAZEL! This is the public comment
period. We are going to be qiving you all an opportunity
to make any comments that you have, ask any questions that
You have, but | don't guarantee and It's probably unllkely
that we will answer any of the difficult questions tonight,
but they will be recorded and the answers provided in the
Filnal sgIs.

I guess the questlion that I anticlpate on Kwajalain
has to do wlth the GBR-T program. I would just 1lilke to
address that just briefly. There has been concern, I have
heard voiced a couple of times about a potentlal hazard of
radio frequency emisslon from GBR-T. As you know, the
GBR-T will be located on top of the DCCB at the west end of
the leland, This will be a large and rather powerful
electronically steered radar. I do want to emphasize that
protection of public health and safety ls our first
concern. For that reason, the government contract with
Raytheon specifles that GBR-T will he deslgned, bullt, ang
operated within the Amerlcan National Standards Instfitute
Standards Safety Levels, which are safety levels that all
radars have to meet. The ANSI safety standard levels are
shown on the chart on the wall, the third from the laft
there. As a matter of fact, the actual requirements

22
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Publlc Comments

BY COL. HAZEL: This ls the public commant
perlod. We are going to be glving you all an opportunity
to make any commenta that You have, ask any questions that
you have, but I don't guarantee and {t's probahly unlikely
that we will answer any of the difficult queatlions tonight,
but they will be recorded and the answers provided ln the
Flnal SEIS.

I guess the question that I antlcipate on Kwajaleln
has to do with tha GBR-T program. I would just like to
address that just briefly. There has been concarn, I have
heard voiced a couple of times about a potential hazard of
radlo frequency emission from GBR-T. As you know, the
GBR-T wlll be located on top of the DCCD at thae wast end of
the island. This will be a large and rather powerful
electronically steered radar. 1 do want to emphaslze that
protection of public health and safety 1s our first
concern. For that reason, the government contract with
Raytheon speclfies that GBR-T wll} be designed, bullt, and
oper;ted within the American Hational Standards Institute
Standards Safety Levels, which are snfety levels that all
radars have to meet. The ANSI safety standard levals are
shown on the chart on the wall, the thlrd from the lart
there. As a matter of fact, the actual requiremsnta
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specified by the government are more restrictive than the
AHS1 standards that are establlished for health and safety.
Decause the GDR-T ls electronically steerad by a computer,
a redundant set of computer-controlled electromagnetic
radlation safety mensors wlll be employed to ensure that
radar will not expose residents to GBR-T emisslons graatar
than the spectfied safety levels. 1In all radar cperations,
safety, agaln, will be the first priority. Loss of mission
data or shut down of the radgr would occur before safety
standards are viclated. The deslgn of all of these safaty
features is not yet complated, but when they are completed,
we wlll update you elther in the llour Glass or at one of
the town hall meetings.

So with that opening salvo, I would llke to open the
floor to any commeats and quastions. If you do have a
comment. or question, if you would ralse your hand, wa will
have Brian with the microphone come by. The microphone is
hecessary so that the court reporter can make sura that hae
accurately records what your comment or guestion ls. At
that time, withh the microphone, 1if you would stata your
name and your comment for the public record. The floor is
yours. (Ho comments}, Well, thatg concludes-thla evenlng.
I love it. You have 10 seconds. Yes, sir?

HR. LABRIE: Paul Labris. You stated that thare
will be no EMR impact, and you are looking at the RMI lasaue

2)

Response to K-1: The design of the GBR-T is not yel completed; therefure, it is
diflicult 50 his time to make delinitive canclusions reganding the potential fur
interference of the GBR-T un exisling’ conmnunicalioms equipment at USAKA. As
statesd an page 4-278 of the Dral SEIS, the Llectromagnetic Compatibility Analysis
Center (ECAC), which is respansitde tor anulyzing she polential for interference
among sensor amd conunication couipmem, completed a preliminary report on ihe
GBICTE that concloded thin there is some potential for intesference. Jn a suhsequent
nnalysis, ECAC identified modilivations 1o design pod operaling procedures so that
interference witl communicatiog equipnient is minimizesl.
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interference up tharae?

[KJ closely. W11l there be any effects of EMR at Roi-Namur or

(H-1

COL. HAZEL: From thae GBR, will thara ba any

Interferenca?

M. LABRIE: To electronic equlpment,

COL. HAZEL: Bill, you want to try to answer
that?

MR. GUZAK: I am Blll Cuzak from the GBR project
affice. We have ECAC doing a preliminary study and the
preliminary resultes are out and tha final ashould be out
s0on. There are some things that have a potentfial for
interfarence, but as far as the communications is
concerned, there may be some potential for interferenca.

COL. NAZEL: I think the firat Indlcatfon that we

.have is that thare will be ljittle or no interference,

because It operates under a different frequency than your
stereo or your radio or your T.V.; probably about the same
leval as experienced now with the FPQ 19 radars here on
Kwajalein.

* So we don't anticipate there to ba a signiflicant
impact., ECAC is the Electromagnatic Capabllity Analysis
Center?

MR. GUZAK: Electromagnetic Compatibllity
Analysis Center.
COL. MAZEL: Yes, something like that. Okay,

24
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very godad. As I sald, you nhave three forums for presenting
any comments. Those forums are asking a que;ticn now, and
we're about to close that period; the second forum ls to
write your question on a comment form in your information
packet and turn those in at the end of this meeting; the
third option ig to write your queaestion dawn an that comment
form and mail thew in to the address on the comment form,

and Lf you do it that way, lt has to be recaived by

June 14. So for thosé of you who' are interested byt have
not yet had a chance to 9¢ through the Draft SEIS, you
stiti have a faw days before June 14 to write your
comments.

If there are no furtheyr questions, the public hearing

is closed. Thank you ail very much for coming.

{Whereupon, the hearing was

concluded at 9:1s D.m.}

25
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BE IT REMEMBERED, that a public hearing in the above
matter was held at the Republic of the Marshall Islands,
Mormon Meeting Hall, Ebeye Island, on Tuesday, May 25,

1993 before Col. Crosby E. Hazel, Commander, USAKA, and
Mr. Kenneth Sims, USASSDC.

WHEREUPON, the following proceedings were had,
to wit:

Marshallese and English
Translation By: Johnsay Riklon

Court Reporter: Richard L. Lind,
CSR No. LIND*RL4%96J2Z
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Opening Remarks

COL. HAZEL: Good evening. I would like to
welcome each of you and thank you for taking the time to
attend this public hearing.

I would especially like to welcome Chairman Jiba
Kabua,.the RMI Environmental Protection Authority, Handel
Dribo and Alee Jeadrick.

I am Ceol. Hazel, Commander of the United States Army
Kwajalein Atoll. Tonight's hearing is an opportunity for
you to comment on the Draft Supplemental Environmental

Impact gtatement which I will call the Draft SEIS, and an
lopportunity to comment on the proposed test activities at
USAKA, and the new environmental standards that are the
subject of that document.

Before we get started, I want to cover some of the
administrative procedures. Everything that is being said
here tonight is being transcribed by a court reporter.
This is so we will have an accurate record of tonight's
discussion. We will consider all of your spoken and
written comments, énd we will provide responses tc you as
we prepare the Final SEIS.

Tonight's meeting will be conducted in English. We

had intended to have a translator, but he is apparently not

here. If you do need translation at any point, please

3-35
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raise your hand, and we will get some help in translating.

We are asking everyone to sign in tonight, and we also
handed out a packet, and the last page in that packet is a
form on which you can write any comments that you may have,
any questions thét You may have, or you can request a copy
of the Final SEIS when it's been prepared.r If you need
additional space for additional comments, please use the
back of the form. You may leave this form at the back desk
when you leave tonight, or during the break period, or you
can mail your comments to us, and you can mail them to the
address shown on the form or the address shown here
(pointing to the projector screen). If you do mail your
comments to us, they have to be received by us no later
than June the 14 in order to become part of the official
record for us to respond to them in the Final SEIS. You
can also send your comments to the RMI Environmental
Protection Authority, if you wish, to Post Office Box 1322,
Majuro, 96960, and the RMI EPA will forward your comments
to us. As I mentioned, all of your written and gpoken
comments received tonight will become part of the public
record for this SEIS and will be considered in preparing
the final document.

With me tonight is a very large team which includes
Mr. Ken Sims. He is from the U.S. Army Space and Strategic
Defense Command in Huntsville, Alabama. Ken is the Army's

2
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Project Manager for the Draft SEIS. Other staff who are
present and available to listen to your comments include
representatives from the Army's Program Executive Office,
the U.S. Army Space and Strategic Defense Command, the
Ballistic Missile Defense Organization, which is the new
name for what will be called the Strategic Defense
Initiative, and from USAKA, and from CH2M HILL, which is
the contractor who helped us prepare the Draft SEIS, and
also represented are a variety of other organizations and
programs.

This is tonight's agenda (pointing to the projector
screen).- After I have finished speaking here tonight, Ken
Sims will tell you about the proposals that are the subject
of the Draft SEIS. He will summarize the potential
environmental impacts that have been identified, and
describe how we propose to reduce those impacts. After a
break, the public comment portion of tonight's hearing will

begin.

(Whereupon, there followed the
same presentation by Col. Hazel
and Mr. Sims that they made at

Kwajalein).
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Public Comments

BY COL. WAZEL: This iz the public comment
period. We would like to again apologize for not having a
translator here {nf the entire briefing which we had
intended to de, but apparently it did not happen. However,
now, Mr. Johnsay Riklen has volunteered te help us during
the comment period.

At this point, I would like to provida thae opportunity

for any public comments that you hav?.

TRANSLATOR JOHINSAY RIKLON: (Marshallese
translation of Col. Hazel}.

COL. HAZEL: If yéu could, we have a microphone,
if you could state your name and then your comment,

TRANSLATOR JONUNSAY RIKLON: (Marshallaese
translation of Col. lazel).

MR. ALEE JEADRICK: {Marehallege}.

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: (Engllsh
tranalation). Thank you all for the opportunity to be here
this evenlng. My name is Alee Jeadrick. I am from

Kwajaleln. I was born and raised in Kwajaleln.

MR. ALEE JEADRICK: (Marshallese).

TRANSLATOR JOMNSAY RIKLON: (English
translation). I have listened, tried to listen to what has
been presented here tonight from different speakers, and

4
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the fact that I don't understand most of it, in iteelf, I
don't like {t.

1 feal it's a denlal, a complete denial, on our part
to understand, and I'm not golng to make any comment that
might be undermining this mesting. There are a lot of
happenings for very many, many years under the present
Bdminigtration. I feel that they affect my homa life, auch
as pollution of the shoreline and the Islands that I'm
living on.

MR. ALEE JEADRIK: (Harshal}esa).

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: (English
translation). The ercslon has affected advaraely a lot of
the islands and Kwajalein and Roji-Namur; some of the
islands are some of my lslands. I think thay are not to
the best intereat of my famlly.

MR. ALEE JEADRICK: (Marshallese}.

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: (English
translation). I believe that in the end things will work
out. I feel sc halpless in the writings here tonight. 1
da not know #ll the issues.

COL. HAZEL: Thank you. Your two major comments
&ra very relevant, First of all, again, I apologlze for
the lack of a transiation. We do have avallable for
handouts the Executive Summary which is in Marshallese,
that covers all of the main pointe that we have reiterated

5

Response (o E-1: Thank you for your comment and for expressing your concern
about the well-being of the fand and people of Kwajalein Atoll. The goal of the
SEIS is to identify all potentinl environmental impacts of the proposed actions, and to
identify ways to mitigate those impacts. The SEIS specifically looks at potential
impacts to land, natural resourees, fishing, and other aspecis of life at Kwajalein. In
order to have the best information possible about environmenta! impacts, the U.S.
Army is soliciting input on the Draft SEIS, and is especially interested in getting
information from the people who know Kwajatein Atoll best, the peaple who live and
own land there. In arder to make the information accessible, the Executive Summary
of the Draft SEIS was transhated inlo Marshallese, Tn the Final SEIS, the commenis
and responses on the Draft SEIS will alse be translated into Marshallese. All )
comments (both written and oral) on the Draft SEIS will be addressed in the Final
SEIS,

Response (o E-2: USASSDC and USAKA share your concern for shoreline protec-
tion of the 11 USAKA islands. In May 1988, the U.S. Army Corps uf Engincers,
Pacific Ocean Division, completed a study entitled Shoreline Inventory Protection
Study, U.S. Army Kwajalein Atoll. “This study specifically examined the shoreline
status of 18 of the 11 USAKA islands, identified the vulnerability to shoreline erosion
aof each island, and recommended specific improvements ta sharetine protection. The
island of Ennugarret was not inventoried because USAKA has no facilities on the
island and has leased only a small fraction of the istand’s shoreline.

Since 1988, USAKA has been working to implement the recommendations of the
Shoreline Protection Study to reduce shoreline erosion. The Proposed Actians and
Alternatives identified in Chapter 2, Volume 1, of this SEIS include shoreline protec-
tion projects for all islands, including Ennugarret, in the Low, Intermediate, and High
Level-of-Activity alternatives. (See Table 2.1-1, Volume 1, for a summiary of these
shoreline projects.)

The SEIS includes analysis of quarrying and dredging activities at USAKA. n partie-
ular, the SEIS establishes & new method of studying and amalyzing quarrying impacts
on shoreline erosion (see Subsection 4.2.1, Land and Reef Areas). This approich
established specific siting and sizing criteria to protect land forms. These ceiteria will
be used by USASSDC and USAKA in all future quarrying activities.

Dredging activities are routinely conducied at USAKA. Mitigation measures to
prevent adverse effects from silling and other aspects of dredging were established in
the 1989 EIS, USAKA is currently adhering (o these measures and will conlinue to
do so 10 avoid adverse environmenta! impacts.
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in our brieting here tonight. 5o I hopa that that will
provide you with the information that you ragulre.

Your comments about the arosion of the ielands on
Kwajalein Atol) are very relevant. All of the islands
throughout the world are subject to the erosion. We hope
we are taking action. As you can sese through the various
ahoreline protection plans that are a part of the BEIS to
mitigate the ercsion, we will take your comment and address
that in consideration for the Final SEIE. Thank you for
your commant.

TRANELATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: (Marshallese
translation of Col. Hazal).

MR. JEADRICK: (Marshalliese).

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: (English
translation). I would thank you for the experienca and the
information that you have put in the document on the table.
I have tried to read it and understand, but it is the fact
that, you know, very short time. I do not have enough time
to review it or understand it.

MR. HANDEL DRIBO: (Marshallese).

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKION: (English
translation}. My name is Handel Driboc. I am the owner of
30 acres on Kwajaleln. I learn that also includes the
islands of Omelek whose names I have In Marshallese but I
den't have the English names. You have to understand that

&

The extension of Meck Island in the Intermediate Leve) of Activity, and the limited
extension of Gellinam Island in the High Level of Activity, also were studied and
analyzed in the SEIS. 1t was concluded that these actions would have a significant
adverse effect on coral, fish, and invertebrates by covering some and desiroying the
habitat of others. However, although the loss of habitat and some specimens cannot
be avoided, the filling and island extension activities will be designed to allow lagoon
Nushing and promote coral growth, Additionally, the detrimental effects will be
limited to the immediate vicinity of the fil} activities.

Subsection 4.2.1 includes analysis of importing aggregate for construction and
shoreline protection projects as an aiternative to the quarrying and dredging
discussed in the Draft SEIS. Subsection 4.2.1 also includes an analysis of impacts
from the Proposed Actions on commercial fishing in Kwajalein Lagoon.

Response to E-3: Based on this coomment and similar comments, the close of the
comment period in the RMI was extended to July [, 1993, This aHlowed additional
time to review the Draft SEIS und the proposed USAKA Environmental Standards
and Procedures (the Standards) and provide comments. The 1otal comment perind
was extended from 45 days to 62 days.



[§:283

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
21
24

25

(E-Q

Ebeye Atall - May 25, 1993

some of these islands, some tonight, I am the owner of
those islands, a number of them.

MR. HANDEL DRIBO: (Harshallese) ,

TRAHSLATOR JONHSAY RIKLON: (English
translation)., I really do not have much to say in terms of
milltary comlng to these Islands. What 1 believe now is
what it was under or in the ways of the Compact of Free
Association, what the Marshallese approved a few years
back.

Now with the new activities that arae proposed
currently, I can only ask that at least 20 perbent of the
Compact,'of the money allocated for Kwajalein use, should
be added to cover the provisions and impacts and other
effects In regard to our lives today.

MR. HANDEL DRIDO: {(Marshallesa).

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: {English
translation). It is my own personal opinion that
20 percent would be sufflcient to cover factors like publlc
Incremse and other many f[actors that affect our lives here
at Kwajaleln. I belleve that should be a fatr number to
reflect this new change from the arrangement that wa are
living under now.

MR. HANDE!, DRIDOG: (Harsha];eﬂe).

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLOM: (English
translation}. Thank you, Colonel, and 1 believae that You

7

Response to E-4: Fhe mnoun of compensation to he paid 1o the RME amd s
citizens under the Compact was negitisted hetween (he United Stales and the RM]I.
be the subject of ndditional segotintions

Any ehange in the negatinted imount wounkl
between two govermuents ind is beyond the
Bepartinent of Delense (DoD),

autharily of the US. Army or
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will take my request serjously, reflecting the fact that we

are living on an island that is pretty much treeless and

our islands that surround us because of your activitjes.

He cannot go back to our traditional way of life, giving us
the coconut plant. That's the reason why 1 am propesing
some amount of money to lncrease to accommodate our neads
on this small i{sland.

COL. MAZEL: You mentloned that You own 10 ‘acres
on Kwajalain, and I am probably living on your ltand. 1
obviously respect Your oplnlon and what you sald.

TRANSLATOR JONMNSAY RIKLON: (Harshalleﬁe
translatlion of col. Hazel) .

COL. HAZEL: The fIssue that You proposa of
Increasing the land-uge payments by 20 percent to cover the
cost of inflation, population increase, and other costs 1s
A& matter for people much more important than I to decida,
It's a negotiatlion between the RM1 Govarnment nﬁd the
United States State Department,

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON; {Marshallese
translation of col. Hazel).

COL. HAZEL: But you can be assursd that we will
take your request seriously. We will enter it as part of
the record and that will bae considered and responded to in

the Final SEIS.
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TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: {Marshalle=se
translation of Col. Hazel).

MR. FOUHTAIN INOK: (Marshallese).

TRANSLATOR JOIIHSAY RIKLON: (English
translation}. Mr. Colonel and all of the delegatlion coming
here with you tonight, ladies and gentlemen,

MR. FOUNTAIN IMOK: {Marshallese).

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: {English
translation). I wish to express my since.rs thanke for the
opportunlty tonight, and I would like to particlipata.

HR. FOUNTAIH INOK: {Marshallesa).

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: (English
translation). Commander Hlazel, first of all, I am a native
of the {slands,

MR. FOUNTAIN INOK: {Marshallese) .

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: (English
translation). From my own seriousness, 1 believa thare is
no gquestion, as far as the fuperpower, you as a superpower.
Now, the Cold Wap, so-called Cold War, is over, and I don't
know why this increase of military activities is taklng
place.

MR, FDUHTAIN IMNOK: (Marshallesa),

THANSLATOR JOHMSAY RIKLON: (English
translation). I say tonight that I have no business in the
milltary activities, first of all, becausa I don't own the

9

e ——

Respanse to -8 The incrensed testing at USAKA is to support developanent of
theitter missie defense nod wationnd wissite defense systeins, ns direcled by the US,
Cuongress. With the cnd of the "cold war," there is no lnnger o serious thrent of
large-scale nuclenr war, | lowever, thepe is still » very real threat resulting from the
@uhntpuﬂﬂbnnkn|nfhu"hﬁclnks“u(cdnuﬂugy:nulwuapunstﬂlnnssdcshucﬁnn
This theeat is posed by o comblation of developing coutries as well as by the
cantinued presence of thossamds of nucleir, bivtogical, and cliemical weapuns in the
arcas encinmpassed by the Tormer Soviet Union, The 1S, Congress has directed the
Dal¥ 1o develop sume missile delenses against this threat 1o protect (he United
Stintes, ins deployed forces oversens, wod its fricods and allics against ballistic missile
wlinck,
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E-5 land that is affected by these activities.’

MR. FOUNTAIN INOK: (Harshallesa).

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: {English
translation), Like Handel Dribo mentioned awhile ago, we
are currently liv.lrllg under an arrangement between the two
governments, or the two nations, the Marshallese Islands
and the United States, and we believe wa are 1iving under
the same arrangement that was in existence for some years

naw.

MR. FOUNTAIN INOK: (Marshallesa).
TRANSLATOR JOHHSAY RIKLOM: {English
E-6 translation). My first guestion tonight, area of concern,

is do we, the people on Kwajalein, do we have a cholce or
influence in whatever the outcome that rniglht come out of
these proposals?

MR. FOUNTAIN INOK: (Marshallese).

TRANSLATOR JOINSAY RIKLON: (English

rE-7 translation). From the readings that I have been able to

L.O.A. and R.0.C. Before 1 proceed, I would 1llke to get
clarification from people that understand this document or

agreement or so that I can better explaln myself in

questioning.
COL. HAZEL: Okay. The term L.O.A. refers to
Letter of Authority. <The term R.0.cC, stands for Record of

10

study so far, hetter attention to the submatter. Now 1 see

Response to 1-6: NEPA nad sssocined implementing regulations require that,
belore o fedenl figeney wakes aodfecision witl) the perestial o significantly aflcet 1he
EnvitaIBERL, appartugitics for public comment must be nllowed. This is ustally
cilled the public commen period, s it i Tiest initinted during the scoping [Hocess
fod an BIS o0 SEIS. Tise infornmtion pivined during scoping is used in developing 1he
draft repart, Later, the drall repoat is conrdinated with inferested npencies and the
generad poddic tor comients. Ve regulations alsa require that ail comments
reecived hy the federal agency nnst he lully considered in the preparation of a final
reporl. These regulations have been fillowed i he develupment of (s SEIS.

The Compitct nllows NEPA 10 he npplicd 10 all Tederni netions undertaken
USAKA. The Compaet ensuies that the views of the Marshatlese people and their
givelnient are lully considered in thye dedisiommaking process, The M|
Eovernment has heean actively involved s o member of the Project Temn developing
the Stambinds; in aduition, the St ds will Tre subject o povernment-to-
government negotiations etween the Huited Stines and the RM1. '
Response 1o B.7: Many of the comments received on the Diraft SEIS deal with the
procedures for approprinte agencies, inchiding the RMIEPA, 10 review LISAKA
nctivities. The procedures have vidergene severnl chinges ns o result of Project
Temn discussions (see the respunses to Conments 1L11-23 and E.01-24 for the history
ol the Tewm and its goals) nud review by D) representatives. This response
aldresses the revisions and the dilferences wneng them. Oiher responses to
Comments ulso discoss why the rocedures changed ltom a Lelter of Appraval
(LOA) to s Record of Consultiion (ROC) to n Ducument of Enviromnenial



Sve

10

11

12

1)

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

2}

24

25

Ebeye Atoll - May 25, 1953

Consultation. Is there anyone that would like to add a
sentence or two that explains what those terms mean?
-R-7 HR. RAHDY GALLIEN: The Letter of Muthority is
the mechanism by which the appropriate U.5. agencies and
the RMI EPA would be made aware of proposals which could
affect the environment. Those same types of proposals

which normally in the United States would raqulre a permit

for digcharges of sewage from a sewage treatment plant.
COL. HAZEL: Okay. Can we have a translation?
TRANSLATGR JOHNSAY RIKLON: {Harshallese
translatlon of Col. Hazel and Randy Gallien).
R-7 MR. RAHDY GALLIEN: The Record of Consultation is

[com.y
~essentlally the same mechanism for the same purpose. The

Letter of Authority would not allow an activity to go
forward unt!l signed by all partles and reviewed. Tha

Record of Consultation would allow activities to go forward

o which were of importance to D.o.D.'s misslon.
TRANSELATOR JOHHSAY RIKILON: {Marshallese
tranelation of Randy Galllen}).
‘Fcl;zl MR. RANDY GALLIEN: The R.0.C., activities would
)not go forward with the R.0,C. unless it was important that
the D.o.D.'s misslon continue prior to being able to get
all partles to sign the Record of Consultation.
TRANSLATOR JOHHSAY RIKLON: (Marshallese

translatlon of Randy Gallien).

11

Profection (DEP) (see the response to Comment M-10) and hanw the revisions
provide additionad oppostunitics o agropeisie agencies o review proposed
USAKA uctivities, including reviews thiaupgh 1he conthict resolution process (see the
respomse o Coment M-21) 100 Diapontast to note thiat the Stundirds nre not final
wned et sdditional cliaopes are likely to occur jo subseguent reviews by the Dol), the
futeragency Group (see twe gesponse 1o Conment L1H-45), the ULS. Sceretary of
State, andt 1he M1 and LLS. puvenmnents (see the response (o Conynent M-19), It
seeds o be kept in mind that the proposed Standads were never intended to be
e than reconunenditions to be submined o the DoD forits consideration and
coneurrence prioe to being adupted by mutual agieement of the V.S, and RMI
Bovernmenis.

Inn the deafl Stulards (March 1993), ROCs replaced LOAs ns the procedural
miechandsin for oversight of USAKA nctivities. Since thal chisnge wns minde, the
Fraject Tean revised the ROC procedure fn the Stundords 1o o DEP procedure.

Al of 1he review procedures cansolidate the procedurad sequirements of more thian a
dozen ULS. aad BRMI siatutes into o single medumnism. The review procedures also
streinmline tie review process seguined under existing regnbitions by remuoving
sepante amd poostimdand applicaition procedwes that are contained in each of the
statntes o which the Standasds aee derived. The dilferences amoag she
pracedieres vre discussed Telow.

The LOA was o proceducad mechanism tor LS agencies and the RMIEPA 1o be
minde aware of progrisals thad dn the United States woold noneally require a permit,
such as disclarge of teated sewage. Uhe EOA process required all appropriate
agencies, inchuding the RMIEPA, wy sign an LOA befure USAKA could slart # new
activity or modily an existing netivity, The Basic ditference bewween the LOA and
ROC is that the LOA would have prohiliited USAKA from proceeding with a
proposed activity wstil wd the agguupiinte ageacies bad signed the LOA, whereus the
IROC casured thiat (the approprinde apeacics bad the apporaanily o review ad
conpment o propused actions helore USAKA could proceed. A ROC involved the
teview of o proposed or existing sctivity it USAKAL USAKA, the approprinte
agencies (which inchude applicable LS. agencies ns well as RMIEPA), and the LS,
and ML govermments all pliay a0 part in ensering prateetion of the USAKA
environment amd its resonrees. [F USAKA identifies an activity as living o potentiat
effect v he enviramment, USAKA must niify the appropeiste agencies of that
pussibility. By requiring USAKA 10 deseribe the proposed activity and associated
environmental elleets, the ROC provided an opportonity for USAKA, US. apencies,
antd RMIEPA ta cossult Tomiadly on activities proposed by USAKA that lave the
putential o attect the envicosment.

On the hasis of comments received from ULS. resource ngencies, the RMIE, and the
public, the Project Tem revised the ROC 1o a DEP (sce the response to Comment
M-y, The dillerence hetween n ROC and o DER is that a DEP fornalizes the
procedures for appropsie agencies tue evatuate and conustent on proposed LSAKA
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M. FOUNTAIN INOK: {Marshallesa).
TRAHSLATOR JOHHSAY RIKLOM: (English
translation). 1 am not satisfied yet.
E-7 MR. FOUNTAIN INOK: (In Engllish). What I'm
l(cnm'trylnq to ask you ls the reason why 1 want to translate is
g0 that the Marshallese can also hear what I'm trying to
agk you, because what I understand is the L.O.A. right now
is deleted and now the R.0.C. is the only thing that wil}
be alive in order to consult with either the RMI EPA or
whoever has the authority to, you know, to be that we

believe that you won't rule out our environment or

whatever., That's my question so.

rR-7 MR. RANDY GALLIEN: Let me sea If I can do a

{cam.)
batter job with this. At present, there ls no mechanlam

for review and consultation of these types of actlvitles.
The requlrements are that the Army comply with the
substantive requlrements of U.S. laws and reqgulations. The
L.0.A. was a product of the team whose task was to develop
a proposed set of standards to pass through to the Army for
thelr consideration. The Army, because of éolicy, both in
the RMI and other places overseas, required changes to that
mechanlsm. llowever, there was a very, very strong Eeeilng
of support for a mechanism which would provide more
protection to the environment of tha RMI and to ensure

complete and clear communication of the activitien to the

12

]

ictiaas subject 10 a DEP. Abter USAKA proposes an action, all appropriate npencies
will have the opponunity W review the activity and 1o make a detenmination of the
potentinl effects of the activity on public ealth and salety and 1he eaviromnent. The
nppaugeiante ngencics will submit 10 USAKA thelr wiitten comments on USAKA's
propussed activity and their reconmendations for mitigating the enviromnental effecis
ol the activity. Submittal of Eoviconmental Conyments and Recommendatiois (ECR)
will precede the preparition of o DEP. See the response 1o Comment M-14 for
additional information on the IMI's respansibilities wnder 1he Compact.



Lyt

10,

1)
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

-R-7
(com.)

E-8

rR-8

Ebeye Atoll - May 25, 1993

RMI EPA and they did raview these activities. That is tﬁe
Record of Consultation, and the primary difference betwaen
the two is the fact that, as I said, for important
activities in support of the Dapartment of Defense's
mieslon, those could proceed, if for soma reason that the
R,0.C. was not completed, if it was essential to completing
tha Department of Defanse's mission.

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: (Marshallese
translation of Randy Galllen).

MR. FOUNTAIN INOK: (Marshallese).

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKION: (EBnglish
translation}. My question has to do with the RMI laws
being adopted by the legislatura. Would there be any
conflict in our laws against your activities, you know, the
proposals or actlions?

MR. RANDY GALLIEN: Tha question, as I
understand, ls will there be any cén:llcts witﬁ RMI laws
and the proposed activities?

The Standards, and the development of the Standards
continues, were composed of the U.S. agencies and RMI EPA
and conaldered both U.5. laws and regulations and
environmantal laws, as wall as the Trusf Territories of the
Pacific Islands' regulations and laws. The development of
the effort was conducted in such a way that we feel i{s not
inconsistent with RMI laws and reflects substantive

13

Response to E-8: The Compact does not envision nor do the Standards incorporate
Iaws passed by the legislature of the RMI, Consequently, there might be some
differences between the Standards and RMI laws, The Compact requires the U.S.
government to apply NEPA [Section 161(a)(2)] and other substantive environmental
standards that are based on six U.S, environmental statutes [Section 161(a)(3)] to its
activities at USAKA. In addilion to the statutes specified in the Compact, the
Project Team that was established to draft the Standards (see Part | of the Standards
for a list of Team members) also reviewed other U.S. statutes and regulations and
the relevant statutes and regulations of the RMI and the Trust Territory of the
Pacific Islands (see Table 1-3 of the Standards for a complete list). The intent of the
Project Team was to prepare an integrated set of environmental standards and
procedures that are necessary for pratecting public health and safery and the
environment at USAKA.
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R-8 portiona as well as U.S. laws, in most cases,

(cont) There was a change from U.5. laws in consideration of
the Marshall Island's laws. It was conscious becausae of
the particular environment here.

We are undergoing a review by the public now of these,
and we hope to galn thosa comments as wall as others. If
there ia a feeling of inconsistency, we would like to know.
Thay should look at the environmental standards thamsa;vas.

As far as the proposed action activities, tha RMI laws
have been considered much in the sama'way as wa consgldered
the U.5. statutes and laws in the United States when we
have an activity.. We are not aware of any inconsistencles
with those activities and the protaction afforded by your

laws.

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: (Marshallese
translation of Randy Gallien).
rE-9 MR. FOUNTAIN INOK: (English) The increase of
the proposed military activities that is proposed to come
up in a few years from whenever, I know it will affact the
environment, especially here on Kwajalein, and that is one
of my concerns, that it will affect us and the activities

that involve business development.

- E-10 I also would like to emphasize the fact that the RMI
EPA is the agency that will protect us as far as kind of

watching and locking out after us.

14

Response to E-9: The potential effects of proposed activities at USAKA are the
subject of the SEIS.

Respanse to E-18: Thank you for your comment. Under both the existing environ-
mental regulitions and the proposed USAKA Environmental Standards and
Procedures, the RMIEPA has a key 1de in protecting the environment at Kwajalein.
In addition, USAKA und the RMIEPA are increasing their communicution and
interaction regarding environmental issues; for example, USAKA and RMI have
established o new radio dink for bener communications,
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Really, what I'm trying to say, is what has heen
described from the gentleman there that is describing s
really frightening for us and serious in terms and the
language is very technical, and for us to understand is
very hard. You know, for the short time for us to really
learn and study, it is very hard. ‘It's very difficult for
us, because it's not our language, and the terms arsg vary
complex, and that was the reason is it's really geing to
threaten our future econamy in the Marshall Islands,
especially Kwajalein. You know, we have to understand.l We
have to ask questions before wa can make our comments.

COL. HAZEL: The first question that you asked
was why is there a proposed increase when the Cold War is
over? That's a very Interasting guestion. I think the
answer is that until two or three years ago, almost all of
the testing done at Kwajalein was of offensive missiles,
because we did not have a missile defense capability, so
the whole cold war balance of power with the Soviets was,
if you shoot your missiles at us, we will shoot our
missiles at you. It wasn't, if you shoot your missiles at
us, we will shoot them down. It was, If you destray us, we
will destroy you.

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: (English
translation of Fountain Inok and Marshallese translation
of Col. Hazel),

15

Response to E-H: [n response wothis and similar comments, the close of the
comment period in the RMI was extended 1 July 1, 1993, This allowed additional
time 10 review the Dratt SEIS and Standards and provide comments. The total
comment perfod was extended from 45 days 1o 62 days.
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COL. HAZEL: Some years ago, thae Unitad States,
under President Reagan, said that there has to be a better
way -- rather than destroying each other, let's see if we
can't defand ourselves without destroying each othar. So
that created the motive for a missile defense system. Now,
wae have done some testing and we know that theres is a
capability to develop a defensa against missiles.

TRANSLATOR JCOHNSAY RIKLON: (Marshallese
translation of Col. Hazel.)

COL. HAZEL: So If the United States is to be
able to field a system of missile defense, we have to be
able to test that capability, and that is what the proposed
increasa is for. And, as I said in ny comment, we are not
sure that we will ever get the money to do that sort of
thing under the current constralints 1Q the defense budget,

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLOM: (Marshallesa
translation of Col. Hazel).

COL. HAZEL: Now, as to what effect that has on
the RMI economy, I can only -— there are two
considerations. It 1s what aeffect it has on your economy,
and what effect it has on your environment.

I can't help but believe that the more money that we
spend in the Marshall Islands, the better Yyour eccnomy is,
because that means if we hire more Americans to come here
on Kwajalein, we're also hiring more Marshallese, which

16
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improves your economy. So any increase at Kwajalein, I
would anticipate helps your economy, not hurts it.

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: (Marshallese
translation of Col. Hazel.)

COL. HAZEL: The second part of the gquestien is
what does it do ta your economy or to your environment?
That's what this document is all about. If wa do increase
testing and increase pecple hare, here is how wa will
prevent that from hurting your environment, and here ara
the procedures that will be in place to make sure that the
RMI EPA ls a part of that process.

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: {Marshallese
translation of Col. Hazel).

MR. FOUNTAIN INOK: {Marshallese).

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: (English
translation). Thank you, Colonel, for your comments. I
have a feeling that I'm asking too many questions, but let
me try to summarize what I have in mind.

MR. FOUNTAIN INOK: (Marshallese).

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: (English
translation). I think my hope is your hope, that the RMI
Environmental Protection Authority should really weork
closaly to what is a common goal that will be a mutual
benefit to the two countries, and I hope that that can be
accomplished through the satisfaction of all countries,

17

Response to E.12: A continued cooperative working relationship between the RMI
and ULS. governments is of great importance to the U.S, Army, which continyes to
suppart the wark af the Project Team that is preparing the Standards and o
encourage the invalvement of interested members of the public in the NEPA process
{see the response 10 Comment E-8). The RMI government (through its agency and
diplomatic designees) wilk continue 0 be involved in the process of finalizing the
Standards. The comment on deleting ROCs and reinserting LOAs is addressed in
the responses to Comments E-7, M- 1, and M-21,
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MR. FOUNTAIN INOK: (English}. My comment is
very aimple. You know, I was asking these guestions in
regards to understanding, you know, the objectives of this
environmental impact statement. So my comment fs to

restore the L.0.A. and delete R.C.C, That is my comment.

"Thank you.

COL. HAZEL: Thank you very much. ﬁa appreclate
the comments. Again, all of the comments becoma part of
the public record and will be respondad to in the Final
SEIS process. Thank you.

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: (Marshallese
translation of Col. Hazel).

MS. IRENE PAUL: (English). My name is Irene
Paul, and I'll try to be brief.

TRANSLATOR JCHNSAY RIKLON: (Marshallese
translation of Ms. Paul}.

MS. IRENE PAUL: (English). I'm speaking from
the few viewpoint of a mother who was born on Kwajalein
Atoll, and who is now working here on Kwajalein Atoll. 1I'm
sure that some of my concerns are also the concerns of most
mothers, if not all mothers here and on Kwajalein Atoll.

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: {Marshallesea
translation of Ms. Paul).

MS. IRENE PAUL: (Marshallese) -- (English) I
was just telling him that I'll just go ahead and say what I

18
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have to say, and then he can summarize it. That way, I
don't get interrupted in what I'm proposing to say.

TRANSLATOR JOHHSAY RIKLOM: fMarshallese
translation of Ms. Paul).

MS., IRENE PAUL: (English). I'm sure the lawyers
will be presenting their views, thelr concerns, as all
lawyers, but I'm speaking as a mother and as a concerned
Marshallesa woman.

As you know, the land passes down to the women, and [t
iz really our concerp. My main concern is for the safaty,
the safety of the projects that are belng proposed. I
would not try to say that I understand the thick documents
that were presented because they are too taechnical and
written in English, and I am not an English-speaking
person. So I might not be able to understand all of the
technital things that I read in there. But from what I
gather so far {s that you are proposing to increase
activities within Kwajalein Atoll, and soma of my concerns
that I have were presented earller, but my main concern isl
safety. Ia it really safe? Can we truly say that the
activitlies that you are proposing to increase hare within
Kwajalein will be safe? I'm not concerned about -- I'm
nearing the retirement age. 1 am most concerned about the
younger generation, I am a mother and am really concerned
about my kids. Can we really say that it's really safe for

19

Response to E-13: The U.S. government is committed to the protection of health
and safety and the environment at USAKA. One method of ensuring enviconmental
pratection is the NEPA process (see the response to Caomment E-8), under which the
US. Army's proposed activities at USAKA and the Standands are being evaluated.
For future activities, the NEPA provess also will be applied. Another method 1o
ensure protection is the Standards, which will be applied to USAKA activities and
have been drafted by the Project Team to address the particular gnvironment at
USAKA. The US. regulations on which the Standards are based were specifically
reviewed for their application o a nonurban and nonindustrial environment.

Public health and salety concerns are incorporated in the Standards tar seven
environmental resource categories—air quality, water quality and reef protection,
drinking water quality, endangered species and wildlife resources, ocean dumping,
material and waste manasgement, and cultural resources. The standards for these
calegories are derived from comparable U.S. regulations tor U.S. laws (see the
respanse ta Camment L9-4 for a list of the statutes in the Compaci). Also, RM1
environmental regulations and international enviranmental agreements were reviewed
{see Table 1-3 of the Standards for a complete list). The Standards are avleast as
stringent as comparable (LS, regulations and, in certain cases, are more protective of
public health and safety and the environment. For example, the proposed drinking
water standards are based on a population of 10,000, which will result in more
frequent monitoring than would normally be required in the Unitzd States for a
service area comparahle with the size of USAKA. :
Another example of how public health and safety and the environment are protected
is the proposed air guality standards. The criteria used to measure air quality in the
United States are the concentrations in the air of certain pollwants (e, sultur
dioxide, nitcagen oxide, wial pacticuiate matter, vespirable particnlate matter, orone,
and lead). For each of those pollutanis, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(.S, EPAY has published allowable concentrations that have been determined to
represent “clean air"—that s, it concentrations ol those pollutitnts sre below certiin
bevels, the air is considered clean enough for the generad population o breath without
incurring apy heolth problems. These standards are referred W as “ambient air
quality stantards.” The Simndards reqguire USAKA 1o limit its achivities by
approprinle neans to meintain s bigh level o aie guality w USAKA. The practical
result will e that, in mast cases, the air qualily at USAKA will be higher than it the
LS. regukations fur air qualily continued o be applied at BSAKA.
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E:Eithe kids to live here In the Marshalls? Is it safe here on
“Kwajalein? WIll it be safe? Will the air that we braathe
be safe? Will our lands be safe? I will be really
concerned, and I'm easy, if somabody will coma up to me and
say, well, I think it will be safe. How do YOou measuras
safety?‘ Because probably your standards of safety are
different than our standards.

You are from a developad country and tha pollution
level in the states might be -- you have a certain way of
saying that the air is safe, but here, out here in the
Marshalls, we might consider that as a hazard to our

| health.
FE44 However, I would be -- let's say, I would be ﬁora at
eaga, if I know that we have the final say in whataver
declsion is made on the proposal, because we will be making
comment as much as we want. We can sit hers all night and
you can go to the manual, and they can maka whatevar
commént they want. But do we, the Marshallesa, have the
final say as to what should be included in the proposal
that you are proposing tonight? <¢an we truly say here that
what we say is going to make -- the comments that we are
presenting are going to make the difference? 1I'm sorry, I
forget.

Sa if we can truiy say here tonight that the comments

will be taken into censideration and would be accommodated

20

Respunse to E-14: The proposed testing activities and associated infrastructure
construction activities for USAKA are developed by the US. government with full
consideration given to the requirements of the Compact. The Compact aliows the
U.S. government to conduct missite testing and assaciated activities, but these
activities must all be done in compliance with the substantive provisions of existing
U.S. environmental taws and regulations. [n addition, the Compact allows for the
development of new environmental standards and procedures ta protect the public
health and safety and the environment of the RMI. These standards have been
drafted for the following resource categories: air quatity, water quality and reef
protection, drinking water quality, endangered species and wildlife resources, ocean
dumping, material and waste management, and cultural resources. These were the
standards that were evaluated in the Draft SEIS, The RMI is actively involved in the
development of these new Standards, and ultimately the final Standards wilk be
negotiated between the U.S. and the RML In addition, the RMI government will be
a party to the annual reviews of the Standards (Sectfon 2-22), Therefore, the
Marshallese people, through the RME government, do have input into the environ-
mental stapdards that will apply 10 testing activities at USAKA.

The Standards envision that USAKA will proceed with a praposed activity without
approvit only upder exceptional circumstinees. There are specific contlict resolution
procedures that guide those circomstunces. For more derail, see the responses to
Comments M-10, M-21, and L11-27,
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E-14 in the proposal that you are presenting tonight, then I

{cont )
think I can live with that.

Espaecially, I would like the
people of the Marshall Islands to have the final say. I
want them to be part of the review process. I think in the
final process, I want the Marshallese people to be tha anes
te say, okay, you can go ahead with the projact; or no, we
reject that. I want us to have the right to say no or go
ahead.

This is our land, and we will be the ones who will
suffer all of the consequences. You cannot guarantee that
everything will be ckay. We don't have anywhere else to go
but here, especlally the pecple on Kwajaleln Atoll. We
can't go to Majuro Atell or to the states, but we will
remaln here. We will suffer all the consequences baetause
of the result of the proposal.

50 I would feel much safer if the paopla of the
Marshall Islands will have the final say in this. I'm sure
that you people do understand that what I am saying,
because at one other time another country was going to
impose some ideas on you, and you didn't like it, so you
stood up to your right. So we would like us to have the
opportunity to stand up to our right and give us a chance
to have the final say in this manner. Thank you.

COL. HAZEL: Did you want.to translate now?
M5. IRENE PAYL: (Marshallese translation of

21
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her spoken testimeony).

COL. HAZEL: Thank you, Ms. Paul, It was very
eloquently stated. Ycu asked a numberrof questions that I
can address. Some of them I will ask Mr. Gallien to
address. The gquestion on the procedurs after the U.S.
Departuent of Defense has completed the Final SEIS, I
guess, are thera further negotiations?

MR. RANDY GALLIEN: Yes. At that point, it would
be the USAKA standards, the USAKA Environmental Standards
would ba a subject of negotiations between the government
of the United States and the RMI government before they are
adapted.

COL. HAZEL: So until the UJSAKA Standards are
adopted, then we will continue to be under the law that we
are how?

MR. RANDY GALLIEN: That's the atandards of the
compact from which the Standards are a result.

COL. HAZEL: So before the new Environmental
Standards are adapted, it will be negotlated thween the
Unilted States and the Republic of the Marshall Islands. So
if that means that the Republic of the Marshall Islands has
the final say or it means that the Unlted States has the
final say, or it means they both have to agree before those
Standards are adopted.

Mr. Riklon, would you like te translate that, please?

22
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TRANSLATOR JOMNSAY RIKLON: (Marshallesa
translation of Col. Hazel.} (English}. I think, Colonel,
you were asked one or two questions, I believe, that were
never answered,

H;Lﬂ COL. HAZEL: Yes. I mean to answer the rest of

¢ Athe questiona. The first guestion was who has the final
say? I think the answer is the Environmental Standards
will be agreed upon between the U.S. and the RMI before
they are adopted.

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: (Marshallese
translation of Col. Hazel.)

r R-13: COL. HAZEL: The other question that you asked
was will what we propose, 1if they are implemented, will
they be safe? Will they be safe for the sea? Will they be
safe for the air? Will they be safe for the land? I can
tell you that the first consideration in this entire
document was not the environment, it was safety. The first
consideration was safety and the effect on human health,
Then we also considared the safety to the land, tha sea,

the alr, but first to humans.

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: {Marshallese
translation of Col. Hazel}.
R-13 COL. HAZEL: So for every action that we're
mom}considerinq deing, if we get the money, for every action we

then look at what possible impact it would have on people,

2]
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H-l? land, ®ea, air, tieh, animsls. WHhat impact might it have
o Jand how do we eliminate or reduce that impact? vYes?
M5, IRENE PAUL: When you say "wa"?
COL. HAZEL: I mean the U.S. Govaernment.
E-15 ) M3. TRENE PAUL: How about the RMI? Ara they
[ﬂnd involved in that process?
COL. HAZEL: Absolutely, That's what the Record
of Consultation process ia.
rﬂ45 MS. IRENE PAUL: 8o it would be both the U.S.
Government and whoever is doing that from your side and our
EPA will be working togethar to determine whether it's
safe?

COL. HAZEL: Yea. What tha documant says now is
here are -- there are two parte to the document. There are
the proposed activities, and we are nlfendy doing the
analysis. We have already done the analyein that says for
this proposed activity, what is the effect and how do we
eliminate the negative effaect. That's what the Draft SEIS
is about,

The second part, and that is pretty clear cut that if
wa'ra going to do this, here's what might happen and heres's
how we will eliminate that effact,

Part two are the new standards. That says for any
other action, here's how the process -- here are the
standards that we have to apply. Here's how many times we

24

Respanse tu E-15: The Procedures section (Part 2) af the proposed Standards
estublishes a single set of comprehensive procedures for complying witl applicabile
environmental standards 11 USAKA. Specifically, procedures are idemtificd for
reparting, notitication, monitoring, study and analysis, training, transportiion of
hazardous substances, facility requirements, recordkeeping, planning, emergeucy
equipment, auditing, complinnce assurance, oversight, conlict resolution, techaical
suppart, periodic review, and savings and severability. Mast, it nat all, of these
procedures ure designed 1o keep the RMI informed of ULS. government activities and
invalved in the process, and 1o ensure compliance with the specific cnvironmentat
stundards. In addilion, the NEPA process provides for input by the public, including
Miurshallese citizens. Please also see the sesponse 1o Cosminents 13-14 ot 1327,
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have to test the water, Here's how many times we have to
test the afr. If it's not right, here's what we have to
do, and anything that has an affact on that is between the
United States and the RMI through the Record of
Consultation.

M5. IRENE PAUL: (English}. T would lika to go
on record as long as the people of the Marshall Izlands are
part of the project, so if something happened, we will be a
part of it, because we give you the authority to go ahead.

COL. HAZEL: Thank you for that.

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: (Marshallese
translation of Col. Hazel.)

COL. HAZEL: I want to add a couple of other
things. Nowhere in this testing are there any nuclear,
chemicals, nothing beyond what we'ra doing now, as far as
types of weapans.

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: (Marshallese
translation of Col. Hazel).

COL. HAZEL: You mentioned different standards of
pollution, air pollutioen, of what might be acceptable.alr
pollution in Los Angeles Isn't acceptable alr pollution
here, and that's a very valid point, and that is the real
reason why we have separate standards for this araa. We
tried to take the U.S. standards and adapt them to the
Pacific environment, and that's the whole major reason for

. ' 28

Response to E-16: Thank you tor your comment.
Comments E-7, E-14, and E-15

Please see the responses to
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R-13 the separate USAKA Standards.

rH-13

FR-14

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: (Marshallese
translation of Col. Hazel).

COL. HAZEL: The question, going back to the last
point that I will make on the question, is all of this that
we propose safe? I guess the best answar that I have is
that there are 3,000 Americans living or Kwajalein. Those
Americans are very smart people. They are vary
intelligent, and they know all abouf radars and missiles
and dangers and all of that, and they have had the
opportunity to look at this document. They know what new
radars we ara talkinglabout, and they feel comfortabla
living with the level of testing and the types of testing
that this document covers.

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: (Marshallese
translation of Col. Hazel).

COL. HAZEL: The most éifficult question that you
asked was will your comments make a difference? I have
town-hall meetings every three months on Kwajalein and on
Rol-Namur where I talk to the community, and they ask ma
questions and I try to answer them. When wa do that, I
tell them I will naver guarantee you will like the answer,
but I will guarantee 7 will give you an honest answer.

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: (Marshallese
translation of Col. Hazel).

26
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COL. HAZEL: Thank you very much for your
comments, very good comments. Thank you.

MR. CARL JEADRICK: (English) My name is carl
Jeadrick. I have a very short comment that I would like to
make. May I ask that the translator translate my comments
afterwards, after I finish.

You sea, I put this in writing, in English. I will
try to read {t in English.

COL. HAZEL: Okay.

MR. CARL JEADRICK: (English). It has to do with
the coast erosion, because our coast lines are very
important to us; sea-level rise, acceleratad erosion from
building, and sedimentation on the coral all threatan our
way of life. Coastal erosion alssc threatens our food
supply by limiting fishing and breeding greunds. Because
the coastlipne makes up such a large part of an atoll, we
should have a separate section of the Standards just to
deal with coastal degradation issues. And, tha only way to
protect the coast is to give RMI EPA the right to issue
Letters of Autharity before USAKA can begin any projects
that could erode our shoreline: That's it. Thank you.

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: (Marshallesa
translation of carl Jeadrick).

COL. HAZEL: Thank you very much for your
comment. I guess the only comment that I feel a need to

27

Response to E-17: The U.S. Army shares your concern tor shoreline protection and
has revised the procedures and the standards in the Standards 1o ensure protection of
sensitive environmental resources. For example, the procedures are revised to
expand the opportunities for appropriate agencies, incleding the RMIEPA, o review
proposed USAKA activitics, In addition, the water quality and reef protection ‘
standards for USAKA have been revised to address more fully the U.S, Army's intent
to protect USAKA's shoreline and marine resources,

Pleuse see the responses to Comments L4-2 and L9-11/12 for & more derailed
discussion of shoreline protection. LOAs, ROQCs, and DEPs are discussed in the
response o Comments E-7, M-10, and M-21: Revisions (o the conflict resolution
process that expand opportunities tor appropriate agencies 10 be involved in review

of USAKA activities are discussed in the response to Comment M-21.
)
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answar is a comment to an earlier questlion. 1 guess my
off-hand comment would be that since the Army has taken
charge of Kwajalein, the land area has expanded to the west
and north of the lsland so.

TRANSLATCR JOHNSAY RIKLON: [(MHarshallese
translation ot Col. Hazel).

MR. JACK AKEANG: (English). Thank you, Colonel,
and peopla. I will speak in English. My name is Jack
Akeang. I have been living here for tha past gevan or
eight vyears.

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: (Marshallese
translation of Jack Akeangl.

MR. JACK AKEANG: (English). I am very sorry to
inform you that I have not had a chance to review and read
all of the documents presented here this evening.

TRANSLATOR JOHHSAY RIKLON: (Marshallese
translatien of Jack Akeang).

MR. JACK AKEAﬁG: {English). But from what I
gather in this reading and what I recall in talke from scma
other people in the past hour or so, and based on what I
have seen so far, and also a concern of the elders hare,
and some of the concern of my colleagues, I feel that, and
I den't know how much time we have left, as far as the
process, in talking about the EIS, but I strongly feel
that, and since the United States Government has provided

28

Respanse to E-18: In response 10 this and similar comments, the close of the
comment period in the Republic of the RMI was extended to July 1, 1993, This
allowed additional time to review the Draft SEIS ard Standards and provide
comments, The ol comment periog was extended from 45 days to 62 days.
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-E-1§ money to the project or to what is being proposed here, and
mom)because we don't have much time to review the documents
here, and maybe to accommodate the needs and the interasts
of both parties, I believe maybe it will be In the best
interest of all parties to at least maybe glve us enough
time to maybe study and learn more about the documants,_the
EIS and whatnot, so then we will better serve the needs of
both parties and keep the opportunities for everyone in the
Marshall Islands government as well as the United States
government, and most importantly, to the people of
Kwajalein Atell who will be affected by the EIS. So if I
may ask and request both parties, the government of the
Marshall Islands EPA and the United States government and
the project team at least to give us the opportunity to
delay and maybe study the documents further. Perhaps we
will be able to answer some of the needs and concerns that

was raised earller by both parties. Thank You,

-~

TRANSLATCR JOHNSAY RIKLON;: (Marshallese
translaticn of Jack Akeang).
COL. HAZEL: Heow long a delay would you think
would be appropriate?
E-18 MR. JACK AKEANG: (English). The gavernment
[ﬁiﬁjnegotiations will be completed after what time?
rR-18 COL. HAZEL: The government negotiations will be

after the completion of the Final SEI15, and then the

29
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RA-18 negotiations with the governments, and that's probably
mem)around Dacember, somewhere in that time frame.

MR. JACK AKEANG: (English). 8o shall we extend
that process maybe up to early next year, January perhaps?

COL. HAZEL: 5o the proposal is to extend that
process for negotiations into January to allow everyone in
the Marshall Islands at that time to examine it.

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: ({Marshallese
translation of both parties, supra.)

COL. HAZEL: We will enter that comment and
request into the public raecord and make a decision on it.
Thank you.

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIXLON: {Marshallese
interpretation of Col. Hazel).

MR, STEVE DRIBO: (Marshallese).

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: (English
translation}. I would like to extend my helle to you,

Mr. Celeonel.

MR. STEVE DRIBO: (Marshallese).

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: (English
translation). ~From looking at the EIS proposal, it shows
the level of activities that will take placa at USAKA.

MR. STEVE DRRIBO: (Marshallese).

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKELON: {English
translation). Inciuding the Marshall Islands such as on

Jja




§9-t

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

2%

22

2]

24

2%

Ebeye Atoll - May 25, 1993

Omelek, some other islands within Kwajalein Atoll.

MR. STEVE DRIBO: (Marshallese).

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: {English
translation). It was described by the Colonel that the
level of activity proposed to be taken ls the intermediate
le;el, .

MR. STEVE DRIBO: (Marshallese).

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: (English
translation). There are, from what I can tell from the
documents that I have, thera are six proposed activities
that will be taken. We do not know at this time if there

are cthers that are put in here.

MR. STEVE DRIBO: (Marshallese).
TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: (English
translation). After showing the propased activities, then

I notice that you are also describing what impacts that may
have effect on the environment, the lands and us.

MR. STEVE DRIBO: {Marshallese) .

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: (English
translation}. One of the items proposed or activities has
to do with observation posts and launchlngs on Omelek.

MR. STEVE DRIBO: (Marshallese).

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: (English
translation}. And from the different parts of the U.S.
like california, Hawaii and other places, launchings will

1
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be made to Meck Isiand and Kwajalein:

MR. STEVE DRJBO: {Marshallese).

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: {English
translation). The certain islands is a fregquency, either
you study in order to increase the frequency of launchings.

MR. STEVE DRIBO: (Marshallese).

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: (English
translation). There are other activities on other islands
like what I would call in relation to the launching parts
of the project.

MR. STEVE DRIBO: (Marshallese).

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: (English
translation). On Meck Island you alsoc intend to construct
a power plant and many other items on that lsland.

MR. STEVE DRIBO: (Marshallese).

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: (English
translation). &And they include a number of personnel on
Kwajaleiln wha will be associated with doing facilities,
transportation fleet boats, you will say,

MR. STEVE DRIBO: (Marshallese}.

TRANSLATCR JOHNSAY RIKLON: (English
translation). All of these that comprise the sixX items of
the proposed activities that will be taking place. We are
fearful. We don't know the extent of whether there will be
damage on our part.

32

Respunse to E.19: The US. Army appreciates your concern about impacis to the
environment and people of Kwajalein Atoll. Your specitic comments are addressed
betow (responses to Comments E-20 through E-28). The SEIS identifies ways to
mitigate most of e environmenal impacts that it identifies so that they are not
sipniticant,
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KR. STEVE DRIBO: {Marshallese}.

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: (English

E-20 translation). From one of the islands by dredging and use

E.-21

for landfill, maybe it will disappear, we will disappear
from the face of the earth.

COL. HAZEL: I'm sorry, say that again.

MR. STEVE DRIBO: (Marshallese}.

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: (English
translation). Pretty soan the environmental impacts would
be the extensive construction in the area of Ennugarret.
That's the first one.

MR. FOUNTAIN INOK: {English). It they were to
do the E.0.D. pit on Ennugarret, they would take trees off.

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: The second is
extensive ordnance at Legan, explosives,

MR. STEVE DRIBO: {(Marshallese) .

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: {English
translation). The water treatment plant at Kwajaleln which
i3 one of these treatments.

MR. STEVE DRIBO: {Marshallese) .

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: (English
translation). The extension on Meck Island which extends
on Meck Island for 15 acres would affect the coral and sea
life and fish.

MR. STEVE DRIBO: (Marshallese),

- 33

Response to E-20: Thank you for your comment. Please see the response to
Comment E-2 regarding shureline erosion.

Respaonse to E-21: USAKA shares your tonceen about shoreline erosion. Subsection
4.7.1 (page 4-134) of the Dralt SEIS acknuwledges that there would be impacts to
habitat for marine invertebrites and fish at Meck Island under some ol the proposed
activities, but it identifies ways to mitigne most of those impacts.
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TRANSLATOR JOHHNSAY RIKLON: (English
translation). And the barracks on Illeginni, that wiil
endanger our sea life, like turtles.

MR. STEVE DRIBO: (Marshallese}.

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: (English
translation). After reviewing all of this, I come to a
proposal and the environmental impact, and I think most of
the people here especially the land owners have thair
speclflc questions and wouldn't like tha proposed EIS.
They will object to that. However, as we are living by a
compact agreement between the Unlted States and the
government of the Marshall Islands, we will say nothing,
except to live by the Cempact, and whatever provisions are
allowed for the Marshallese people under the Compact,

How, tonight we are looking for comment. oOn Meck
Island, there is going to be a landfill, as proposed.
Maybe it will not come about. Maybe it will. But mayha
there are some remedies for that. You stated taking lands
from other place, especially the lands from the Marshall
Islands, lands that belcng to other people than ours, and
stated that you will dredge tha reefs in order to make
these landfills. We could get some landfill from somewhers
else. It might be expensive. It might be impossible to
do, but maybe that's another mitigation. Maybe we can get
lands from Hawail for these 15 acres of landfill. Fifteen

34

Respunse o E-22: Thank you fur your comment. No permisnent harracks are
proposed to be constructed at llleginni, and no vae is proposed 1o be permanently
housed at that island. Some workers miy be temporarily housed on the istand during
construction, probibly in trailers. Subsection 4.8.1 (page 4-149) of the Dratt SEIS
acknowledges the putential for impacts of proposed shoreline protection to a stretch
of beach on Heginni that could potentially be suitable for nesring by hawkshill or
green sei turtles, although wrtles have not heen ebserved nesting in that location.
The Dratt SEIS recommends that a wrtle nesting survey be conducted during the
tawksbill nesting season and/or that alternatives to the shoreline construction be
idensified, in order w avoid impacts o sea wrtles,

Respanse to E-23: Thank you for your comment; we appreciate your concerns, The
Compact recognizes the special relitionship between the RMI and the United States;
USAKA is working to maintain open and cordial relations with the government and
the people of the RMI.

Response to E-24: The US. Army shares your concern about quarrying the reefs
adjacent to the eleven USAKA istands. The Dratt SEIS includes analysis of
quarrying activities at USAKA, including new analysis of the potential impacts of
quarrying on shoreline erosion (Subsection 4.2.1, Land and Reef Areas). This
analysis establishes specific siting and sizing criteria to protect Yand forms. The Draft
SEIS does recagnize that, in some circumstances, quarrying can have significant
impacts on marine resources, particularly in areas where landtilling is propased.

[mporting aguregate from outside the RMI may be a viable alternative, at jeast for
some uses. Recently, a number of contractors bidding on coastruction prajects at
USAKA have proposed importing aggrecate from the United States beeause of lower
cost. It appears that the costs and dogistical chullenges for transporting armor rock
are greater than for aggeeyate, although armor rack from the United Siates is
apparently denser, and will lust longer, than armor rock quarried at Kwajalein, New
material has been added into Section 4.2 of the SEIS o identily importing oggregate
s an alternarive to quarrying at USAKA, Please see also the response to

Comment L4-2.
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E-24 acres is almost in some places, it's equivalent to -- that
is significant for the Marshallese people and the land
awners.

E-25 Now we are afraid of this idea of having a big ship
headguartered here on Kwajalein. HNow we are talking about
a sewer. What we will do about thosa people living on the
ships,‘days and nights? How does it affect our water and
the fish habitat of the Marshallese peopla?

E-26 I agree to that we don't have time to study this, and
I also object, that maybe we need more Fiﬁa, and I maybe I
want to see the Final SEIS. I'm not sure what's geing to
come after this.

We need to make sure that what we will anticipate, as
is so said, it is to include RMI EPA and the United States

rE-27 [EPA, the Department of Defense about our concern, | In other

words, we take the L.0O.A. and say nothing about the R.O0.C.
FE Now, I have anothar guesticn. What would happen irf
there ls multiple launchings from Vandenbarg in california,
from Hawalil, from other aperations, how does it affect? &s
we know, we have in Marshall Islands a fishing fleet, and
I'm sure that Arno, in the fleet headed into Kwajalein,
maybe in being -~ how does it affect them when you flsh

maybe three or four miles out where the launchings have

been?

[H-ZB COL. HAZEL: The question is what will be the

35

Respanse 1o E-25: Both the US. envitonmentad regulations snd 1he propuosed
Standards require the implementation of environmental standards for discharge of
sewilgge to the waters of the RMI, which are defined as "all surfnce waters of the
RMI, inctuding the vcean, the territorial waters, and all wetlands adjucent to those
surface waters, excluding wastewnter treatment systems and parts of wastewater
treatment systems.” LLS. regulations establish specific aumerical limits for discharging
pollutants to ensure pratection of public health and safety and the environment. The
proposed USAKA Standards prohibit discharge of untreated sewage (3-2.7.4), the
discharge of ofl (3-2.8.1), and discharges from marine sanitation devices within the
watess of the RMI. Because of the high cost of hotel vessels, their use at USAKA is
not likely. It hotel ships were to be used, however, both existing U.S. regukations and
the proposed Standards would protect the designation of harbor and lagoon waters
and would not compromise the health and safety of USAKA or Marshailese residents
using the lngoon, including those who use the Jagoun tor tishing.

Respunse to E-26: The public comment period for the Dratt SEIS was extended.
Please see the respanse to Comment E-3.

Response to E-27: Thank you for your comment. LOAs, ROCs, and subsequent
revisions to the review procedures (i.e., DEPs) are discussed in detail in the
responses to Comments E-7, M-10, and M-21. .

Response to E-28: The US. Army recognizes the concern about how current and
future activities at USAKA might affect plans for expanding commercial fishing. [n
response to this and other comments on the Draft SEIS, additional information about
plans for commercial fishing at Kwajalein has been added in Sections 3.7 and 4.7 of
the Final SEIS. Please also see the response 1o Comment M-6.
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R-28 effect for a fishing fleet here in the Marshall Islands or
feont) at Kwajalein when we get to a point where there is a
multiple launch at USAKA?

Again, at the present time, whenever we have a launch,
we publish what area the impact zona is. It will be the
same, whether it's a single launch or a multipla launch.
When we do a multiple launch, we're not talking about ‘an
hour apart. We are talking about a very short time frame,
and we would publish what areas that has to take place in

to make sure there ls no hazard to fishermen, travelmen,

or air traffic,

n
@

MR. FOUNTAIN INOK: What he lis trying tc say is

our site, not the entire -- .

where the re-entries are.

R-29 COL. HAZEL: bBut even now, when we do re-entries
l in the open ocean area or Kwajalein north area, we publish

MR. FOUNTAIN INOK: 1In the Hourglass?
CCL. HAZEL: In the Hourglass, yes.

E-239 _ MR. FOUNTAIN INOK: I'm sure that those flshermen
from Majuro, I don't know they know where is the restricted
areas that it will be.

COL. HAZEL: Okay.

TRANSLATOR JCHNSAY RIKLON: May I finish?
COL. HAZEL: Yes.

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: Thank you.

16

Response to E-29: The Broad Ocean Area (BOA) and Mid-Atal] Curridor are
affected during faunches; missions involving intercepts can atfect the BOA as well.
The closure periods of the Mid-Atoll Corridor are established as provided in the
Military Use and Operating Rights Agreement (MUORA) between the U.S. and
RM]1 governments and are not atfected by the number of Jaunches or intercepts at
USAKA (missions are scheduled to coincide with this schedule of ctosures). USAKA
observes the requirements of the MUORA, which state (Section 2) that:

In conducting its activities in the defense sites, the Government of the Uniied
States shall use its best efforss to:
{a} Avoid interference with commerciad aciivities including the exploitarion of
living and non-living resonrces of the sea;
(h) Avaid interference with navigation, aviation, communication, and lund or
water travel in the Marshall Islands;
(c) Minimize damage to the terain and to reef areas;
{(d) Avoid harm 10 the environmen, including warer areas;
(e) Avoid activities which would adversely affect the well-being of the residents of
the Marshall Itfunds; and
() Notify the Government of the Mamshall Islands of non-rousine activities so
that the Government of the Marshall fslands may take sieps io assist the
Government of ihe United States in executing its responsibilities to minimize any
adverse impact of such aciivities.

Areas affected by launches or intercepts within the BOA are nut closed; instead air
traffic and ships are notified ahead of each mission by Notices to Airmen
(NOTAMS) and Notices o Mariners (NOTMARS), respectively, and by notices in
The Howrglass, on board the Ebeye ferry, and on the radio. These notices identify
the arca and periods involved in each mission and warn air and ship teattic away
fram the affeeted areas, The RMI government is informed, and announcements are
made on jocil radies, in bocal newspapers, and oo the Ebeye ferry. Please also see
the response (o Comment M-5.



I.-¢

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

Ebeya Atoll - May 25, 1993

Now, we are in the community of Ebeye. We are people
working on Kwajalein. They don't have time to go fish, and
wa all know that fish is one of the staple foods, main
foods for the Marshallese peopla. I know that there arse
pecple who are working, and they usually go out to the
other i{slands fishing with the fishing nets. Sometimes
they get 700 pounds fish, total, total pounds, sometimes
300 pounds. ‘That's their limits for fish. Theay go fish,
bring in fish, small fish, like tarra fish, rabbit fish,

ail of those fish, goldfrish, and sell them to the

. community, aspecially those people that don't have tima to

go fish,

When we are talking about axtension and refill,
whether that's going te affect the fishing araa, and do we
take into consideration this important part of the people
on working with this. This will comprise, I think, most of
the community on Ebeye.

COL. HAZEL: The question was how will tha
proposed level of activity affect the private fishing off
of the reef?

TRANSLATCR JOHNSAY RIXKLONM: (Marshallese
transliation of Cel. Hazel).

MR. STEVE DRIBO: (Marshallese}.

TRANSLATOR JOHNSRY RIKLON: (English
translation). Yes. What we are asking is fishing, when

37

Response to E-30: The Draft SEIS (Section 4.7) recognizes the potential for impacts
to fish habitat in the immediate area of the propused landfills at Meck and Gellinam;
hawever, impacts lo other habilat areas should be minimal if (the measures proposed
for controlling turbidity and other impacts are observed. ln addition, the quarry hole
areas, once the quarrying has been completed, eventually provide sheltered habitat
for a variety of reef fish that do not thrive on the reef flat itseif. This can be seen in
the old quarry holes along Kwajalein's ocean side. As described in the respanse 1o
E-24, commercial purchase of agpregale may be an alternalive to quarrying at
Kwajalein.
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deing the landfill [how will fishing be affected].

COL. HAZEL: I guess, let me see, the area that
we propose, lf wa do all of thosa activities, the areas we
propose doing dredging and landfill would include Meck
Island, and where else, Randy? Ken?

MR. KEN SIMS: It's proposed on Meck Island. We
do propose other areas of landfill activities on those
islands. There may be some f£il1] assoclated activitles in
making some harbor improvements, and on Meck, but, as
stated earlier, If thosa programs don't go in, thosa would
not ba done.

COL. HAZEL: So Meck Island, right now, and I
don't think that you have people reef fishing on Meck '
Island now.

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: {Marshallese
translation of col. Hazel and Mr. Sima).

MR. STEVE DRIBO: (Marshallesa).

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: (English

tranalation). I was thinking of paople fishing from Meck .

Island and the other places that they used to go flsh.

COL. HAZEL: Where would the quarry be done and
whare would wa take the material from?

MR. STEVE DRIBO: (Marshallese}.

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLOMN: (English
translation). VYes.

a8




€Lt

10

11

12

13,

14

15

16

17

18

13

20

21

22

23

24

25

R-30
fcont.)

Ebeya Atoll - May 25, 1991

MR. KEN SIMS: The EIS addresses quarry at
several locations, and that's really a matter of economics

in locations located in proximity to the reef sita to

construct the site. If would ba very much gsimilar to the

Japanase pools that hava bean created in the past.

TRAHSLATDR JOHNSAY RIKLONW: {Marshallaese
translation of Mr. Sims).

MR. STEVE DRIBO: (Marshallesa}.

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKION: (English
translation). Thank you, Colonel. I have no more
questlions. |

COL. HAZEL: Okay. Thank you very much. You
gave a very gobd summary of some of the potentlal impacts
if ware all of thesae events to occur.

MR. SABURO KIBIN: (English) Thank you,

Mr. Colonel. I think we need the tranalator in front. §o
my comments will be said in Marshallese, and I ask
Mr. Riklon to tranalate into English. Thank you.

" TRANSLATOR JOHMNSAY RIKLON: (Marshallesa
translation).

MR. SABURO KIBIN: (Marshallese).

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: (Engliﬂh
tranalation). My name is Saburo Kibln: I am from
Kwajalein.

MR, SABURO KI1BRIN: (Marshallase) .

39
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TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: (English
translation). I was born during World War 1I, when World
War Il took place on Kwajalein.

MR. SABURO KIBIN: (Marshalleasa).

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: (English
translation}. I have listened to many questions that have
been proposed, but I have not heard one guestion that I
think that I should bring up.

MR. SABURO KIBIN: (Marshallese).

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: (English
translation). From my knowledge and experience, most of
the personnal of variocus disciplines that have come to thae
Marshall Islands. They always come to tﬁe Marshall
Islands, whenever negotliations take placa.

MR. SABURO KIBIN: (Marshallese).

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: (English
translation}. My question began in 1964 when the peopla
ware ramoved to this island.

MR. SABURC KIBIN: (Marshallese).

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: (English
translation). I was one of the participants in the sit-in
on Kwajalein in the 1380s,

MR. SABURO KIBIN: (Marshallese).

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: (English

40

Response to E-31: The Kwajalein Atoll Local Government (KALGOV) has initiated
an administrative process in which it identifies the most appropriate local citizens
who should be employed at USAKA. The sefection of individuals for this listing is
entirely at the discretion of the local government officials. [t is USAKA’s intens 10
continue to observe this provess.
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Ebeye Atoll -~ May 25, 1993

aunts went to Kwajalein and the Army at that time returned
them to Ebeye. From that, there was a mesting taklng
place.

MR. SABURO KIBIN: (Marshallese).

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: (Engllsh
tranalation). I accompanied one of my aunts to that
meeting, and the commanding officer at that time told us
that people from Kwajalein would be put on priority status
as far as employment on Kwajalein.

MR. SABURO KIBIN: (Marshallesa).

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: (English
translaticn). I balieve that after moving us pecple from
the Mid-Atoll Corridor, we can't survive here on Kwajalein
without employment, but to go back home would be a bettar
place for us. We can't live on the lands that we have.

MR. SABURO KIBIN: (Marshallese).

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAYlRIKLDN: {English
translation}. I can't really make a point, you know, who I
should blama. It may be your office, commanding officer,
or it may be the local government here on Kwajalein.

MR. SABURO KIBIN: {(Marshallese).

TRANSLATCOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: (English
translation). We know that there is some kind of an
understanding, an agreement, that has been executed with
the uﬁderstanding that before anybody to be emplayed, it

41
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r E-31 has to go though the government channels.
foort.) MR. SABURO KIBIN: (Marshallese).

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: {English
translation). My request has to do with, if the problem is
coming from the government offica, or your office, then
maybe the land owners should ba in charge of this
particular problem.

MR. SABURO XIBIN: (Marshallase).

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: (English
translation). I sesm to remember the promises made to me
and my aunt, that any employment on Kwajaleln, first
priority ashould be given to Kwajalein peopla.

MR. SABURC KIBIN: {Marshallasa).

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: (English
translation). I admlre Irene Paul for the statements that
she made and exerclsing the fact that Marshallese people
are following the mother In their land righta.

MR. SABURC KIBIN: (Marshallese).

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: (English
translation). Now you are requesting to increase your
activity needs on XKwajalein, then maybe one or two -- why
don't you increase our employment, in other words, to

survive, because we are being ramoved from our lslands.

MR. SABURO KIBIN: (Marshallese).
TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: (Engllsh

42
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translation). Thank you for the opportunity to speak.

COL. HAZEL: Thank you very much for those
comments. It gives me a chance to say something that I
have wanted to say all evening.

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: (Marshallasae
translation of Col. Hazel).

COL. HAZEL: As the commander at Kwajalein, my
concern is not so much that this increased activity will
happen, as it 1s a concern that it won't happen.

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKION: (Marahallesa
tranalation of Col. Hazel).

COL. HAZEL: If for some reason, the proposals
made in the SEIS are disapproved in a U.S./RMI forum or are
net funded by the U'.S. Government then smployment at USAKA
will go down.

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: (Marshallese
translation of Col. Hazel).

COL. HAZEL; The future of Kwajalein Atoll, of
the United States Army Kwajalein Atoll, relies on the
future of the Theater Missile Defense and National Misgile
Defense Testing.

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: {Marshallese
translation of Col. Hazel).

COL. HAZEL: If those two programs are not
approved and not funded, there will be signiticaﬁt
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Ebeye Atoll - May 25, 1993

decreases in the American population on Kwajalein and the
number of Marshallese employees on Kwajalein.

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: (Marshallese
tranalatlion of Col. Hazel).

COL. HAZEL: So our Jeb i3 to ensure that
obstacles to those tests at Kwajalein are removaed through
the force of our argument.

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: (Marshallese
translation of cCol. Hazel).

COL. HARZEL: The first strong argument is there.
This says we have looked at every part of that testing that
wa can think about. We tried to consider everything that
wa think might happen, and wa tried to reduce the impact,
the adverse impact on the Marshall Islands. Wa tried to
show how we would do that in this document,

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: (Marshallesa
translation of Col. Hazel).

COL. HAZEL: For those activitles that we don't
know about yet, we have a second document, the USAKA
Standard, that Qhow how we will handle thosa when they come
up.

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKXLON: {Marshallese
translatieon of Col. Hazel). .

COL. HAZEL: So if our objective is to presarve
the envircnment and to preserve the econamic health of this

44
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Ebeya Atoll - May 25, 1993

rR-31 Atoll, then we need to make sure that those documents are
(oont) the very bhest that we can, so there is no obatacle to
further testing.

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: {Marshallese
translatjon of Col. Hazel).

COL. HAZEL: Those three numbers represent what
ﬁy budget is. This is the number In millions of dollars
that I get from the Army this year. This is how many I
will get next year, and this is how many I will get the
year after. [The numbers 186, 171, 150 were written on the
blackboard].

If we'ra not abla to do Naticnal Missile Defanse and
Theater Missile Defanse Testing, the numbar will continue
to go down. 1If we can do the National Mlsalle Dafense
Testing and Theater Missile Defense Testing, the number
will either stay at this lavel or go up.

TRANSLATOR JOHNSAY RIKLON: {Marshallese
translation of Col. Hazsel).

COL. HAZEL: So those are the two imssues, the
environment and the economy.

—Ea2 MR. JIBA KABUA: (‘English). Thank you, Ceolonel
Hazel. I have a commant to make, Howaver, after listening
té the various speakers, there are a lot of good polnts
that they make. I want to raisa one, and of course, the
Colonel used one word that rings nice, and that was that we

45

Response to E-32: The RMI Environmental Protection Authority (RMIEPA),
representing the RMI government, has been involved in the process of drafting the
Standards since the Praject Team was assembled more than 3 years ago. [n addition,
the RMI has input into USAKA activities with the potential to affect the
environment by participating in the ROC process (now revised to a DEP) and the
conflict resolution process. For atditional informatien on ROCs and conflict
resolution, see the responses 10 Comments E-7, M-10, M-21, L11-29, and L 14-5.
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do have a special relationship in the Compact.

Baefore I make the commaent, I belleve that I alsoc have
comments myself about my comments, and that comment is
that, first of all, my name is Jiba Kabua. I am
representative of the Marshall Islands Environmental
Protectlion Authority, cChairman.

I don'’t live here on Kwajalein, but a good part of my
life waa spent here, a very unique and exclting momant of
my life, a thing that I won't forget.

As I was lisﬁening to the varlous commentors bafora,
and Fountain Inck had a quastion: Do we really have a
cholce in this? I don't really like the ilmplication of it.
I am not a pessimist. I think wheras there is human
direction, there will be a choice, and if thera is no
choice, we have to make a cheice available. I think I must
ralate that to recreate it with a word, that yes, thera is
a special meaning in the Compact, otherwise, it would be in
the constitution. It would not ba referenced to it by ocur
leadars.

I will be reading to you, and because of the time, I
will not translate. I will not ask that it be translated,
but a copy of it will be left with the Kwajalein
leadership, 1f they wish to share with the others.

My comment is I wish to welcome the USAKA hearings to
to Ebeye. Speaking on behalf of the Marshall Islands

46

Response to E-33: The U.S. Army continues to admire the dedication of the
members of the Project Team, incleding the RMIEPA, and supports their work.
Thank you for your comment.
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Environmental Protection Authorlity and as a member of the
USAKA Environmental Standards Project Team, I also wish to
express our apprecilation for the difficult and
time-consuming work accomplished by the project team during
the past three years. The draft Environmental Standards,
the document, raflects the depth of commitment by every
member of that team. We view this document as an important
and meaningful contribution to the anvirénmental dialogue
batween tha Republic of the Marshall Islands and the Unitad
States.

) I must state, however, that we are deeply troubled'by
the abrupt change in the United States' position on the
1ssue of the RMI right to effective oversight of USAKA
activities on Marshallese soil. The proposed procedural
change from a Latter 62 huthority, or L.O.A., concept to a
Record of Consultation, R.0.C., is, {n my opinion,
inappropriate and unacceptabla. This- proposed dilution of
our environmental oversight of USAKA raflects a
last-minute, unilateral change in the U.S. appreach that
appears to fly in the face of three years of good-faith
negotlations,

S0 I ask, why will you not henor our sovareignty as an
independent nation and allow us oversight of our lands for
the protaction of our own people? What is there to fear?
Please explain this toc me. Marshallese -at the highest

47

Response to E-34: The .S, Army continues to have great respect for the RM{
government and will continue 10 work with RMI's government and agency
representatives on producing the Standards for USAKA. The decision to change the
procedures for LOAs to ROGs is in compliance with DoD's operating policies for
military installations in foreign countries and the environmental framework of the
Compact. The U.5. Army involved the RMI in the preparation of the Standards and
included the RMI as a member of the Project Team in recognition of the special
relationship between the U.S. and RMI governments, as cited in the Compact.
Under the Compacl, the two nations have dual and reciprocal obligatians to prepare
environmental standards and procedures. ROCs and LOAs (and subsequent
revisions to the review procedures) also are discussed in the responses to

Comments E-7, M-10, and M-21.

In general, the U.S. government is not required to apply for ot obtain environmental
permits from hast countries. The U.S. government has specific agreements with
individual countries that differ from country to country. In a few isolated instances,
different specific provisions have been negotiated between the U.S. government and
a host country. These instances, however, are exiremely rare. In negotiating the
Compact, the U.S. government agreed to apply certain U.S. environmental statutes to
its activities in the RML Permits from or regulatory authority of the RM! were not
embraced within the negotiated agreement under the environmental framework of
the Compact. For DoD activitics in Germany, the U.S. Army, Europe, is developing
internal environmental regulations guverning DoD activities in that country. These
regulations have not yet been approved,
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E-34 levels have been briefed for the past three years on a -
{oont.}

policy direction that includes Lettaers of Authority, as
have the U.8. State Department and the Department of
Defense. This issue has always been central to us, and we
had been very pleased by the cooperative settlement offered
early in the project team meetings by U.S. military
representatives. Allow me to quote from an August, 1991,
project team document:
"In order to prevent unwarranted litlgation

and to foster cooperation in the resolution of

environmental lssues, the standards and procedures

glve the RMI co-equal status in the regulation and

oversight of activities at USAKA. The Team balleves

that this partnership in environmental de'claion-

making is important and consistent with the spirit

of the special political relationship between the

U.S. and Republic of the Marshall Islands.®

IE is a mistake for the U.S. to turn away from the
L.0.h. concept and reject three years' worth of work,
effort and compromlse. We wish to move beyond misplaced.
maneuvering and arguing, and give full meaning to our
special relationship as co-habltants of Kwajalein. We
desire a speclal commitment of cooperatlon from the United
States to work together with us to protect present and

future generations on Marshallese soil.

We have bean informed that, presently, in Germany,

"U.5. military bages are honorlng the host country's

environmental requirements and are applying for permites
from the German environmental authorities. Why then are we

48
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denied the respect you show to other allles? Pleane
reconsider your pélicy to deny us oversight of our own
lands. The U.S. just leasas this land, but can never own
tt. The land belongs to us. The land Is our tuture.

We must be open to a new global reality. Recent world
events, including the break-up of the former Soviet Union,
sBupport the view that the natlons of the world may now work
together to advance causes in the best interest of all the
pecples on earth., It does not profit any man to play
pelities in the face of the real work we have before us.

Commander Hazel, you must live as a man in tha
Marshall Islands environment. Reilnstating the L.0.A.
approach will not diminish or compromise any United States
right to maintaln foreign defense policy. Please joln with
us, in the consensus approach thatrthe peoples of the
Pacific have taught the world, to bring the standards back
to the form that was agreed to by the project team last
year,

Such a set of comprehensive regulations represents a
milestone in the history of the Marshall Islands, as for
the first time our two countries had put aside competing
interests and haﬁ worked together for the preservation and
protection of the Kwajalein environment. Please do not
destroy that effort. For here and now, there is no denial
of the fact that an opportunity has presented itself for

49
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the mutual use, from the standpoint of cooperation. We
just simply have to recognize it, and like pragmatists, use
it. 1In areas where the original intent of the Compact
falled, because they met the same fate of belng. selected
unilaterally, this present opportunity that I gpeak about
should at least make up for the fofmer lack of graca and
inability ta transform men's ideas intc documenta that bear
truthfully on the average man's destiny.

Colonel Hazel, members of the U.S. delegation, don't
embarrass us. When we joined the team to write up .
standards, and I spoke for the team before the Cabinet, In
1991, I conveyed to the Cabinet the sense that the product
of our work could be a product of consensus and
cooperation.

As it {g, it makes me wonder. Therefore, I speak here
tonight to register a complalnt. Whether my complaint
becomes a protest, I should like to balleve that a time for
making one has not or will not be denied.

Colonel Hazel, in closing, I would like to alse
quantify my comment in that the general assumption that I
have presented in my complaint may be premature, but I have
to assume that, should the contents of the present documént
remaln in effect, at least 99 percent of it remain in
effect, by the time that Filnal EIS ia brought before the
two governments to review, I have to appear and present

50
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these comments based on that assumption, as well as doling
ny job. I have to do my civic duty to this community from
the standpoint of the environment. With that remark, thank
You very much.

COL. HAZEL: Thank you very much, -those wera very
Qloquent comments.

The work that the project team has done Is shown in
the depth and scope of the two volumes put together and is
certajnly appreciated, I am sure, by the governments of
both sldes,

What differences there remain between the U.S.
Covernment's position and the RMI Government's positlon are
a matter for the high authority of both governments to work
out, and I am sure that they will do that to the beneflt of
both countries. I am sure they certainly hope that they
will.

Do we have any further questions or commentas? If not,
I would like to thank all of the participants that came
here tonlght and particlpated and commented and listened
and observed. It's been a very informative sesslon for us,
and I hope for you. I would especially like to thank
Mr. Johnsay Riklon for translating. Without him, this
would not have been nearly the fruitful discusslon that it

was. Thapk you very much, eir, and good night.
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{Whereupon, the hearing was

concluded at 10:20 p.m.)

52
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PUBLIC HEARING
Draft Supplemental Envircnmental Impact Statement
Prcposed Action at :
U.S. ARMY Kwajalein Atoll

CH2M HILL

Transcript of Proceedings

Volume 3 of 3 Veolumes

BE IT REMEMBERED, that a public hearing in the above
matter was held at the Republic of the Marshall Islands
High Court, Courtroom A, P.O. Box 378, Majuro Island, on
Thursday, May 27, 1993 before Col. Crosby E. Hazel,
Commander, USAKA, and Mr. Kenneth Sims, USASSDC.

WHEREUPCON, the following proceedings were had,
to wit:

Marshallese and English
Translation By: Lee Silk

Court Reporter: Richard L. Lind,
CSR No. LIND*RL496J7Z
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Opening Remarks

COL. HAZEL: I would like to welcome each of you

and thank you for taking the time to attend this public

~ hearing.

I would espécially like to welcome some of our
distinguished visitors. The Honorable Stuart Fields; the
Ambassador from the United States, Senator Alik Alik from
Jaluit, Mr. Allan Fields, Assocliate Justice of the Supreme
Court, Ms. Carmen Bigler, Secretary of Interier, and
Mr. Boyd Sprehen, Assistant Attorney General.

I'am Col. Gene Hazel, Commander, United States Army
Kwajalein Atoll. Tonight's hearing is an opportunity for
you to comment on the Draft Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement, which I will call the Draft SEIS, and to
comment on the proposed test activities at USAKA; and new
environmental standards that are the subject of that
document.

Before we get started, I want to cover some of the
administrative procedures. Everything said here tonight is
being transcribed by a court reporter. This is so we will
have an accurate record of tonight's discussion. .We will
consider all of your comments and provide responses to you
during the preparation of the Final SEIS.

The meeting will be conducted in English, but Mr. Lee

1
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8ilk is here to translate, if needed. If at any time you
would like something translated, if you would speak up,
hold up your hand, or speak ouf, Mr. Silk will translate
for you.

TRANSLATOR LEE SILK: (Marshallese translation of
Col. Hazel.)

COL. HAZEL: Okay, thank you. The main purpose
tonight is to get your comments on the Draft SEIS. There
are three ways for you to make comment. The first way is
to; during the second session, during'the public comment
period, vefbally make your remarks. Those are being
recorded, and we will respond to those when we issue the
Final SEIS. The second way is to fill out a written form
in the packet that you received when you came in here. You
may fill out this form aﬁd turn it into us this evening.
The third way is to £ill out this form and mail it to the
address shown here or the address shown on the form. So
those are the three ways for you to comment and have your
voice heard in the consideration of the SEIS.

TRANSLATOR LEE SILK: (Marshallese translation of
Ccl. Hazel).

COL. HAZEL: You can also, if you prefer, mail
your statement to the RMI Environmental Protection
Authority at Post Office Box 1322, Majuro. RMI will then
forward your comments to us. If you do mail your comment,

2
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it has to be received by us by the 14th of June.

TRANSLATOR LEE SILK: (Marshallese translation of
Col. Hazel).

COL. HAZEL: With me tonight is Mr. Ken Sims from
the U.S. Army Space and Strategic Defense Command in
Huntsville. Ken is the Army;s Project Manager for this
Draft SEIS. Other staff are also available to listen to
your comments and they include representatives from a
variety of other organizations and progranms.

TRANSLATOR LEE SILK: (Marshallese translation of
Col. Hazel).

COL. HAZEL: I guess, first, I ought to tell you
why we have prepared a Draft SEIS.

TRANSLATOR LEE SILK: (Marshallese translation of
Col. Hazel).

COL. HAZEL: The National Environmental Policy
Act, or NEPA, requires -- I guess that I skipped this.

This is tonight's agenda. I will make a presehtation here,
and then Ken Sims will speak. We will have a break, and
then it will be time for the public comment.

TRANSLATOR LEE SILK: (Marshallese translation of

Col. Hazel).

3-96
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(Whereupon, there followed the
same presentation by Col. Hazel
and Ken Sims that they made at

RKwajalein and Ebeye).
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Public Comments

COL. NAZEL: Okay, This is the exciting part of
the evening now. This is the portion where you can make
Your verbal comments, guestions, and those comments will
all be entered into the public record and will ba responded
to when the Final SEIS is published. To facilitate our
court reporter, I would ask that {f you have a gquestlon or
a comment, teo raise your hand, and we will have a gentleman
come around with a microphone, give you the microphone, and
at that polnt if you would state your name and then your
comment, we can get it accurately recordad. We are ready
to begin. Yes, sir?

SENATOR ALIK ALIK: Thank you very much. Before
I pose a few questions here, I would like to Introduce
myself. My name Ils Alik Alik. I am the Senator from
Jaluit.

I am sorry to tell you that it's the firet time that I
learned about the very complex documents. I don't know, I
don't want to blame anybody here, but I think that it's 80
important that this document was at least provided, a copy,
to all members of the Nitijela. I understand that thera
were copies sent to the Cablnpet members, but you understand
that there are 33 members and only ten members of the

Hitijela are in the Cabinet. I'm EO0rry, almost all

Response to M-1: As a result of this comment, additional copies of the Draft SEIS
were provided to Senator Alik Alik at the conclusion of (he public hearing for
distribution to ather members of the Nitijela. In addition, the close of the comment
period was extended in the RMI from June 14, 1993, 1o luly 1, 1993, to allow more
time 10 review he documents and prepare comments,
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important decisions are madae by the whole bedy, you know,
33 members. To make intelligent guestions here, I'm sorry,
that I am afraid that without having an epportunity to read
that document, I don't thipnk that T will do that. But I am
going to pose some questions, as I listen to.what you and
the other gentleman seem to discuss tonlght.

Let me try to -~ the first question being that whether
there are plans to return the islands to the RMI
government. 1 understand, under the Compact for Kwajaleln,
under the lease, as I understand them, some of the proposed
plans are going to be contlnued for a long period of éime.
Hy question s, are there plans now to return the lands to
the Marshallese people? That's my first question.

COL. HAZEL: Although that's not part of 'the
SEIS, I believe the answer right now is the terms of the
Compact of Free Assoclatlon call for the U.S. to lease the
land for 15 years, and then to have an opticon te extend
that for another 15 years.

SENATOR ALIK ALIK: That's correct. 1In other
words, at present, there is no answer to that question,
because of the option to lease the lands for 13 years use
is terminated; is that correct?

COL. HAZEL: 1I'm sorry, again, the current
Compact says for 15 years, from 1986 to the Year 2001, the

U.8. can lease those lands, and then the U.S. has the

Response to M-2: Ju accordance with (he Compact, Title Theee, Articte 1, and
MUORA, tlie U.S. and RMI guvermments agreed that the United States has free
access to and unrestricled control of the defense sites identified in Aancx A of the
MUORA for an initial 1erm of 15 years from (he elfective date of the Campact,
Oclober 21, 1986. In addition, the MUORA states that the 8.8, government has the
right to extend this ngreement for 15 additional years beyond the initial term.
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option for another 15-year extensfon. Anything beyond that
is subject to negotlation betwsen the two governments, I
would suppose.

SENATOR ALIK ALIK: Okay. Now, my second
question belng, because as I mentioned earller, I did not
have an opportunity to read that document, but can that
document be now or in the future, can it be translated into
Marshallesge?

COL. HAZEL: I would guess tha answer teo that is
that the RMI certainly has the capability here to translate
Into Marshallese certalnly better than the United States
does. Randy?

MR. RANDY GALLIEN: One thing that I would llke
to bring out. The document ltself, as'it'exiatﬂ, the SEIS,
most probably will not be translated. The Final SEIS, the
transcript and the comments and all of the responses to
those comments will be translated Into Marshallese with the
translation, and there are plans, once we go through the
entire process and the SEIS is completed and the draft
standards are turned over to the government, for them to go
through thelr governmental negotlations and maka what
changes they will and to translate the tinal Standards.

COL. HAZEL: Thank you, Randy.

SENATOR ALIK ALIK: But I understand that there
are documents now. I have one In Marshallese, and it's

7

Response to M-3: The BExeotive Sunumary was tronslated into Marshallese to aid the
Marshallese peopte in understamding the findings of the Draft SEIS. As was stated al
the public hearing, the hearing trauscaip, comments received, and the responses o
these conunents were tanstated into Marshallese and are printed as a part of this
Final SEIS. ‘e praposed Standards are going through scveral rounds of review and
wwﬁmywhhHmndhchwnhmnunufRMlgwcmumm;quucmmhu.1%cuMw
set of Standasds will be translated into Marshallese when they are jssued in final
form. Tise SEIS has not been transtated into Marshallese (except for the Executive
Summary).
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been translated, this one. Why can't we do that on the
very important, as you sald, complex document, the EIS?

COL. HAZEL: [ believa that document -- ig that
the Executive Summary?

SENATOR ALIK ALIK: That's correct.

COL. HAZEL: T bhelieva that was translated by the
RMI EPA.

SENATOR ALIK ALIK: I don't Kknow.

COL. HAZEL: Elizabeth, is that correct?

MS. HADDING: Yes, it is, by the RMI EPA and
other Marshallese government enployees.

COL. HAZEL: I would suggest if that's a
necessity, and I would gather it would be good, that the
RMI sliould go ahead and do that.

SENATOR ALIK ALIK: Okay. Thank You very much.
I think my -- okay, yeah, my last question la on the
immediate or proposed acﬁion. You mentioned your
discussion that of the low -- there were low or Ho Action
and there were other actions to be taken, but T would 1like
you to mention more, or at least say more on the Iimmedlate
or Intermediate, I'm sorry, intermediate plan. Can you?

COL. HAZEL: T am not the expert. I can tell you
that the intermediate level of activity includes the
emplacement, would include or would proposa to include the
enplacement of a ground-based radar an Kwajaleln Island, a

B

Respanse to M-4: In addition 10 the respanse by Colonel Hazel and Randy Gallien,
it should be noted that, after the hearing, Mr. Sims, Mr, Linehan, and M. Burby of
the SEIS Project Team spent additional time with Senator Alik reviewing the
activilies that make up the Intenmediate Level-of-Aclivity Alternative.
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I.H-4 ground-based interceptor launch facility on Meck Islapd.
What are the other major components?

HMR. RANDY GALLIEN: The ground entry point.

probably one on kwajalein and one on Roi-Namur,

MR. RANDY GALLIEN: Varfous theater missile
defense activities.. '

COL. HAZEL: Those are the three major
construction or new facility activities that would he
included in the intermediate level. But again, I want to
polnt out what I said earlier, is just bacausa it's
proposed {n the intermediate level, doesn't mean that jt's
funded and will be bullt anytime {n the near future. 1It's
just that we do plan for the best caae, and tha best case
is we would get all of these things. So we know what the
environmental impact is for constructing each of thosea
facilities and conducting those tests, so we can mitigate
those, {f they occur.

M-5 SENATOR ALIK AL1K: Thank you. My laast question

here is on the Executive Summary, in the English verslon,

make my question. oOverall, the proposed Standards provide

a hlgher level of protection of water quality because they

of the Pacific Islands and RMI regulations. I would like

9

C€OL. HAZEL: Yes. The ground entry point siting,

that's on page ES-11, on water quality, and let me read and

have the maost stringent requirement of U.S. Trust Territory

Response tu M-5: Althaugly Trust Territary of the Pacific Islamnds (TTP1)y and RMI
stalntes and regulations were reviewed in developing the Standards, the environ-
mental framework of the Compact does nat require incorporating verbatim those
statutes and regulations into these Standards, In addition 1o being derived from U.S,
regulations for water quality and reef protection, the water quality standards [or
USAKA (Scction 3-2) were develaped by also reviewing the Marine Water Quality
and Earthmoving regulations of the RMI {Title 63, Chapter 13, Subchapter VII,
Marine and Freshwater Quality Standacd Regulations}. The Standards for USAKA
apply to surlace water, groundwater, and coastal marine water (drinking water
standards are covered under a separate section—Section 3-3). The Standards are not
inconsistent with RMI regulations. Classifying the marine water and assigning
sumerical standards an the basis of existing conditions for coastal water, for
groundwater uses, nnd for groundwater areas is compasable with RM! regulations.
The Standards also establish stricter water qualily criteria for surface waler than do
comparable U.S. statutes and regulations.
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to know as teo whether these requirements, or at leas; these
regulations, will also be provided along with the proposed
documents so that people will have more at‘least insight
and anything that ls lacorporated that's in here, should
aleo be ipcorporated with the summary document so that we
can =-

COL. HAZEL: I think probably the answer to your
guestlion is that's in the separate USAKA Standards. Does

anybady have a copy of that document here?

{Whereupon, Col. Hazel was handed

a copy of the decument, supra.)

COL. HAZEL: In this document, there are separate
chapters for each of the si{x areas. There ls a chapter
that goes through in great detajl air quallty standards,
water guality standards, drinking water quality standards,
endangered species and wildlife resources, ocean dumplng,
waste materlals management, and cultural rescurces. As you
can see, these chapters are very extensive and go into
great detail of what the standards that USAKA would have to
meat ara,

SENATOR ALIK ALIK: I think, for the time belng,
those are the only gquestions that I would like to ask you.
Thank you very much.

10

The Suandards are wot inconsistent with the antidegradation provisions of RMI faw.
Accrding to the Standards, wier quality is protected for specific uses (Classes 1, 1,
and 1M1}, and those uses are not allowed o be degaded. "Antidegradation” imeans
that il the guality of water exceeds the quality required by the Stakuds, the water
quality in thal water body canwot go below the standard. It also means that if the
wiler quality is lower than the estaldished standards for that classilication, the water
quality is nol altowed to degeade Turther than #s present condition. Part 6 (C)(2) of
the RMI regulations recquires that, "Whenever natural canditions are of lawer water
quality than nn nssigned water guality ciitesia, the natural conditions shall constilule
the water quality criteria This provision is included in the proposed Standards. The
Standards nlso require improving water quality il the existing quality is degraded by
preparing a water gquality management plan that identifies the management and
conre) praetices that will eliminate or reduce nonpoint sources of pollution and
sources of growndwater contatmination, ’
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COL. HAZEL: Tihank you, Senator.

HMR. MICIAEL WIITE: My name is Mr. Michael cC.
White. I am an advisor for an organization called the
Marshall Islands Marine Resourcea Authority. And the
Envirenmental Protection authority asked me to review the
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement and the
Standards and Procedures. Ha have made that aeffort. We
were impressed with the length and the detail of the
document. But we find in one area that perhaps needs
slightly more investigation, and that is the area of
fishing.

We saw that one or two paragraphs were dedicated to
this topic. The Marshall Islands Marine Resources
Authority, one of its major roles in the Marshall Islanda
ls the control of fishing in the 200-wmile l1imit of the

Republic and also the promotion of fishery development

activity. 1In reading the Supplemental Environmental Impact

Statement, 1t was indlcated that there were no full-time
fishermen at Kwajaleiln Atoll. He are participating in a
program to change that situation, whilch Indicates that
there will be an expanslon of the fishing industry, and we
hope that it will be a full-time activity.

So we want to at least formally make an inquiry as to
will the range activities or the activities of USAKA be
compatible with this type of economic development? Has

11

Resposse to M-6: Lo o fever divedd June 24, 1993, 1o Mr. White, the US. Army
requesied additional infurmation about the plans for commereial fishing o the RM1,
Mr. Wihite provided a copy of o “Fiual Repart, Technieal Assistance Mo, 1379;
MAR, Republic of the Marshall Isluts Fisheries Development Project” (Prepared
for the Asian Development Bank [ADB} and the Government of the Republic of the
Marshall tstands, December, [990). M. While also explained the nalure of the
project and jts potential relationship ro the activities aualyzed in the Draft SEIS.
Fisheries development in the RMI wonld increase under the ADD's proposed fishing
development plan. Fisheries development would suppoit an increasing population,
help stem the influw of vuter istand population te Majuro and Ebeye, and provide
cash inflow 10 a developing market economy. The Fisheries Development Project
propuses e base seven 10-meter vessels and seven 15-meler vessels in the RMI to
exploit lagoon and high seas fishing resources. Permanent developinent of national
comunercial fishing would involve more frequent deptoyment of vessels in lagoon and
neaishore waters. Dased on the input received from the Marshall Islands Marine
Resources Autlority (MIMRA) and the commenters at Ebeye, additional information
about (isheries resousces has been ndded to Seclions 3.7 and 4.7 (Marine Biological
Resources) of the SEIS,
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this guestion been spoken te, possibly at your Ebeye
meeting? We would just like to see if this is a problem,
or what impact will the two activities have?

Then another area, I think you mentloned in the hiigh
level of activity scenario, was the fact that a cable, a
fiber optic cable could be utilized between Kwajaleln and
Wake Island, and that cable would have to be set on the sea
bed floor, and that is also an area in which MIMRA has
exclusive jurisdiction over, is the sea bed of the 200-mile
limit of the Marshall Islands.

S0 if that high level of activity were to be
undertaken, some arrangements would have to be made. He
don't gee any fncompatibiiity, although, potentially there
could be. We have some efforts now at Deep Sea Floor
Mining, and the two activities would definitely have to be
coordinated. Also, I think through the Environmental
Protection Authority, MIMRA will be making a.more detailed
written statement,

We would like to thank you for permitting this
opportunity for this dlalogue to go on. I think for MIMRA,
the process of the dlalogue is as important as the content.

Thank you.

COL. BAZEL: Thank you very much for the
comments. Your comments are both valld. The tishing ona
1s one which, as you sald, is a fairly new one to Kwajaleln

12

Respanse to M-T: The 1.S. Any acknowledges MIMRA’s authority over the RMI's

200-mile Exclusive Econommic Zune. Any proposal to lay nn undersea cable across

that zone would be coordinated with MIMRRA, and would be subject Lo all applicable

teview and permilling requirements of the RMI.
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Atoll. I have been over to Ebeye and seen them start to
develep and bulld the fishery there, and that s obviously
something that we need to consider in the Final SEIS. So I
certainly appreciate your comments on those. Thahk you very
much. Mr. Lolly?

MR, ALLAN LOLLY: I don't want to stand up,
because I am dressed for a barbecue. But my name ia Allan
Lotly., T am with the Attorney General's Offlce. I want to
draw your attentlon to the document entitled Executive
Summary, English Language. 1It's like the third page of the
chart that talks about levels of activity alternatives.

And just looking at this chart, what I see i a lot of
hlsck dote and whilte dots and there is a lot of space under
where it says "USAKA", and then it says "N/A" which refers
to no USAKA standard directly applicable. I guess the
question Is it's my understanding, from what 1 gathared
from the comments that ware mp&e tonight at the hearing, 1t
in essentially that the standards between the U.5. and the
USAKA Standards, In substance, are the same, but there are
some procedural changes being made. And looking at this
document, it appears on its face that there might be some
substantive changes as well, because where the U.S. might
shovw a black dot, under the USAKA column there 1s a “H/A™,
It seems to imply that there is no USAKA Standard
applicable under the USAKA propasal versus as under the

1]

Respoase tn M-8: No additional response is needed,
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U.5. proposal there is some kind of standard or some way of
measurling the impact. I don't understand the chart.

COL. NAZEL: Okay. Please?

MR.. ANDY LINEHAN: Perhaps I can help explain
that a little bit, since I halped put thls chart together.
I should explain that I am Andy Linehan, and I was the
project manager fﬁr Cilz¥ HILL which is the contractor that
put together the EI5. We struggled with how to present
BEcme very complex information here.

What we were trying to indicate in that, in the places
where we have "H/A", which {ndicates no USAKA &tandard,
there ie not directly an applicable standard, elther in the
U.S. or at USAKA. For example, for things such as'housiné,
there are Army standards for how housing, the kinds of
housing that should be provided to enllsted people and
contractors, but there ls not a national standard which is
used to measure environmental Llmpacts, and there is
likewise no USAKA Standard which is applicable to housing.
For each one of those categortes, the situatlon ls that
there is not a USAKA Standard whlch applies directly
because there ls also not a natlonal standard which applies
directiy.

MR. ALLAN IOLLY: Is there a U.S. standard, say,
for example, housing, second page, at the top, where it
says Kwajalein, and you look over at housing, and in the

14
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M-8 first block in the left-hand corner there Is a black dot,

feont) are there existing standards?

rR-B MR. ANDY LIMEHAN: In that case, we used a

{com )
measure of slgnificance which ls not related to a matlonal
standard. In thls case, there is Army guidance. We
looked, in addition, at a USAKA Standard where there was a
specific USAKA Standard that applied to that subject area.
So agaln, for housing, there are Army recommendatjions about
the levels of housing or the kinds of housing that should
be provided, but there is no USAKA Standard. There is no
national standard, no U.S5. standard, and there s no USAKA

L__ Standard which directly appllies to housing either.

rﬁkz MR. ALLAN LOLLY: In that case, would the new

foortd USAKA regulations when adopted and implemented, would there
be some formal basls for evaluation of those categorles
where there isnft any for that currently?

r R-8 MR, ANDY LINEHAN: There would be,’'but it would

foomt) not be related to a regulation, just as 1t would pot be
under the existing standards. For things like aesthetlecs,
heusing, land use, generally there is no natlonal standard

that we can apply, and there would likewlise be no direct

USAKA Standard.

L.
MR. ALLAN LCOLLY: Okay. That's all.
~ -8 LT. COL. KEVIN CALL: T am Kevin call. I work
{cont )
for the legal office at the Ballistic Missile Defense

15
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R-8 organization.
)

This is a typical issue that sometimes arises when we're
delng an environmental impact statement, as to what is the
measure of signif}cance, and how do we determine what kinds
of standards we apply, and what kinds of determinants we
apply to figure out whether something would be eignificant,
or whether it would not be signlficant. One measure is
whether or not there is a requlation, a law, a national
standard, or something In that category., Where there 1s
not something like that, there ls often some other measure
or indicator that can be used. For example, at USAKA, Andy
mentioned the Army standard for the kinds of housing that
should be there. Such things as electromagnetic radiation,
for example, there 1s not a national standard, but there is
an ANSI standard, and 1 don’t even remember what that
acronym means, but it ls a standard used in the industry
basically that determines safe levels of electromagnetic
radlation. So those kinds of things would be looked at and
evaluated to determine whether the purpose for hnviﬁg those
standards, even though they are not naticnal or not in a
regulation or not in a statute, is related to something
signiflcant in the environment or public health or
something similar. If it Is, it would be evaluated here in
these terms. So there may be slgnificance, even though
it's not a national standard, even though it's not in a

16
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regulation. 1 hope that that halps clear it up a littl;
biF.

COL. MAZEL: 1 love to hear two lawyers talk.

MR. ALLAN LOLLY¥: I think that I sort of
understand. What you might be suggesting is that even with
the USAKA standards ln place, there might bae stlll some
other exlsting standarda that could be used to determine
impact? ‘

LT. COL. KEVIN CALL: Heli, the USAKA standards,
the ones that we're talking about, are standards that are
being developed to essentially require certalin protectlion
for tha environment, and they are to be substantively
simllar to certain United States laws that are currently on
the books governing activities in the United States
primarily.

The criteria that are used in an environmental impact
statement to determine whether certain actions might be
signiticant or not don't necessarjly relate to those USAKA
Standards. They méy relate to areas that aren't really
included in the USAKA Standards. So in an environmental
Impact statement, we conelder anything that may have an
impact that should be consldered.

MR, ALLAN LOLLY: I see, okay. Thank you.

COL. HAZEL: Thank you. The next questlon?

MINISTER CARMEN BIGLER: Thank You. I would like

17

_
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M‘F;: to take this opportunity to express our appreciatien. I am Respbnse to M-9: ‘Fhank you for your eommment. Cultural resource impacts are
lcont.) discussed in Sections 3.9 and 4.9 of (he SEIS, and in Scctions 3.8 and 4.8 of the 1989

the Preservation Officer for the Re ublic of the Ma 1 y
@ Her a ' rshall EiS, The commenter's specific written comments nre nddressed below in the

* Islands, and I have two people that work with me, one full |, responses to Counnents LE-1 through L8-3; the responses 10 Comments L1§.29
(hrongh L11-33 also address cultural resources.
time and one part time, who are hera with me tonight.

He appreciate the chance to receive the document and

briefly review it. wWe have not really looked Into it in

full length, but we will be sending our comments in
writing, as was suggested, through the EPA RMI office, or
to you directly.

We would like to review especlally the cultural

resources and what impact might there be. Wa are very

interested to preserve our culture. As you all know, it's

one of a kind, and it's very fragile because of the nature Response to M-10: g drafting the Standards, the Project Team reaclied a consensus
. that the interests of the RM! nnd LS. guverniments would be best served if the
. of our atolls. RMIEPA and USS. resource ngencics were indluded in the review of USAKA
_M-10 I do have a gquestion. Haybe it's relavant, but this ‘ activitics that have the potential to affect !llc environment mlvcrsc!y. The ‘u_riginnl
rocedure thit was developed to effect (his goal was the LOA, which required ait
in the newspaper, as an article, that was brought up in the appropriate agencies (ie, LS. resource ngencies and RMIEPA) 10 approve an
action, and allowed any of tlie apprapriate agencies to disapprove an action, Upon
newspaper, so I'm just curlous 1f someone might want to review of the provisions of the Compact, the U S, Deparunent of Siate, the

Bepartment of the Army, and Dol concluded that the LOA would not be in

explain 1t. It s 5 that the Lett A . . N .
P ay " tter of Agreement would be compliance with the Compact. The environmental fiamework of the Compact does

replaced with R.0.C. You know what I mean? not provide regulatory authority 10 cither the RMI or US. resource ngencies. Sce
L the response to Comment L9-4 far a discussion of the regulatory authority of U S.
COL. HIAZEL: Yes, ma'am, environmental ageacies and the RMI at USAKA, The LOA would have granted

regulatory authority 1o the U.S, resource agencies and the RMI that was not

- 1
MINISTER CARMEN BIGLER: So I thlnk that's ope cnvisioned in the Cump:lcl. ) )

thing that I would like to ask. Thank you. . . .
In conformity with the environmental fenmework of the Contpact, the LOA process

COL. HAZEL: oOkay. I will try my best te give an was revised to a ROC, which pravides a forum for USAKA, US. govermment
. ’ ' agencics, and the RMIEPA to consult on activities proposed by USAKA that have
explanation of how that situation occurred and what _it all the potential o affect the USAKA environment. The ROC process was later revised

(i.e., since the publication of the SEIS) and is now called a DEJ (sce the response to
Comment E-7 {or the differences among an LOA, a ROC, and a DEP). The DEP
18 process provides the opportunity for afl apprapriate agencies (including RMIEPA) 10
review and comanent upon all netivities witl Hie potential to alfect the envifonment;
it does not, however, allow conmenting agencies to halt a proposed activity. ROCs,
LOAs, und DIPs are further discussed in the respouses to Comments E-7 and M-21.

means.
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USAKA is currently governed eséentlally by U.5.
environmental law, The Army, the U.5. Environmental
Protection Agency, the RMI Environmental Protectlon
Authority, have the right to challenge USAKA, Iif I break
any of those laws, and {f I break any of those laws, I can
be held responsible for that.

The Compact of Free Assoclation requlred the U.S, to
develop separate environmental regulations for USAKA,
hecausa all of the U.S5. laws don't necessarily apply and
they don't cover all of the fragile envircnments here.
They cover more of an urban environment In the United
States, -

So the U.5., together with a project team of
environmental experts from both the U.5. and the RMI,
worked together to recommend to tha Army the environmental
standards that are approprlate to the Paclflc. The
recommendations that they came up with are essentially the
Bame, but it's tallored tha U.S. laws Lo the Pacific
environment. But they also recommended adding a
requirement for USAKA to get a Letter of Authority before
proceeding with any action which could affect the
environment in about 17 different areas. Those
recommendations went to the Army or to the Department of
Defense, and they accepted virtually every recommendatlion
that that team made except that one,

19
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The Department of Defense felt It violates the rights
of the United States that were agreed to in the Compact of
Frea Association. They felt that it puts the Army under
more restrictlions than any other overseas base in the
world, and they felt It gives outsida organizations the
abllity to delay vital actlons for up to silx months.

S50 when the Army reviewed and pﬁbllshed the Draft
SEIS, they substituted for that L.0.A. a process called the
R.0.C., a Record of Consultation. Tha£ Record of
Consultation requires USAKA to submit detailed reports on
all actions to the RMI EPA, U.S. EPA, Fish and Wildlife,
and what are the other organizations? There are five
organizations all together. $o we had to submlt detailed
reports on all of our proposed actlons. Wa havq to notify
each of those organizations of any changes. We have to
provide public notices. We have to monitor all of our
activities and report on all of the Standatds and all of
the monltoring that we are dolng. We have tu keep records
and have those records avallable for inspection by those
organizations, and we cannot undertake any action until we
issue a notice of proposed activity. When we issus that
notice of proposed activity, any of those organlzatlons, to
Include the RMI EPA, has the right to comment on doing the
rlght things, are we taking thae right mitigatlion actlons,
what else do we need to do? That process is called the

20
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Record of Consultation. At the end of that process, a
Record of Consultation is issued.

As the Commander of USAKA, I cannot proceed with that
activity until that process i{s completed and everyone
agrees, without a higher Army authority. A higher person
in the Army has to tell me that I can go ahead.

The oversight that's avallable, beyond that, is any of
those organizations, to include the RMI EPA, has the right
to Inspect the facilitles at USAKA, to inspact the records
at USAKA, to inspect the equipment at USAKA at any time,
They have oversight through thae abllity to issue a notice
of a deficiency, which I have to respond to within 210 days,
and then there is a falrly elaborate conflict resolutlon
period, if ane of those fiva organlzations doeen't agree
with what I have done, to respond to a notice of deficiency
or a Record of Consultatioen.

S50 it's a very elaborate scheme under which I have to
report and am responsible, and much more elaborate than it
18 now. S0 the rights of the RMI and the responslbilities
of the USAKA Commander are much higher under this proposed
USAKA Standard than they are now. Yes, nlr?

MR. RIYAD MISTRY: My name is ﬁiyud Mistry, and I
am the Paciflc Island Network Agent here. 1It's Just a
question that's a follow-up on this Record of Consultation.

My questicn alms really at eliciting Information From

21

Response to M-11: Before any flight testing, an impact analysis is prepared that
evaluates debris impacl patleens in order to ensure public safety. Debris would
typically be from lavnches and from interceptors, Reentry vehicles from missile
Inunches are planned to falt into the lngoun impact area of the Mid-Atell Corridor ar
into the BOA. Those that land in the laganan are retiieved, whereas those descending
inta the ocean arca are nol. The debris from these reentry vehicles contalis small
amounls of material such as the metals and plastics that make up the rockets, but not
in quantities that nre Jarge enough 10 affect marine lile significantly, -
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M-11 you that would be of interest to most members of the

(uN“‘audLence here. There is in Section 1.555, it saye, there
are certain exclusions for R.b.c.s. There won't be any
R.0.C.s for, number 3}, material and debris resulting from
routine tests,

I really don't know what the mater{al and debrls
normally are, and I think it would be of general interest
to members of this audience If we would know what the
material and debris are from these tests.

COL. HAZEL: Does anybody have an answer?
. HR. RANDY GALLIEN: - Let me jog my memory here for
a4 moment,
COL. HAMZEL: 3.555%7
M-L} MR. RIYAD MISTRY: VYes. It's a general section
feort: which says there will be R.0.C.s far certaln activities,
but there are exclusions where no R.0.C.s5 can be issued and
it 1iste three. The reason that I bring this up ia that
routine tests will be the norm. I mean, that's the general
activity of the range.
COL.. HAZEL: Yes.
MR. RIYAD MISTRY: And you know, I would just
M-11 like to know what the material and debris are, and with the
“nmjultimate aim of Elnding out what would be the effects
pellutionwise of the environment.

COL. MAZEL: Okay. A fajr question.

22

The ignition of solid-fucled fockets also can release emissions of aluminam oxide and
hydrochlasic acid into the enviromuent. During the rocket flight, particles descend
and spread over the surfiace ul the ocean. According to the SEIS (Subsection 4.7.1),
(here s litde potential for the emissions o resuft in significant air quality impacts,
The potential impacts 1o the veel habitat and lishery resources are afso considered
negligible.

A ROC, now revised to a DEP (sce the responses to Comments E-7 and M-10), is
not required for routine tests; however, before ali fight testing, an impact analysis
that evaluntes deluis and jmpact patterns in vrder 1© ensure public safety will have
been prepared under the NEPA process. Deliris would typically be fiagments of
rucket molors ar componests from launches and interceplors. Reentry vehicles from
missile launches nre planned to fall inte the Jagoon impact area of the Mid-Atoll
Corridor or into the BOA. Reentry vehicles that land in the lagoan will be retrieved,
wliereas those descending into the ocenn area will not.
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HRt. RANDY GALLIEN: Essentially what this would
be Is routine testing at USAKA which is the Eiring of
missiles in some form and intercepts under the proposed
action. This would involve other things too, but it would
fnclude the payload impact into the ocean during normal
testing or debris from an impact.

MR. RIYAD MISTRY: Has that been addressed, that
sort of material impact been addressed in the SEIS, because
I haven't read it in detall? Has that sort of impact been
addressed in the SEIS from the actual falling of debris?

MR. RANDY GALLIEN: The eftects aof any type of
material that enters the environment fram testing 1s .
evaluated under the Wational Environmental Policy Act In
the EIS, or other documentation, depending on what the
particular program is,

HR. RIYAD MISTRY: Okay.

COL. HAZEL: Thank you. Yes, asir?

MR. KASUO HEIGENBERGER: Lat me express my
personal respect to the Colonel here for tha hearing
tonight, and I would like to recognize your good work,
Colonel llazel, for the hearing on Kwajalein, Ebéye, and 1
believe that we are dolng the same thing here tonlght.
Before I go on to my comment, I would like to also to
recognize our ambassador to the Marshall Islands,

Senator Alik, Senator Carmen Bigler, and everyone in this

23

Response to M-12: The envirommental impacts of debris from intercepts and other
lests are nddressed in the 1989 EIS (ie., Sections 4.6 and 4.14), in the Dralt SEIS
(Sections 4.7, 4.8, and 4.15), and in environmental assessments assaciated with
particular test programs (e.g., the May 1990 Environmental Assessment on Use of Ni-

63 Overvoltage Gap Switches in the Flight Termination Systems on Boosters Launched
Jromt U.S. Amy Kwajalein Atafl). -

Respunse to M-13: Thank you for your comment. The 1S, Army continues to
admire the dedication of the members of the Project Team, including the RMIEPA,
and supports their work.
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I Republic of the Harehall Islands and the United States.
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room tonight,

I belleve our being here tonight is very important to
the Marshallese to understand the activities. Before I go
on te talk about these things, furthermore, I would iike to

welcome the USAKA hearing team to Majuro. Hany of you In

this room are all friends of ours who have worked with us
ovVer tlie last three Years on the environmenta) standards
document that we are discussing tonight. I hope that thesa
flowers express the smal ]l meﬁsura of our appreci{ation for
the difficult and time-consuming work accomplished by the
standards project team. .

We feel that this document is an important step

forward for the cooperative relationship between the

Four years 295, RM1 EPA representatives 8tood before
You at the public hearing, just like this one, to remind
You of our rights under the Compact of Free Assnciai:ion.
The environmental sectlon of the Compact required that you
develop a standard in Placea at USAKA before the activities
start up. Also, these standards are required to refleat
the speclal government Telationship between the United
States and the pMI.

In 1989, even though you hadni't pProposed any atandard,
we allowed you to increase your activities. Thim {s
because. the Marshallese are pPatlent people and You promised

24

Respanse to M-14: Tiie obligation to develop standards and procedures to protect
the enviranment, as required in the Compact, is & mutunl and reciprocal undertaking
for both the U.S, and RMI governments. To fulfill the U.S. abligation to prepare
environmental standards and pProcedures, the U.S. Department of State initated an
efiore in the late 1980s 10 develop the standards and procedures applicable 1o the
RMI and the Federnted Srates of Microunesia as required in Section 161 of the
Cowpact. ‘The original clfort was lend by the LS. EPA (Region IX) and the US.
Army Corps of Engineers, but pragress was limited because of resource constraints, -
L 1990, after completion of the 1989 EIS, the Department of the Army made a
commitment to developing standacds for its activities st USAKA (sec also the
response o Comiment M-j8). A Froject Team was arganized 10 draft the Standards.
The Team lucluded representatives from the Lob, US. environmental resource
agencies, and the RMIEPA {sce Part 1 of the Standacds for a complete fist of Team
members). ‘The Team received additionn| technical and legal advice from other U.S
ngencies. The intent of the team was to prepare dralt Standatds that protect health -
and safety and the enviconment and that address the special relationship between the
U.S. and RMI goverpments, as specified in the Compact.
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that the standard would be developed shortly.

It 1s now 1993, and you are asking to increase your
activities again. We still have no Flnal Standards. tlow
can you ask us to agree to your idea for increasing your
testing without giving us an acceptable mechanism to revlew
the aenviranmental effects of what you are doing?

Your 1989 promise has not yet been fulfilled, and it
e our environment that suffers.

It is our belief that Section 161 of the Compact does
not allow any additfonal increases in USAKA activities
until these standards are completely and fully put into
effect, .

As to specifics in the draft environment standards
document, many provisions of RMI law have not found thelr
Wway into the document that we see now. We wlll be making
specific comments in substance for changes In writing,
These comments will cover reef protection, the timing‘or
the air quality baseline, provisions for underground
storage tanks, and other detalls.

In general, I wish to respectfully ask that wa wark
tagether in a spirit of cooperation. This cooperation
should allow USAKA to be open for inspaction hy RMI EPA
when environmental issues arige. I wish to remind you that
our money ls very short, so we wlll réquire financial and
technical support to be able to correctly follow this new

25

|
T 1989, the RMI enduorsed the S, Ary's proposed action to proceed with
activitics Jdescribed in the 1989 EIS, with the uidesstanding that environmental
standards wnder Seetion 168 would he developed by the ULS. Army s part of the
mitigation cfort planned for USAKA. Tt is not the intent of the U.S. Army 1o
proceed with the propused action deseribied in the Final SEIS priar o the
implementation of the Standards withoul consultation with the RMI.

The Compact sets forih, among ather things, a framework for enviconmental
protection. The US. and RMI governments, in signing the Compact, declared that jt
is a joiut policy to "promote clfforts to prevent or eliminate damage 10 the
enviramment and Liosphere” and o "enrich understanding of the natural resources of
the Marshail Iskinds . . " Project Tean members hrought diverse perspeciives o the
meelings regarding the Standards, Cansequently, the process has taken more time
than il the LS. Army vhiliterally prepared standards and submitted them after
completion to the RMIEPA and US. resource agencics for review and comment,
Insicad, the Project Teium has met frequently since 1989 10 develop the Standards on
a consensus hasis, The denft Stnndards represent more than 3 years of conperative
effort of all Teiun members (incluting the RMIEPA), and the Team is stifl working
ta resolve the remaining differences ol opinion. This cantinuing dialogue, however,
has resulted in o betler product,

In addition, the revised procedures for review of USAKA activities (see the response
to Comment -7 for a diséussion of a DEP) pravide RMIEPA with the opportunity
ta review USAKA's praposed activities and to submit formal findings ou the DEP jn
a docuinent callcd Environmental Comments and Recommendatians. The ways in
which a ROC, now revised ta a DI, provides a review mechanism for RMIEPA
also are discussed in the responses 1o Commeiits E-34, M-10, and M-21, ’

Response to M-15: Respanses to the reforenced written comments for the RMI are
addressed in the following respunses: shoreline protection is in the respanse lo
Comment LI14-10; air qQuality is discussed in the response to Comment L14-9: and the
instaltation of underground storrge tanks st USAKA is discussed in the response 1o
Comment L14-14. These coneerns are also addressed in other responses 10
comments, most specifically in L4-2 and 1.9-11/12 {shoreline protection) and E-13 (nir
quality).

Response 1o M-16: “I'wo sections of the proposed Standards deal with the issue of
funding for technical support, One is for technical suppart for USAKA 10, implement
the Standards (Section 2-21.1), nad ihe vther is for RMI 10 review the aciivities
resulting from the Standards (Section 2:212). Section 2-21.1 states (it the
appropriate agencies (including RMIGPA)Y may furnish assistance 10 USAKA for
conducling surveys and investigations necessary for determining the environmenial
effcets of USAKA activities, In addition, the appropriate agencies may request
assistance from USAKA in analyzing whether o sinndard has been met. In the
interin since the draft SEIS was published, the Projeet Team has revised Section
2:21.2 of the Standards, incorporating the text of 2-21.2 into 2-24 to address the
financial and 1echnical support for RMIEPA (see aiso the response to Comment
L14.7). -
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M-16 standard. T have spoken my mind tonight, because I know
(anm]that American honor, the concept of free and open dehbata,

Thank yecu for the.0pportunlty to speak.

;;;;B COL. HAZEL: Thank you, sir. I find it
Interesting that tha last point that you rais?d, on the
need for money, because one of tha biggest iscues that 1
have been ratsing throughout all of this is how much more
money it Is going to cost me to implement these Standards.
I have made that point with Mr. Gallien and the folks from
my higher headquarters on numerous occasliona.

Your peoints are well taken. We have worked well
together in daeveloping thesa standards, 1 think the
purpose of submitting the two parts to thls documant
together are exemplified by thg very thing that you maid.
At the same time, wa are proposing the change in testing
activity, we ara also proposing the USAKA Standards that
guida USAKA in implementing that testing activity.

We have taken your Comments, we appreciate then, and

those will be responded to in the Final sEIs.

Does anybody else have any additional comment to maka
to that? oOkay. Thank You, 8ir. Senator?

M-17 SENATOR ALIK ALIK: Thank You once more. How I
have b;en listening to the remarks that were just made
earlier. I would llke to know why such promises weré not
being kept. How, here we are again with more complex

26

]

Response to M-17; The concerns raised in this comment are discussed in detail in
the responses to Comments M-10, M-14, and M-18, which elaborate on the process
for developing Stamlards and the envirsninental franiework of the Compact.
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know the answer for that question?

COL. HAZEL: I'm sorry, the questlon is?

SENATOR ALIK ALIK: Okay. I listen to the
Chalrman of the EPA. He said that in 1989 thera were
promises that were made on your part, yet they have never
been met. MNow, here we are agaln tonight, asking for
another proposal, yet you haven't fulfilled your
obllgations.

COL. HAZEL: 1 think the obligation is a dual
obligation, and that's why the team that's been putting
together the USAKA Standards has been working for three
Years to develop those Standards. They have been working
at a pace to ensure that the documents were conmplete, ware
thorough, and were the right standards, not the quick
standards,

The fact that the development of those Standards has
included the RMI EPA throughout, I think makes it a dual
venture, and have worked together to produce thosa, I
don't think it's proper to accusas right pow the obligatien
of being on the U.S. to hurry up and develop some quick
standards.

The second part of that answer, I think, 1s Kasuo
referred to the desire to rush to increase testing. I
think I have tried to make the polnt tenight that the

27
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rA-17 intermediate level of activity, Lf fully implemented, would

foont.)
result in increased testing. I can tell you rlght now

unequivocally that the funding level that I anm golng to be
given paxt year apd the year after, there will not be an
increased level of testing. There will be less testing,
because all of our customers, all of those people who want
to fire missiles here for testing, do not have money
alther. So there will be less testing. That wlll mean
less jobs. I would say if we could do more‘testknq and get
more money to de more testing and hire more people here and
provide more money into the RMI economy, that would bhe
good, not bad. So the fact that we want to prepare to do

that should be something that You are applauding, not he

- decrying.

M-17 SEHATOR ALIK ALIK: I'm sorry, I'm not accusing
feom) anybody. I'm just asking a question here --
COL. NAZEL: Okay.
SENATOR ALIK ALIK: -- as to why, if it's true,
are you going to fulflll that, and are you goling to submit

that? It's been three years.

'R-17 COL. HUMZEL: That's what this entire document is,
(cons)
. Those are the Standards. That's. what Kagsuo was talking

about. They are going forward with this Draft SEIS.

SENATOR ALIK ALIK: Thank you.
C€OL. HAZEL: 1 think we are fulfilling that

28
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oblligatlion.

SENATOR ALTIK ALIK: Thank You very much.
COL. MAZEL: Yes, sirp
M5. ELIZABETII HARDING: Good evening. I am
Ellzabeth Harding. I am the legal counsel for the RMI

Environmental Protection Authority. I woula Just 1ike to

speak to the i{ssue that Senator Allk ralsed briefly, and
also refer to the testimony by our general manager,

Four years ago, there was testimony provided by the
nmembers of the Environmental Protection Authority regarding
the Compact section 161.A(4} which is a requiraeament for the
United States toldevelop alternate Standards, with the
comment by the Marshall Islands, and to devalep thoae
Standards hefore any substantlal increase in activities
takes place, That was raised in 1989, and there was a
commitment made that the Standards would be developed. I
belleve that our genheral manager was noting that it is four
Years later, and there are not completed Standards
developed. Apd agaln, the Unitaed States is coming in,
requesting an increasae In activities before final
pramulgation of thoge standards. It's our contentlon that
that {s a V1olapion of that Compact section,

I would also like to mention that in regard to the
Latter of Authority and Recorqd of Consultation issue that
Ms. Blgler ralged.

Chairman Kabua, Jiba Kabua, who is the

29

+

Response (0 M-18: In reference 10 the evaluation of increased Jevels of activity
bieluee compleling (he Standards, it is the US, Aty's pusition (hat ihis is in full
compliance with the Compact. The Standands are ncomprehensive sct of procedures
andd standards that e being developed 1o comply with Scction 161 of 1he Compact,
When completed, the Stindards will he applicalie 1o al USAKA nctivities that have
the poteatial to alfect the envirornem, inchuding those activities reduiring an 18,
Rather than facusing on only those regulitions that specilically govern nctivities in a
articutar EIS, the Standards will be a comprehensive set of regulations thay can be
applicd 4o all USAKA activities,

For a discussion of 1je process for developing the Standards and the environmenta
framework of the Compact, atso sce ihe respanses to Comments M-10 and M-14,

Respunse (0 M-19: The difference of opinion about which js (e mare appropriale
procedural review mechanism—LOA or ROC—js addressed in 1he responses 1o
Commenis -7, M-10, and M-21, Also, il is impartant 1o remember that the
Standards are not final and that additionat changes are likely 16 oceur in subsequent
revicws. Addilinna) revisions might occur during a feriod of review and cominent
that will follow the recommendations of the Project Team that drafied the Standards,
Additional review and comincat will re solicited from Dob; the hucmgcncji'Gmup
(IAG), which was established 10 make reconmendations 1o the President of the



£ZI-¢

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

L

{R-Tg

M-20

R-20

Majuro Atoll - May 27, 1993

Chairman of the EPA, did give testimony an that issue in
Ebeye last night. There is a difference of opinion at tnpis
moment about which would be a more effective overslight
mechanism, or the more appropriate oversight mechanliem, and
certainly the RMI Epp Is looking to a continued diacussion
and a cooperatlve discussfon on that issue. Thank you.

COL. HAZEL: ‘Thank You. I am looking ftarward to
those discussions very much myself. hny further questions?
Okay. I would ]lke to take this opportunity to thank
evaryona -- 1'p sorry,

MR. GIFF JOINSON: Could I ask a Couple of
questiony?

COL. HAZEL: Absolutely.

MR. GIFF JOHNSON: 7o fum up a couple of
things -

COL. HAZEL: cCould You state your name Please,
sir?

MR. GIFF JOHNSON: Yeah., I am GIff Johnson, with
the Marshall Islands Journal. The proposad Intermediata
testing Program, how would it affect the current
three~times—a~year, six-week vigitg that the Harshallege
are allowed into the mid-corridor area? Would it change
that?

COL. WAZEL: My understandlng is that jt would
noet,  That's a tong-term agreement, and we would cantinue

k]

United States concerning the LS. government's relarons with the Frecly Assaciated
States, including the RM) povertimient (see response to Camment L11-44 for the
compaosition of the JAGY; and the US, Secretary of State. Fullawing that review

cycle, the Standards will utidergo formal negotiations between the RMland U S,
Bovernments before final adogion,

Response ta M-20: MUORA, an ancillary agreement 1o the Compact, provides the
following guidance: “In arder not 1o inferfere with operations of the defense sites ar
nase safety hazards to individuals in the area, the Mid-Atoli Corridor areas defined in
Annecx A, excejrt for the fslands of Meck, [Enjwelak, Omelek, Gellinam, Gagan,
lileginni, and Legan, is a cosed area except when the Government of the United
States nnanunces 1hat the Mid-Aroll Corridar area is tempararily open.” USAKA has
complied with his provision of the MUOGRA in the pas| by scheduling at least three
Marshallese visitation periods pee year for the Mid-Atoly Carridor. These visitation
periods normntly fast 6 weeks, and correspond wi), peribds of extended maintenance
activities or nonmissing perinds. Fhe proposed missite testing activities would nat
cause cessation of these visitation periods, however, mingr adjustments in frequency

“or durstion may occur depending on the lrequency of missite Iaunches. USAKA s

committed 1o reducing any disruplion to these culturally and socially valuable
visitation periods,
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R-20 to have the range visltation period. Does anybody know

because during the planning and scheduling, the things that

were shown in the SEIS, all of those planned visits are
considered in making any scheduleg for any activities.
MR. GIFF JOUNSON:
ie that that would continue basically as the same?
CdL. HAZEL: VYes.
HR. GIFF JOUNSON: Okay. On another question
related to the discussion about the R.O.C. controversay.
How, in spite of what yYou have sald about the proceas tha
allows the RMI to raime objectlons and to ba involved in
the procese, and You are required, as commander, to
respond, et cetera, et cotera. Isn't the bottom line of
the regs that, going through this process, the Army is
allowad to proceed with the project, as it intends, as th

process goes along? Could you address that Jssue?

COL. MAZEL: Okay. The bottam line is that the
Army s required to uphold all the laws, all tha Standard
and all of the regquirements that are in there. 1If, in go

faith, they can say to thamselves that, yes, wa're maetin

those Standards, we're meeting the laws, wa're protecting

Okay, but what you are saying

t

sl’
od

9

all the environment, ve're meeting all of the requirenents,

and we have an Issue of such urgency that it has to go

J1

_

Response to M-21: In exceptionq) circumstances, USAKA can moceed with a
propused activity prior 10 approval. The RMI government, as represented by the
RMIEPA, is invelved in the preparation of the Standards. RMIEPA will also have
the oppartunity to provide comment and review on proposed USAKA activilies and
ta participale in the preparation of a DIEP, which is & revision of the ROC process
(see the response to Comment E-7). "The aciivities that require a DEP are specified
in Section 2-17.3.1 of the Standnrds and include actions such as dredging or filling
wellands, constivcting landfills, and installing new water trealment processes, among
others.

The conflict resolution provisions in the Standards (Section 2-19) address (he
procedures (ur when USAKA can proceed with a proposed activity, For aperational
aclivilies that are angoing or approved prior 10 the effective date of the Standards or
for activities that have been reviewed through a DEP, the Commander, USAKA,
could proceed with a proposed aciivity pending conflict resolution. If the
Commander, USAKA, expresses the intent to proceed and the RMIEPA (or other
appoprinle npency) does not ngree with that determination, the Commander,
USAKA, must consult wilh the ngencies shout the reasans for making a
delesmination 1o proceed.

If, nfter consulting with the agencics, the Commander, USAKA, determines that it is
peeessary 1o proceed with an action before the dispute is resolved, the Commander,
USAKA, cannot proceed until 1he matter js automalically elevated to the Deputy
Commanding General, USASSDC, who nlso must consult with the appropriate
agencies fur anthorization prior 10 rendering a decision to proceed. The Standards



YA

10

11

12

12

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

21

24

25

( R-21

M-21

{ﬂ«zl

‘enforce, in court, if necessary, any of those standards or

Majuro Atell - May 27, 1993

forward now, they can go forward now, as soon as they have
initiated the Record of consultation process. Again, not
Just the Commander at USAKA. He has to have permission
from higher authority to do that, Kevin, did I overstate
anything?

LT. COL. KEVIN CALL: No. I just want to amplify
a little bit. It think it should be born In mind that one
of the really important sections of the Compact doees glva

the Republic of the Marshall Islands the ability to

provisions of U.S5. law, the Standards that have not yet
been implemented. I know that is often a very onerous way
to enforce, and that Ils one reason that the procedure in
the Record of Congultatlion would appear to be a way to try
and rasolve confllicts without having to go to the extreme
of litlgation, for example.

HMR. GIFF JOMNSON: Okay. But as far as it
does -~ the point is though that you are allowed to
proceed, if a determination §s mada that tha project ls ot‘
extreme emargency and the requirements have been mat,
aceording to the Army's viewpoint?

COL. HAZEL: Again, this could be -- this isn't
supposed to turn into a newspaper interview or a debate, or
anythlng.like that. But, you know, we could be talking

about something very simple like repairing a sewer line or

12

have beea revised 1o speeify that a decision 1o proceed will e made only in
caceptional circumsiances. H, nfter cunsulting with the agencies, the Deputy -
Commanding General npproves proceeding with the action, U.S. resource agencies
and the RMIEPA can proceed withi the conllict resolution process. [f USAKA

decldes 1o proceed with the action before the conllicl resolution is completed, it must

notify RMIEPA and other approprinie sgencics in writing of the reasons fm-"
proceeding, including the implications for health and salely, funding, operations, and

- managemenl. ROCs, LOAs, and DEPs also are discussed in the responscs 1o

Comments E-7 and M-10,
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-f-21 something that requires digging. That may be an over-
(mnusimplification, but there are almost any actlion that could
posslbly affect the environment, which under the previous
proposal required a Letter of Authority.
MR. GIFF JONNSON: Thank You.
COL. HAZEL: Thank you, sir. One more.
[-M-ZZ MR. ALLAN LOLLY: Allan Lolly, again. I would
just be curlous ta know, there was a reference In the
discussion to white Sands, New Mexico, and I would be
curlous to know how these Standards and Procedures compare

with those of White Sands, New Mexico, to tha extent that

there ls, or a comparisen can be made?

COL. HAZEL: At White Sands, Mew Mexico?
MR. ALILAN LOLLY: Yes.
COL. HAZEL: Randy?

r R-22 MR, RANDY GALLIEN: White Sands, New Mexico is

| U.S. standards and a comparison is made.

[&;ﬁ HR. ALLAN IOLLY: o©kay. So You are saylng that
under these USAKA Standards, they are also based on u.s.
etandards or based on essentially the same frame work; is
that {t?

R-22 COL. HAZEL:  Yes. Pased on thesa standarda, they

feomtd were developed using the U.8. standards guidelines but then

modifled for a Paclirflce environment.

HR. RANDY GALLIEN: WwIith consideratian to the RMI

33

Response to M-22: Necause the White Sands Missile Range in New Mexico is in the
Uniled States, the U.S. Ary is subject 10 US. envitonmental siatutes and

regulations at that installation. The primary difference between the standards for
USAKA and those applicable 10 White Sands pedtains 1o regulatory enforéement
authority (see the response 10 Conment 1.9-4) and to those requireinents identified

in Appendix B of the SEIS.
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cant.}

-22 standards and Trust Terrltories,
lt

HR. ALLAN LOLLY: Right. oOkay. All right. I
think that I understand now.
COL. NAZEL: OKkay. Yes, sir?
MR. RIYAD MISTRY: I will just follow up on that
23 question. You know, my queation ls, the comment here was
these procedures have been changed to reflect p.o.D.
policy. llow do those procedures -=- what, is the change in
these procedures, and how does that compare to U.S. EPA
policy that affects D.o.D. In the U.§.?
[-H-23 COL. HAZEL: I think that sentence refers to the
recemmendation to do a lLetter of Authority, was changed to
the Record of Consultation process because of D.o.D.
rpolicy.
LT. COL. KEVIN CALL: I'm not Bure that I negd to
‘add a whole lot to that, except just to Bay that nowhere
else In the world, with very miner, if any, excebtlons, is
there a situation where all of the host country's
environmental laws are enforced through a permitting
mechanism. I have heard from various sources that therae
may have been some exceptions tao that, but it {s certainly
not the rule. And throughout the world, wherever the
United States has bases, and with the agreements with other
countrles, there have not beep provislons that required

something simllar to an L.o.A. There, in fact, most of the

4

Respanse to M-23: ULS. eavironmental regulations that alfect DoD in 1he United
States nre discussed in the response to Comment M-22. The proceducal review
provisions of LOAs, ROCs, and subsequent revisions are addressed in the respanses
to Comments E-7, M-10, and M-21.
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rR~22 provisions would be much lees, give much leag authority to
{cont }

T — ]

the host country than a Record of Consultatiop would glve,
MR, RANDY GALLIEN: 7T want to add one thing, and
it concerns this change from an L.0.A. to a R.0.C. We have
covered what that means and what 1t ls. But the other'
thing that we'lve got to understand 15 these Standards, at

this point, are a product of the team which ig a

recommendation to the U.g5. Government., That recommendation
has been reviewed by D.o.D. Some chahges have been made te

reflect policy. From D.o.D., from the Department of

Defense, it goes to the inter-agency group, which includes
EPA, Fieh and wildlife, & nunber of U.S. agencies. More
changas may occur thera. Wae don't know. Once that ig
complete, then {t is turned over to the Department of
State, and the RMI Government and the U.s. Government will
then go through government consultations prior to the
standards being put {nto place, and mora changes may occur
there. Then and only then are the Standards In place and
adopted. I think that polnt needs to be made. We don't
have a final product. we are reviewing the potential
effects in the SEIS. Once the SEIS is complete, tliosa
standards stil} go through more negotliations.

MR. GIFF JOHNSON: T will ask a question
regarding this time eEchedule. Are you antlcipating that
both of these documents will be approved about the same

15

Response to M-24: The Standards and ihe SE
time (see also (he response to Comment M- 4

15 will not be approved at he same

).
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time?

COL., HAZEL: Randy?

MR. RANDY GALLIEN: No, we're not. We
anticipate -- the twe actlons are independent, and

decisions can bhe made on them. The R.0.C.,, the comments we
recelved offer a llttle diffarent opinlon than that, but,
at this point, that i{s what we're operating under, that
they are independent. But at any rate, we don't foresee
that It is possihla to complete the SEIS, make a decialon
on both elements and implement right then. Even the
increased testing implementation would be in the futura.
But we do know, for the Standards, that there is a process
that it must go through, and that ig the process that I
just described. It js beyond my scope to project tha
timetable there. The State Department and the Offlce of
Freely Assoclated States would have a batter idea. HWe hava
soma estimates and I have tentative schedules, but nothing
firm.

LT, COL. KEVIN CALL: Let me just offer just one
asddltional comment on that. Initially, it was the lntént

that both the Standards and the SEIS wauld he conpleted

rtogether. As both progressed, it became apparent that it

would be a little more complicated to complete the
Standards at the same time. One reason for thle has been,
I think, the deslre and the benefits that have been

36
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rR-24 obtained from kncluding the RMI EPA and other

representatives in the formulation of the Standards. As

the Compact reads, the United States Goverpmant could have

" developed and implemented standards, only giving the RMI

the abllity to comment on them, without having any
government~to-government negotiations to Implemant them. I
den't think any of us have seen that necessarily sas heing
desirable, but that could have been done. So.f think that
in the interest of gettlng a dochment which not only had
the lnput but also fit many of the needs of the RMI, has
delayed that process.

COL. HAZEL: OKkay. Other questlons? GirrE,
anynore?

MR. GIFF JOIINSCN: No.

COL. HAZEL: Okay. Again, I would like to thank
everybody for coming. Mr. Ambassador, thanks very much.
We appreciate tt. As a number of people have remarked,
thia process is extremely Important. The commaents that you
have made tonight will all be considered in the development
of the Final SEIS, and we certainly thank you for your
attendance and participatlon {n this process. Thank you

all very much.

(Whereupon, the hearing was
copcluded at 10:05 p.m.}

7
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Chapter 4
Comment Letters and Responses

This chapter contains copies of comment letters received during the public review period
for the Draft SEIS and responses to those comments. As described in Chapter 2, each
letter has been assigned a specific letter number. In addition, each comment within the
letrer has been assigned a number (printed in the margin of the letter) to assist in
identifying the comment and the appropriate response. Letters have been photocopied
and reduced on the left half of each page, with corresponding responses printed on the
right half of each page.

Comment letter numbers, commentors, and page numbers are listed in Table 4-1 to aid
the reader in finding specific letters.

1001371C.PDX 4-1



Tabie 4-1
Index of Comment Letters

Letter Page
No. Commentor and Affiliaton No.
L1 Michael D. Jones 4-3
University of Hawaii, Department of Physics and Astronomy

L2 U.S. Department of Commerce 4-6
Natonal Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration '

L3 Jiba B. Kabua, Chairman 4-8
RMI Environmental Protection Authority

14 Carl Jeadrik 4-12
RMI Environmental Protection Authority

L5 Irene A. Paul 4-13

L6 Carl Jeadrik - 4-14
RMI Environmental Protecdon Authority

L7 . | Michael D. Jones 4-15
University of Hawaii, Department of Physics and Astronomy

L8 Carmen Bigler 4-17
RMI Historic Preservation Office

L9 Richard E. Sanderson 4-19
U.S, Environmental Protection Agency

L10 Elizabeth Freeman 4-32
Responsible Citizens for Responsible Government

Lil Denise E. Antolini 441
Sierma Club Legal Defense Fund

L12 | James E. Maragos, Ph.D. 4-68
East-West Center

L13 Jonathan P. Deason 4-72
U.S. Department of the Interior, Office of Environmental Affairs

L4 RMI Environmental Protection Authority 4-77
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L1-1

Lt-2

L1-3

L1-4

15 May 1993

Kenneih K. Sime

US. Army Space and Strateglc Defense Command
ATTN: CSSD-EN-V

P.O. Box 1500 .

Nuntsville, Alabama 35807-3801

Dear Mr. Sims:

Pleare send me a copy of the March 1993 Deafi Supplemental 1S (DSEIS) for
Praposed Activities at USAKA and coples of the June 929 Draft and Final EIS -
‘Proposed Acilons ai US. Army Kwajalein Atofl. 1 bocrowed a copy of Lhe DSEIS and
have included some comments below,

GENERAL COMMENTS

1} Asof the first week in May, severa! people at the Univ. of Hawail who are lsied
an the Distribution List in Chapter 6 had received neither the DSEIS nor the notice of
its availabitity, This is a substantial amount of expertise at the Univ. of Hawaii and 21
tha Easi-West Canter on the Marshal| Jstandy and environmental {ssues relevant Lo k
thls DSEIS. Given the tlme necessary 1o do a thocough review of the DSEIS, it would
| seem appropriate 1o extend the Junc 14 dendline for comments.

2) The most glacing deficiency In the DSEIS i that there is no detalled consideration
of 1he alternative of reduced missile 1esting activitles at USAYA. This alierontive s
dismissed in a single paragraph (p. 2-134) as “"unreasonable.” As it alluded 1o in other
parts of the DSEIS, the Cold War has ended since 1989. The START II treaty signed
In Januwry of 1993 bans multiple-warhead ICBM's and serlous cfforls are being
made {0 reduce the federal budget deficli. Given these developments, it would seem
to be unreasonable not to consider reduced actlvitles.at USAKA. The redlrection and
renaming of SDIO announced on May 13 by Defense Secretary Aspln at the very least
requires consideration of an altarnative that reduces activities refatad to nationad 2nd
global missile defense (NMD and GMD). ' :

SPECIPIC COMMBNTS

1) The implicatlons of START 11 need to be consideced on the Anaual Service Practice
lavaches menlloned In section 2.1.3.1 and on the experiments iisted in Table 2,1-7.

2) The czone depletion fesulling from the hydrogea chloride emitiad into the
tiratosphere by the proposed launches should be evaluated in the conteat of international
efforts 10 phase aut use of otone-depleting chemicals. The hypothetical launch
schedule of nine Space Shuttle and six Titans used for comparison Is more than & typical

vearly tolal.

Response to L1-1: In response to this and similar comments from others in the
Pacific area, the comment period for the Dyaft SEIS was extended through July 1,
1993,

Respanse to L1-2: The purpose of missile testing activities at USAKA is te
accomplish the mission of the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization (BMDO) ta
develop theater missile defense and national missile defense systems, as directed by
Congress. USAKA is one of two designated test ranges under the Antiballistic Missile
(ABM) treaty. The other, White Sands Missile Range in New Mexico, is too small 10
test many components of a realistic missile defense system, Consequently, reduced
testing activities at USAKA would not achieve the purpose of the action for which
this EIS is being prepared. Other than the No-Action Allernative, NEPA only ~
requires consideration of reasonable allernatives; i.c., those that will achieve the
federal agency's purpose and mission. Whether to reduce or change the mission of
the BMDO is a political issue that is outside the scope of this EIS. However, the
198% USAKA EIS did evaluate a lower level af activity than the current missile
testing program at USAKA (this was the No-Action Alternative in the 1989 EIS).
The No-Action Alternative for the current program, continuation of the existing level
of activity, is evaluated in this document.

Response to L1-3: Al missile defense launches and experiments conducted by DoD
undergo treaty compliance reviews to ensure adherence to the requirements of all
relevant treaties. This fn-depth analysis is not appropriate for duplication in a NEFA
document that addresses programmatic issues.” However, as noted in the response to
Comment L1-2, the reason USAKA is vital to DoD's missile defense program is its
designation as a test range under the ABM treaty. Many of the tests conducted there
could not be conducted at other ranges because of treaty constraints,

Response to L1-4: According to this SEIS {Subsection 4.4.1, page 4-70), impacts on
stratospheric ozene depletion from the High Level of Activity are expected ta be
nonsignificant, in targe part because the proposed USAKA emissions are smalt
compared with the annual total global stratospheric chlorine burden, Assuming a
maximum impact of 84 Jaunches per year (High Level of Activity), and that all the
launches are with the SR-119 booster (a conservative assumplion), the proposed
USAKA activities wovld release approximately 216 tons (196 metric tons) of chlorine
ta the stratosphere each year, This is less than 0.066 percent of the annual total
global stratospheric chlorine burden of 330,000 tons (299,369 metric 1ons) (Prather et
al, 1990). The proposed USAKA emissions are also small compared with natural
sources (less than 0.2 percent of the total burden).

International efforts to phase out the use of ozone-depleting chemicals should
eventually reduce the annual global stratospheric chiorine burden. However, the
magnitude and rate of change is a matter of considerable scientific debate. This
notwithstanding, the conclusions of the analysis are expected to be unchanged by
efforts to reduce the stratospheric chlorine burden, particularly in the next few years.



L1-5 | 3) The lead emissions for Roi-Namur sre Inconsisien) between Table 44-4 ang

L1-§

L3-7

L1-8

Tables 4.4-9,15, and 20. Tabte 4.4-4 claims sn annual texd emission of 5.75 tons
for the No-Action Altecnative, but the other three tables ciaim only 0.0401 tonsf
Soma explanation is xlso peeded sbout the assumed numbec of Isunches of rockels
whose exhaust containg [ead.

4) The carbon monoxide (C0) annual enilssions are also inconsistent umong
Tables 4.4-4.9, 15, and 20. For cxample. the annusl amounts fin tond? for three of
the isiznds sre given s thase 1ables as foltows:

) Table 44-4 4.4-9 44-15 44-20
Ennylabegan 9.0 37 37 37
Gagan 30 6l 6.1 7.1
Omelsk 20 35 35 1.5

All the numbers in thess four tables should be checked and corrections mede,

3} The discursion of the relisbifity of old solfd-fuel rocket motors an prge

4-264 inciudes the fements, “No adverse experience has occurred n uge of
older motors In recent (est fights. The relfablity of solld rocket motors used in
USAKA test flights is no different than for other misslle programs.” These
statements scem (o [gnore several recent faflures. Threo SD{ isunches in October
of 1992 required Might termination necording to un article In the Nov. 9, 1992 issua
of Avistion Week and Space Technology. A Dec. (6. [992 repari on Polarly xnd
Minuteman I reliabilities by David Wright, senloc scientist at Union of Concerned
Scientintw, citad three faiiures in 12 Minuteman I launch attempis at Yandenbery
from |985 through 1992, Finaffy, a Polaris first stage mosor f2iled during a static

firing test at China Lake on 6 March 1991,

6} Figure 4.15-1 shows the debris pattorns for an ERIS intercept. It would be
Instruciive to show the impact polats for the case when the ERIS missod the
targel as in the test on 6 March 1992, The sams plots for both intercepts and mlsses

thould be shown for the proposed TMD teats tavolving launches from Iteginnl

Sincorely,

roilcl B,

Michaal D, Jones

Dept, of Physics & Astronomy
Univ. of Hawail

2505 Correa Rozd
Honalulu, Hawaii 96822

Your camment regarding the hypothetical faunch schedule of nine Space Shuttles and
six Titan rockets is also acknowledped. According 10 the Draft SEIS, the hypothetical
launching of nine Space Shuttles and six Titan rockets would deposit some §0 tons
(726 metric tons) of chlorine into the stratosphere each year. By comparison, the
incremental chlorine burden assaciated with the USAKA High Leve] of Activily is
216 tons (196 metric tons} per year, or roughly 25 percent of that from the Space
Shutdles/Titan rockets, Chnosing a smaller launch schedule of, say, four to five Space
Shuttles and three Titan rackets, would increase the relative contribution of the
USAKA launches 1o approximately 50 percent. Nonetheless, the USAKA
cantribution o the fofal plobal stratospheric chlorine burden would remain
negligible—less than 8.066 percent of the total burden. Therefore, the emissions from
the USAKA launches are expected to have an nonsignificant effect on glebal pzone
depletion.

Response to L1-5: The value of 5.75 tons per year of lead emissions for Roi-Namur
in Table 4.4-4 is incorrect. The lable has been revised to show the correct value of
3.58 x 10? tons (71.6 pounds) per year, Air quality impacts from rocket launches
were based on the SR-119 racket motor because it s the largest rocket motor
proposed for use at USAKA, and therefore would have the greatest air emissions
overall. The SR-119 docs not contain lead; therefare, no Yead emissions or impacts
were reported in the Draft SEIS for rocket emissions. See the response to
Camment L7-3 regacding madefing of fead emissions from the Talos-Aries Sounding
Rocket.

Response 10 L1-6: The following numbers have been changed in Table 4.4-9

(Table 4.4-10 in the Finat SEIS):

The CO emissions for Ennylabegan should be 37 not 1.7,
The CO emissions for Gagan should be 6.1 nat 61,

The CO emissions for Omelek are correct. CO emissions are reduced under the
High-Level-of-Activity Alternative because the existing power plant is replaced with a
new power plant with lower CO emissions.

Response to L1-7: The flight failures cited by the commenter are discussed below.
Of the incidents described, three were problems in which surplus motors were
involved; however, in each case, pracedural changes were sufficient 1o coirect the
difficulty. The controt system failure was the fault of an inadequate desigm; however,
these were new mators on this missile and the contro} system had been added on. In
each incident, the deliberate termination of the missile fook place on the test range
and all resulling debris fell within predicted debris impact areas. It should be noted
that; in ali of these incidents, all flight and public safety systems functioned as
intended. All debris was contained in debris impact areas on the test range. Na
injuries occurred to humans or wildlife. No damage occurred to private or public
property, no adverse environmental impacts were noted, and public health and safety
were never endangered, .
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a. Three SIH lauaches, October 1992

1. On October 17, 1992, a two-stage missile consisting of new,
commercially acquired rocket motors was launched at Wake Island with
an intended targel puint in the ocean near the Kwajaiein Atoll. Late in
the first-stage operation, the missife deviated from its intended
trajectory and the missile was destroyed. Subsequent analysis indicated
a control system failure.

2 On October 22, 1992, a two-stage missile consisting of one surplus
motor and one new commercially acquired motor was launched from
Watlops Island with an intended impact in the broad ocean east of the
United States, Duting first-stage operation, a nozzle failed, causing the
rocket 1o go off its intended trajectory. The missile was destroyed.
The post-flight failure analysis indicated refurbishment procedures for
the nazzle need improvement.

k) On October 25, 1992, a Minuteman [ missite lavnched at Vandenberg
Alr Force Base and targeted for the ocean area northeast of the
Kwajalein Atoll went off its intended trajectory during third-stage
operation. The missile was destroyed. The analysis done on this failure
showed that a pair of cable connectors had been imterchanged during
missile assembly.

b, Minuteman 1 launch attempts at Vandenberg

1. On January 20, 1987, a failure occurred during third-stage operation,
causing {he missile to go off course and the flight to be terminated.
This failure resulted from incorrect nozzle alignment during missite
assembly, N

2. October 25, 1992 (see the incident cited above in subparagraph 3}.
c. Polaris Stage [ failure at China Lake

This was 8 horizontal static fire test of the motor on a test stand. The motor
failed when a nozzle burn-through accurred. The motor had been removed
from the operational fleet in 1979 and was fired, without refurbishment, in an
"as-is" configuravion. The faiture analysis indicated arcas for necessary
refurbishment. In subsequent test firings and in flight, the motor has been
refurbished prior to use. There have been no further anomalies.

The purpose of these flight tests was to perform sometimes stressing experiments to
gather seientific information. There have been In the past, end will be in the future,
failures of these experiments, Rigorous and redundant flight and public safety
systems have been established to protect public health and safety In the event of
flight test failures. These systemns have consistently operated as designed. Please also
see the responses to Comments M-11 and M-12.

_Response to L1-8: Should there be a "miss” during a test flight, both the target and
intecceptor vehicles would enter the ocean within the respective debris patterns
shown in Figure 4.15-1. The text in the Final SEIS has been modified to clarify this.
Specific coordinates of the impact poinls are nat shown on the figure for security
reasons. A new figure (Figure 4.15-3) has been added that shows the debiis patterns
for the TMD lavnches from Iileginni and Meck. '
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I \'m"”f |MHW&' HAGQNE FISHERIES BERVICE
501 West Ocean Bouleverd, Sulie 4200
Long Beach, Calllornla 90802-4212
TEL (310) 980-4000; FAX (310) 880-4018

MAY 2 6 J93

F/5W023:JJIN

Mr. D.R. Gallien

U.S. Army Space and Strategic
Defense Command

P.O. Box 1500

Huntevillea, Alabama 35807-380%

Dear Mr. Gallien:

The following comments relate to the Draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (DSEIS), Proposed Actions at U.S.
Army ¥Xwajalein Atoll (USAKA), Republjc of the Marshall Islands.

The National Marine Fisheries Service (KMFS)} reviewed and
commented on the original EIS (letter dated August 4, 198%).
Since the Final EI5 was published in December 1989, the Strateglc
Dafense Initiative (SDI) Program has refocused to include
proposed additional levels of testing and related activities at
USARA. These proposed activities have been detailed in the
DSEIS,

I believe that those resources for which NMFS bears a
responsibility, and alternatives to reduce adverse impacta on

| these resources, hava been adequately addressed in the DSEIS. I
am concerned about the amount of proposad dredge and fil})
required for both the Intermediate Lovel-of-Activity Alternative
{(proposed action) and the High Level-of-Activity Alternative.
Large amounts of armor stone and dredged material ara proposed to
be removed from reef flat quarries off the majority of USAXA
islands. 1In addition, a major fill of approximately 15 acres
would be required for both these alternatives to extend Meck
Island. The fill area has been identified as a valuable fishery
resource area in the DSEIS. Additional f£111 in productive marine
habitat would be required to extend Gellinam Island under the
High Level-of-Activity Alternative.

In view of the passive amounts of reef flat quarrying and filling
required under both the Intermediate and High Level-of-Action
Alternatives, I recommend these alternatives be substantially
reduced in scale or eliminated from further consideration.

i \f AW URITED BTATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
p 1 Natlonal Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

Response to L2-1: Thank you for your comment.

Response to L2-2: The Draft SEIS acknowledged that the amounts of dredged
materials that would be required to support all of the activitics of the Intermediate
and High Level-of-Activity alternatives would be substantial, although the areas
{dentified for quarrying are very small in comparison with available reef arcas. The
Draft SEIS also acknowledged that areas with productive marine habitat at Meck (in
the Intermediate Level-of-Activity Alternative} and Gellinam (in the High Level-of-
Activity Alternative) would be destroyed by landfill proposed in those aliernatives,
although the areas to be filled amount to a very small portion of the reefs adjacent to
those Islands, and an even smaller portion of the total reef arca at Kwajalein Atoll,
In the Final SEIS, new tables have been added in Section 4.2 comparing the areas
that might be quartied with the total reef area and the area suitable for quarrying
adjacent to each USAKA island.

It is Important to note that the amount of quarry material estimated for the
Intermediate Level-of-Activity Alternative represents the maximum amount needed if
all of the proposed programs and activities for this leve! are approved and funded by
the US. Army. As indicated by Colonel Hazel in his response to Comment B-31, it
is not clear that this level of activity will be fully funded.

In the Final SEIS (Section 4.2) new matetial has been added recognizing that
purchasing commercia$ aggregate from sources outside the RMI is an alternative to
quarrying at USAKA. Use of commercial aggregate would reduce the amounts of
quarrying identified in the Dralt SEIS.

The aclivities and programs associated with the High Level-of-Activity Alternative are
not the proposed action; instead they provided a way to analyze in the Draft SEIS
the maximum activity level that could be sustained at USAKA and assoclated
environmental impacts and mitigations.
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Finally, NMFS is also reviewing the DSEIS relative to Section 7
of the Endangered Species Act. An opinion on the potential for
impacte to threatened and endangered species under NMFS*
jurisdiction will reach you shortly.

Should you have any gquestions regarding these comments, please
contact Mr. John Naughton at: Paclfic Area Offica, 2570 Dole
St., Honolulu, Hawaii; (B08)955-8831.

Sincerely,

cting Reglonal Director
14
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PUBLIC TEBTIMONY
for
" USRKA SEIS Public Hearings (May 24, 25, 27, 1991
JIBA nb.Y KABUA
Chajrman
RMI Environmental Protection Authority -
I WISH TO WELCOME THE USAKA HEARINGS TEAM TO EBEYE. SPEAKING ON
BEHALF OF THE MARSHALL ISLANDS ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AUTHORITY
AND AS A MEMBER OF THE USAKA ENVIRONMENTAL STANDARDS.PROJECT
TEAM, I ALSO WISH TO EXPRESS OUR APPRECIATION FOR THE DIFFICULT
AND TIME-CONSUMING WORK ACCOMPLISHED BY THE PROJECT TEAM DURING
THE PAST THREE YEARS. THE DRAFT ENVIRONMERTAL STAHNDARDS DOCUMENT
REFLECTS THE DEPTH OF COMMITMENT BY EVERY MEMBER OF THE TEAM. WE
VIEW THIS DOCUMENT AS AN IMPORTANT AND MEANINGEUL CONTRIBUTION TO
THE IEN'VIRONHEHTA.L DIALOGUE BETWEEN RMI AND THE UNITED STATES.
I MUST STATE, HOWEVER, THAT WE ARE DEEPLY TROUBLED BY THE ABRUPT
CHANGE IN THE U.S. POSITION ON THE ISSUE OF RMI‘S RIGHT TO
EFFECTIVE OVERSIGHT OF USAKA ACTIVITIES ON MARSHALLESE SO0IL. THE
PROPOSED PROCEDURAL CHANGE FROM A iLETTER OF AUTHORITY"™ {LOA)
éONCEPT TO A "RECORD OQF CONéULTATION" (ROC) IS INAPPROPRIATE AND
UNACCEPTABLE. THIS PROPOSED DILUTION OF OUR ENVIRONMENTAL
OVERSIGHT OF USAKA REFLECTS A LAST-MIRUTE, UNILATERAL CHANGE IN
THE U.S., APPROACH THAT APPEARS TO FLY IN &HE FACE OF THREE YEARS

OF GOOD FAITH NEGOTIATIONS.

WHY WILL YOU NOT HONOR QUR SOVEREIGNTY AS AN INDEPENDENT NATION
AND ALLOW US OVERSIGHT OF OUR OWN LANDS FOR THE PROTECTION OF QuUR
OWN PEOPLE? WHAT IS THERE TO FEAR? PLEASE EXPLAIN THIS TO ME.

e

Response to 1.3-1: Thank you for your comment. For discussions of the relationship
between the U.S. and RMI governments an environmental issues, see responses to
Comments E-8§ and M-18,

Response to 1.3-2: Siace the draft SEIS was published, the procedures in the
Standards have been revised to provide ULS. resource agencies and the RMIEPA -
with the opportunity for additional review of USAKA activities. ROCs have been
revised to DEPs, which formalize the procedures for appropriate agencies, including
the RMIEPA, 10 evaluate and comment on proposed actions. The U.S. government
respects the sovereignty of the RMI and the Marshallese people. These procedures
are in compliance with DoD’s operating palicles for military installations In foreign
countries and the enviranmental framework of the Compact.

The review procedures (ROCs, LOAs, and DEPs) are discussed in the responses to
Comments E-7, M-10, and M-21. For discussions of the relationship of the tnited
States with the sovereign naton of RMI, see the responses to Comments E-8, M-14,
and M-18. DoD> operating policies at overseas instatlations are addressed in the
response to Comment B-34.



o6

L3-2
{cont.)

MARSHALLESE AT THE HfGHEST LEVELS HAVE BEEN BRIEFED FOR THE PAST
THREE YEARS ON A POLICY DIRECTION THAT INCLUDES LETTERS OF
AUTHORITY, AS HAVE THE U.S. STATE DEPARTMENT AND DEPARTMENT OF
DEFENSE. THIS ISSUE HAS ALWAYS BEEN CENTRAL TO Us, AHD-WE HAD
BEEH VERY PLEASED BY THE COOPERATIVE SETTLEMENT OFFERED EARLY IN
THE PROJECT TEAM MEETINGS Bi U.S. HILITARY REPRESENTATIVES.

ALLOW ME TO QUOTE FROM AN AUGUST, 1591, PROJECT TEAM DOCUMENT:

"In order to prevent unwarranted litlgation and to foster
cooperation in the resolution of environmental issues, the
standards and procedures give the RMI co-equal status in the
requlation and oversight of activities at USAKA. The Tean
belleves that this partnership in environmental decision-
making i§ important and consistent with the spirit of tha

special pelitical relatjionship between the US and RMI."

IT IS A MISTAKE FOR THE U.S. TO TURN AWAY FROM THE LOA CONCEPT
AND REJECT THREE YEAR’S WORTH OF WORK, EFFORT AND COMPROMISE. WE
WISH TO MOVE BEYOND MISPLACED MANEUVERING AND ARGUING, AND GIVE
fULL MEANING TQ OUR SPECIAL RELATIONSHIP AS CO-HABITANTéqOF
FWAJALEIN. WE DESIRE A SPECIAL COMMITMENT OF COCPERATION FROM
Tﬂﬁ UNITED STATES TO WORK TOGETHER WITH US TO PROTECT PRESENT AND

FUTURE GENERATIONS ON MARSHALLESE SOIL.

WE HAVE BEEN INFORMED THAT PRESENTLY, IN GERMANY, U.S, MILITARY
BASES ' ARE HORORING THE HOST COUNTRY'S ENVIRONMENTAL REQUIREMENTS,

AND ARE APPLYING FOR PERMITS FROM THE GERMAN ENVIRONMENTAL
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fcont.)

AUTHORITIES. WHY THEM ARE WE DENIED THE RESPECT YOU SHOW To
OTHER ALLIES? PLEASE RECONSIDER YOUR POLICY TO DENY US OVERSIGHT
OF QUR OWN LANDS. THE U.S. JUST LEASES THIS LAND,” BUT CAN NEVER

OWN IT. THE LAND BELONGS ‘TG US; THE LAND IS QUR FUTURE.

WE MUST BE CPEN 70 A NEW GLOBAL REALITY. RECENT WORLD EVENTS,
INCLUDING THE BREAK-UP OF THE FORMER SOVIET UHION, SUPPORT THE
VIEW THAT THE NATIONS OF THE.HORLD MAY NOW WORK TOGETHER TO
ADVANCE CAUSES IN THE BEST INTEREST OF ALL THE PECPLES ON EARTH.
It DOES NOT PROFIT ANY MAN TO PLAY POLITICS IN THE FACE OF THE

REAL WORK WE HAVE BEFORE US.

COMMANDER HAZEL, YOU MUST LIVE AS A MAN IN THE MARSHALL ISLANDS
BNV;RONHENT. REINSTATING THE LOA APPROACH WILL NOT DIMINISH OR
COMPROMISE ANY UNITED STATES RIGHT TO MAINTAIN FOREIGH DEFEHSE
POLICY. PLEASE JOIN WITH U3, IN THE CONSENSUS APPROACH THAT THE
PEOPLES OF THE PACIFIC HAYE TAUGHT THE WORLD, TG BRING THE
STANDARDS BACK TO THE FORM THAT WAS AGREED TO BY THE PROJECT TEAM
LAST YEAR.

SUCH A SET OF COMPRENENSIVE REGULATIONS REPRESENTS A MILESTONE IN
THE HISTORY OF THE MARSHALL ISLANDS, AS FOR THE FIRST. TIME OUR
TWO COUNTRIES HAD PUT ASIDE COMPETING INTERESTS AND HAD WORKED
TOGETHER FOR THE PRESERVATION AND PROTECTION OF THE KWAJALEIN

ENVIRONMENT. PLEASE Db NOT DESTROY THAT EFFORT.
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{cort.)

FOR HERE ARD HOW, THERE IS NO DENIAL OF THE FACT THAT AN
OPPORTUNITY HAS PRESENTED ITSELF FOR MUTUAL USE, FROM THE
STANDPCINT OF COOPERATION. WE JUST SIMPLY HAVE TO RECOGHIZE IT,
AND LIKE PRAGMATISTS, USE IT. 1IN AREAS WHERE THE ORIGIMAL
INTENTS OF THE COHﬁACT FATLED (BECAUSE THEY MET THE SAME FATE OF
BEING SELECTED UNILATERALLY)}, THIS PRESENT OPPORTUNITY THAT I
SEPEAK ABOUT SHOULD AT LEAST MAKE UP FOR THE FORMER LACK OF GRACE
AND INABILITY TO TRANSFORM MEN‘S IDEAS IKTO DOCUMENTS THAT BEAR

TRUTHFULLY ON THE AVERAGE MAN'S DESTINY.

COLONEL HAZEL, MEMBERS OF THE U.S. DELEGATION, DOM‘T EMBARRASS
US. WHEN WE JOINED THE TEAM TO WRITE UP STANDARDS, AND I SPOKE
FOR THE TEAM BEFORE THE CABINET, IN 1991, I CONVEYED TO THE
CABINET THE SENSE THAT THE PRODUCT OF OUR WORK COULD BE A PRODUCT

OF, CONSENSUS AND COOPERATION.

AS IT I8, XIT MAKES ME WONDER. I THEREFORE SPEAK HERE TONIGHT TO
REGISTER A COMPLAINT. WHETHER THIS CCMPLAINT BECOMES A PROTEST,
I SHOULD LIKE TO BELIEVE THAT A TIME FOR MAKING ONE HAS NOT OR

WILL NOT BE DENIED.

THANK YQOU.
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Response to LA-1: This comment was submitted four times: once handwritten

(L4-1), verbally at the Ebeye hearing (Comment E-2), in this typed version, and as
comment L14-21. The U.S. Army shares your concern for shoreline protection and,

as indicated in the proposals for shoreline protection outlined in the Draft SEIS and

in subsequent revisions to the water quality and recf protection provisions in the
Standards, is acting to ensure that USAKA coastlines are protected. Additional
discussion of shoreline protection is in the responses 1o Comments E-2, 14-2, and L9. -
11/12.

Response to L4-2: Although the Standards do not discuss shoreline protection in a
separate section, the Standards address the concern in terms of discharges of oil in
Section 3.2, Water Quality (Section 3-2.8.1(z) and Table 3-2C.1). The Standards deal
with potential hazatds to shorelines resulting from ocean dumping in Section 3.5,
Ocean Dumping [Section 3-5.5.1(b)(L}, and Appendixes 3-5A.7, 3-5A.11(b)(1)(i), and
3-5A.12(b)(3)]. Additionally, other activities such as dredging or filling that could
potentially affect USAKA shorelines are indicated in Section 2-17.3 as subject to the
DEP pracess (formerly a ROC), which is also discussed in the responses to
Comments E-7, M-10, and M-21.

Revisinas to the water quality and reef profection standards (Section 3-2 of the
Standards) have been made since the publication of the Draft SEIS to address more
fully the U.S. Army's intent to protect USAKA's shoreline and marine resources. A
new section will be added to the USAKA Water Quality Management Plan (Section
3-2.5.1) requiring USAKA 1o identify reef resources, including the types and structure
of the coastal reefs surrounding the USAKA coastal island, and management and
control practices necessary to protect those reefs. A policy statement has been added
to the section on dredge and fill activities (Section 3-2.7.2) requiring USAKA to
conduct appropriate environmental analyses of its proposed actions to ensure that
damage to the reef area is minimized and that harm to the enviconment, including
water arcas, i3 avoided. In addition, discharge of dredged or fill material is
prohibited if a practicable alternative to the proposed discharge exists that would
result in a Jess adverse impact on the marine ecosysiem, so long as the alternative
does not have other significant environmental consequences. Finally, in recognition
that concerns about coastal and reef resources stitl remain, a specific statement of the
intent to focus on coastal resource protection has been added to Section 1-6 of the
Standards’ Executive Summary,

Coastal degradativn was not selecled as a subject for a separate section of the
Standards by the Project Team, which included the RMIEPA. Afier careful review
of U.S. and RMI environmental statutes and regulations, including the RMI Coast
Conservation Act of 1988, the Project Team chose to address shoreline protection
within the structere of the document as shown in Table 1-4 of the proposed
Standards. This decision was based in part on the Project Team's intention that the
initial draft Standards be reviewed and recommendations for their modification or
expansion be considered annually (Section 2-22 of the proposed Standards). Under
that provision, the RMIEPA, a member of the review team, could request expansion
of coastline protection provisions of the Standards. LOAs, ROCs, and DEPs are.
discussed in the responses to Comments E-7, M-10, and M-21.
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COMMENT FORM

DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
Proposed Actions at U.S. Army Kwajaleln Atoll .

In the space provided below, please wrile your comments on the Draft _Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement for Proposed Actions at the U.S. Army Kwajalein Atol. You
may hand in this sheet at the end of the hearing tonight if you wish, or you may mait it ta the
address listed at the bottom of the form.

i“"‘: “;dmg thed““:m"y °ftt3;‘u::° dzc“‘““ts th;t d"“ib'd the ;":;:‘:".’:'"“1 Response to L5-1: Thank you for your comments. These written comments are
TRACLS oL propoded changes & 1 Ofe concern keep Coming up an 81 essentially the same as thase submitted orally at the public hearing at Ebeye. Please
Do the Marchallese citirens, especially pegple of Kwajalefn Atoll REALLY RAVE A sce the responses to Comments E-13 through B-16 for a detailed discussion of these

- SAY IN THIS MATTER? Can anyone here truly say that what we say here will change concerns P e &

the proposed actions at USARA? If we nll agree that the proposal must he change
to accomodate our commencts, will it be donel Will this heating makes auy difference,
You of all people (U.5. CITIZEN) should understand how 1t feele when people of
another county make deciaions that affect your life and the 1ives of your families
without your blessing. Looking at what USAKA is proposing will definitely
affect the lives of Ewajaleln Atoll people and 1 for one strongly belleva that we
wupt have a final say In this matter. We must reserve the TIght to reJect any
p:épannl that "we Teel wIIT be Rarmtul to cur Iand, the people who IIve on the land,

[ Wftounds U, 1o ow straong

1 and how

"trwittaiferr omer e Rt The Torores

T

. Irene A. Paul
Please give your name;

P.0. Box 5097, Ebeye MH
Address:

Affiliztion ¢if any):

If you wish to mail your comments, please send them to:
Deputy Commander
U.S. Army Space and Strategic Defense Command
Afin; Kenneth R, Sims, CSSD-EN-V, P.O. Box 1500
Huntsville, Alabama 35807-3801
Deadline for receipt of comments: 4 June [993
Do you wish to receive a copy of the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement?

Yes No
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COMMENT FORM

DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
Proposed Actions =t U.S. Armiy Kwajaleln Atoll

In the space provided below, please write your comments on the Drafi Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement for Proposed Actions at the V.S, Army Kwajalein Atall, You
may hand in this sheet at the end of the hearing tonight if you wish, or you may mail it to the
address listed at the bottom of the form. .

OQUR COAST LIKES ARE VERY INPORTANT 70 US, S¢€A LEVEL RISE, -

A
CORAL ALL THREATEN OUR WAY OF LIFE. (COASTAL EROSION ALSO
F_THREATENS OUR FOOD SUPPLY BY LINTTING FISHING AND BREEDING
GROUNAS, DECAUSE THE COASTLINE MARES UP SHCH A [ARGE DART nF
AN A?OLLE WE SHOULD HAVE A SEPARATE SECTION OF THE STANDARDS
: ] ASTA EYRADATION ISSUES, AND, THE ONLY WAy

70 PROTECT THE Toas7? It 70 GIVE RAIEPA THE RIGHT 70 ISSUE

LETTERS OF AUTHORITY BEFORE USAKA CAN BEGIN Ay PROIECTS THATZ
COULD ERODE QUR SHORELIKE.

Please give your name: C%m

Address:__ 2,0, fox 5973, Cleues Kwajalein Atoll: Repuldin ol the
Manshall Isfands, MK 96970 :

Affiliation (if any):__pognd Membes of ihe RAIEPA

ir yoﬁ wish to mail your comments, please send them to:
Deputy Commander
U.5. Army Space and Strategic Defense Command
Attn: Kenneth R, Sims, CSSD-EN-V, P.O. Box 1500
Huntsville, Alabama 35807-3801
Deadline for receipt of comments: 14 June 1993
Do you wish to reccive a copy of the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement?

xx Yes No

Response to 16-1: This comment was submitted four times: once handwritten
(14-1), orally at the Ebeye hearing (Comment E-2), in this typed version, and as
Comment L14-21. The U.S. Army appreciates your providing this comment in
written form for the record. Please see the response to Comment E-2.

Response to L6-2: This comment was submitted four times: once handwritten
(LA-1), orally at the Ebeye hearing (Comment E-2), in this typed version, and as
Comment L14-21, The 11.5. Army appreciates your providing this commeat in
written form for the record. Please see the response to Comment E-2,
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L7

L7-2

L7-3

[0 June 1993

kenneth K. Sums

U, Armyv Space and 3teategic Defense Command
ATTN: CSSD-EN-V

P.O. Box 1500

Huntsville, Alabama 35807-3801

Dear Mr_ Sims:

I received a copy of the Prafi Supplemental EIS (DSEIS) lfor Proposed Actions at
USAKA on 28 May. [ have not received copies of the June 1989 Draft EIS or the
Getober 1989 Final EIS. which | had also requested. However, ] borrowed coupies of
these ducuments and have some comments in addition {o those in my letter to you
of 15 May 1993,

1t Several of the SN programs mentioned in these documents have been completed
or canceled. The GSTS contracts were canceled in November of 1992 and the EDX
program is apparently no longer funded. A number of other programs (eg. Brilliant
Pebbles) are tikely to be cut back subsiantially. These examples serve 1o emphasize
why il is imporiant thal the DSEIS consider in detail the alternative of reduced missile
lesting activily at USARA.

21 Some of the hydrogen chloride (HCI) and carbon monoride (COJ emissions in
Tables 4.4-5. 4.4-10. 4.4-16. and 4.4-21 seem Lo be inconsistent with information in
Table 4.4-3 of the June 1989 Draft EiS. For example. Lhe CO emission for sounding
rockets to be launched from Roi-Namur and Meck is given as 60 1b in the DSE[S, but

the three types of HAVE-JEEP sounding rockets in Table 4.4-3 of the 1989 Drafi EIS have
CO emissions given as 118, 353, and 917 b respeclively. In addition, the Talos rocket
motor emits [017.49 Ib of €O in the exhaust according to the July 1992 Environmental
Assessment for the Kauai Test Facility. Therefore. it seems that the DSEIS has
substantially underesiimated the QO emissions for sounding rockets. The DSEIS should
specily which rockels are being used to obtain the estimated emissions per launch.

and the numbers in these tables should be corcected.

31 The 1ables of estimated emissions per launch (4.4-5, 44-10,4.4-16, and 4.4-2])
do not include Jead emisstons. According to Appendix F of the July 1992 EA [or the
Kauai Test Facility, the Terrier rockel motor emits 20.25 Ib of lead and the Talos motor
emits 4763 Ib of lead in the exhaust, These amounts are reportable quantities under the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation. and Liability Act (CERCLA} of

Response to L7-1: The No-Action Alternative of the Draft SEIS considers the
alternative of a level of missile testing activity at USAKA lower than the Proposed
Action. The No-Action Alternative for this SEIS is the continuation of existing test
programs and operation af the technical and logistical facilities and ongoing activi-lics .
that support them. This alternative encompasses Lhe activities that were defined in

" the No-Action Alternalive for the 1989 EIS and &It the aclivities of the 1989 EIS

Proposed Action. Please see the response to Comment 1.1-2.

The Missile Defense Act (MDA) of 1991 directs the Secretary of Defense to develop
a highly effective defense of the United States against limited attacks of baliistic
missile and a highly effective theater missile defense to protect U.S. armed forces
deployed abroad and our allies and friends against the threat of missile attack,
Current DoD direction in implementing the goals of the MDA gives first priority to
the developrent and deployment of theater missile defense systems and second
priority to national missife defense. Carrying out these goals requires levels of test
programs greater than the levels that were analyzed in the 198% EIS. The Draft
SEIS examines these programs so that we can identify environmental impacts and
appropriate mitigation measures, and be better informed in the future if a decision is
made to fund these programs.

Response to L7-2: The CO and HC! amounts shown for sounding rockets in

Table 4.4-10 of the Draft SEIS were based on the statement in the 1989 EIS,

page 3-50, that sounding rockets typically contain approximately 200 pounds of
propellant, and on the assumption that approximately 30 percent of sounding rocket
emissions arc CO and 10 percent are HCl. Launch combustion products far the
HAVE-JEEP sounding rockets are shown an page 4-17 {Table 4.4-3) of the 1989
EIS. The table shows emissions of specific sounding rocket boosters. It is difficult to
predict what sounding rockets may be used in the future at USAKA; however, in
order 10 provide a conservative assessment using the largest sounding rocket that may
be used at USAKA, the air emissions data in Table 4.4-10 of the Draft SEIS have
been replaced in the Final SE!IS with the carbon monoxide and lead emissions shawn
for the Talos booster in the Kauai Test Facility Environmental Assessment {USDOE,
1992).

Response to L7-3:  Air quality impacts from rocket faunches were based on the SR-
119 rocket motor because it is the largest single rocket motor proposed for usc at
USAKA, and therefore would have the largest air emissions overall. The SR-119
does not contain lead; therefore, no lead emissions or impacts were reported in the
Draft SEIS. The Telos-Arics Sounding Rocket (TASR) does contain lead. Lead
emissions from z single launch of a TASR were listed in the Kaual Test Facility
(KTF) Environmental Assessment cited by the commenter and evaluated more
completely in the ZEST Flight Test Experiments Environmental Assessmens {SDI0O,
1991). The ZEST tests used a Tafos rocket motor for the first stage. The following
information is based on information from that document. This information has been
vsed 1o supplement the Final SEIS discussion of air quatity Impaets of sounding
rockets in Subsection 4.4.1,
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198 and thus shautd be inctuded in Lhese tables. The impacts of this jead emission
Ls{muld also be evaluated.

L7-4} 4) Figure 4.15-4, which shows the ERIS latercept Debris Fattern, is similar 1o Figure

4.14-1 of the June (989 Drafy EIS. However. the ligure in the earlier decument

indicutes that Wake Island is between the areas within which the target and intercept

debris are expected (o hit the oceanl. 1t seems relevant lo indicate the localion of Wake

fsland in Figure 4.15-1 in the DSEIS also.

1 1rust you will send me a copy of the Final EIS when jt is available,

Sincerely,

Al p .

Michae! D. Jones

Depl. of Physics & Astronomy
Univ. of Hawaii

2505 Correa Road

Honoluly, Hawaij 96872

Only the first stage of the TASR' vehicle {Tailus) contributes 1o the surface mixing
layer, as the second-stage solid mator and third-stage liquid engine do not ignite until
much higher altitudes. The Talos motar emits 48 pounds of lead per launch.

Results of the madel caleutations summarized in the ZEST Flight Test Experiments
Svironmental Assessment show only modest concentrations of lead, The maximum
predicted 8-hour concentration from a single launch is 0.973 ug/m® at a distance of
0.5 kitometer downwind and 3.0 ng/m® at 1.0 kilometer downwind {concentrations at
greater distances are lower). .

The National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) for lead is 1.5 g/ averaged
over 3 months, QOne launch per Quarter would result in a quarterly average
concentration .000456 pg/m® based on 2,190 hours per quarter. The High Level-of-
Activity Alternative assumes a maximum total of 16 launches of sounding rockets
annually (two per quarter at each of (wo sites on Meck and Roi-Namur). A worst-
case scenario, with all eight launches at each site occurring in one quarter and all
launches involving Tatos rackets, would result in 8 maximum predicted lead
concentration of 00365 pg/m>. This value is well below the NAAQS for lead.

The American Caniference of Gavernment Industrial Hygienists (ACGIH)
recommends a short-term exposure limit of 150 up/m® averaged over 8 hours. All of
the 8-hour concentrations Ysted above are well under that amount.

1t should be noted that the analysis of lead emissions in the ZEST Fiight Test
Experiments Environmental Assessment was based on an assumplion of 43 pounds of
fead per faunch, as opposed to 48 pounds peraunch as reported in the KTF
Environmental Assessment. Using the larger number per launch would not make a
substantial difference in the concentrations reported above. For example, the
maximum predicted 8-hour concentration from a single Jaunch would increase from
0.973 pg/m’ 10 1.086 pp/m?®, Emissions from single launches and the maxdmum
number of launches per quarter would remain below applicable regulations and
Buidelines even using the 48 pounds per launch assumption.

It should also be noted that the Comptehensive Environmental Response Comperisa-
tlon and Liability Act (CERCLA) reporting requirements for lead do not apply to
rocket launch emissions. '

Response to L7-4: Figure 4.15-1 has been modified to show the location of Wake
island,
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REPUBLIC OF THE MARFHALL ESLANDS
MINIETRY OF INTERNAL AFFAIRS

HISTORIC PRESERVATION QOFFICE

LO.BOYX 1404, MAJURO ATOLL, MARBHALL ISLANDA MH
e840

Majuro, Tuesday, June 8, 1993

To

Crosby E, Hazel

Colonef, U.8. Army

Department of the Ammy

Headquarters, U.3. Army Kwalalein Algd.
Box 26, APO San Franclsco D6555

Dear Sir;

Commants from the Republic of the Marshali tslands Historic Preservation Otilce, Minlstry
of Internal AHairs conceming \he *Environmental Standards and Procedures for the United
States Army Kwajaleln (USAKA) Activitles in the Republic of the Marshail Islands"

The Comments 4r¢ dealing solsly with the Historlo Pressrvation matters,

A The Draft Supplemantal Environmental Impact Statement lor cultural resources deals
solsly with the AMIEPA as & central RMI contact lor ell Issuss related to the standards
proposed by USAKA. (PAGE 4-167)

Comment: )

A Historic Presarvation Act was passed by the Marghall lslands HNitlJelz in 1091, The
RMIHPO Is responsibie for the imptementation of the Act and shal catry out all laws o!
the Republic of the Marshall Ialands penaining to cultural and Historlc Preasrvation and
all other applicabia laws of the Rapublic. ’
On this background the RMIHPOQ lind it appropriate that any contect concemed Cuitural
Rescurces should be disacted diractly to the RMIHPO. This Is essentlally kmporiant as tar
as the emergency undertakings are concerned. { Environmental Standards and
Procedures for the United Stales Army Kwajafain (USAKA) Activities in the Republic of the
Marahall Isiands 3-7.5.8 p. 465). A direct contact between the USAKA and the RMIHPO
would also become a baneficial change for all paris as the USAKA and ths RMIHPO
would nol waste time by lstting informations go through RMIEPA, which on thelr slde,
“would nolt have 10 deal with this axira burden of bursaucracy.

B. A second concern ls the Managemenli of Cullural Resources: { Environmental
Standards and Procedures for the United States Army Kwajalaln (USAKA) Aciivitias in the
Repubtic of the Marshali islands 3-7.11.2. p.467).

PRESERYING OUR PAST FOR QUR CHILDRENS CHILDREN

Response to L8-1: The RMI Historic Preservation Officer will exercise the function
of the State Historic Officer in accordance with the NEPA, Al formal consuliation
and coordination related (o the Staindards that is conducted between USAKA and the
RMI Historic Preservition Officer will be coordinated through the RMIEPA, which is
the ageney point of contact within the RMI.

Response to L8-2: The U.S. Army is committed to cooperating fully with the RMI to
ensure propier sforsge or disposition of nll human skeleta) remains found at USAK A,
The request 1o inctude Japunese skeletal remains as o responsibility of the RMI was
given full consideration by the Project Team during meetings subsequent to
publication of the Draft SEIS and the March 1993 version of ihe Standards. The
Standards have been revised since that time. When buman skeleta) remains sre
discovered during an undertaking, they shall be retained by or released 1o the
appropriate authorities, The U.S, government will retain slt American remains and
all other remains will be released to the RMI government for curation,
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fcont )

L8-3

Page 2

A passage In this requiremsnt says: *Human tkelatal remains thal are determinad attar
analyeia {0 ba ethically Marshalieee or Micronesian also shall be deposited with pariinent
source of records with RMIEPA for praper slorage and disposition. Rebutlals shall be
pedormed in accordance with applicable RMI law.”

Comment:

The RMIHPO lind the lollowing changes more adequate: "Human skeletal remalns that
ars determined alter analycis to be eihically Marshallsse, Micronssian ot Japansse also
she!l be deposited with pertinent source of records with AMIHPO for proper storage and
disposition. Reburials shall be performed In accordance with applicabla AM| law.”

C. Tha RMIHP O has the {otlowing comment to Environmenial Standards and Procedures
for the United States Army Kwafalein (USAKA} Activilles in the Republic of the Marshall
islanda : 3-7.11.3.(p.468). "Protectian qf Archaeological Resources: The US
Archaecloglcal Resource Protection Act of T87% Is applied to all USAKA Personnel, but
does not apply to cillzens of the RMI,

Commant: L

it should be noted that the RMIHPO although indepandant, Is membar of the National
Park Service, USA. In thie respect the RMIHPO is aleo responsibie for tha enforcement of
the US Archaeological Reaource Prolection Act of 1979, The AMIHPO Historlc
Precervation Act raquires thal any foreign Hislorlan, Archasologist or Anthropologiste
miust have & “Archasoclogical and/or Anthropologlcal Contracters Licenee” to work In the
Aepublic of the Marghall Istands. (Hiztoric Pressivation Act pan 4 paragraph 12). The
AMIHPO suggest that this Acl should be added to the Performance Standards In
"Environmental Standards and Procadures for the United States Army Kwajalein (USAKA)
Aclivitles in the Republic of the Marshall Islands”; 3-7.11.3.{p.460), In thls way the
Republic of the Marshalt istands is able (0 ensure thal all personnel working whh the rich
and unique herllage of the Republic, are qualiliad In accordance wilh Marshallese {and
Amuetican) faw.

L

I remain
Sinecarely Yours

i

armen K. Bigler
Sacratary of Internal Affairs and
Historie Pressrvation OMcer

cc: Qeoaral Managsr, RMIEPA
RMI USAKA
File

PRESERVING QUR PAST FOR OUR CEILDREN& CILLDREN

Response to L8-3: The US. Anmy is commitied to ensuring that cultural resources
work at USAKA is stuffed by qualiticd professionals who are capable of conducting
the sensitive analyses required tor historie preservation. "This can be accomplished hy
communicating frequently with the RM1 about ongoing and planned underiakings
and does not require special licensing provisions to be administered by the
Commander, USAKA. Under the Campact, professiomal employees are not required
to oblain a separate license from the RMI w0 perform their responsibilitics at
USAKA.

In preparing the proposed Standards, the Project Team reviewed both U.S. and RMI
statutes, including the RMI Historic Preservation Act (RMIHPA) (see Table 1-3 of
the Standards for o complete list), Although the Temmn considered the RMIHPA and
ather RMI laws for their application wt USAKA, not all RMJ laws were considered
appropriate to be incleded in the Standirds. This and other RMI regulations could
always be considered during the perindic review of the Standards (Section 2-22).
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CFFICE OF ENFORCEMENT

Lieutenant General Donald M. Lionetti

. Commander, U.S. Army Spaca and Stratagic

Defense Command
P.0. Box 1500
Huntsville, Alabama 358047-3801

Dear General Lionetti:

In accordance with our respopnsibilities under the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Section 309 of the Clean Ailr
Act, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the
draft supplemental environmental Impact statement (SEIS) and the
March 15953 environmental standards and procedures for United
Statea Army Kwajalein Atcll (USAKA) activities in the Republic of
the Marshall Islands. Our general concerns are highlighted belew
with detailed comments encloeed for your consideration.

EPA commends the clarity of the draft SEIS and appreciates
the efforts of your staff to work with us during the early stages
of document preparation. The graphics and tables wera very
useful in comparing the impacts under the different activity
lavel alternatives in the draft BEIS.

There are significant differences between the impacts under
the differing levels of increased activity. We beliaeve that
impacts under the intermediate and high level increased activity
alternatives would be cbjectionable unless tha final SEIS
provided measures for either aveiding or nitigating significant,
long-term impacts to natural and cultural resources. Absent
mitigation or avoldance of i{mpacts, EPA recommenda further
coneideration of the status que alternative or the low leval
increased activity alternative as the proposed action in the

final SEISs.

Based on the potential for long-term, significant impacts to
natural and cultural resocurces EPA has rated the draft SEIS EO-2
(environmental objections - insufficient information).

Mitigation or alternatives that could avoid tha potential adverse
effects of guarrying, dredging, f£illing, and construction
asgociated with the alternatives for intermediata and high lavels
| of increased activitiea should be provided in the final SEIS.

The draft SEIS also proposes adoption, implementation, and
promulgation of new environmental standards and procedures for
USAKA activities in the Republic of the Marshall Islands {RMI).

& Printed on Recycied Paper

Response to 1.9-1: Thank you for your comment.

Response to 19-2: The 1.8, Army concurs that some of the activities that make up
the Intermediate and High Level-of-Activity alternatives would have significant
impacts, some of which could not be mitigated. The alternatives examined in the
Draft SEIS were crafted in part to identify the actions that could have significant
environmental impacts. The U.S. Army will select activities it implements from
amang the actions that make up each alternative evaluated in the EIS. In doing so,
it will carefully review the potential environmental impacts of each activity, and the
opportunities for effective mitigation, Responses to specific comments in this letter
are addressed below in the responses to Comments 1.9-5 through 1.9-26.

Response to L9-3: Responses to specific comments in this letter are addressed below
in the responses to Comments L9-5 through 1.9-26,

Response to L9-4: The environmental framewark of the Compact does not envision
regulatory authority for any U.S. resource agency to extend to the statutes that form
the basis of the proposed Standards for U.S. activities at USAKA. Although the US.
environmental laws delineated in Section 161 of the Compact apply to USAKA (i.c,
Clean Water Act, Ocean Dumpiiig Act, Toxic Substances Centrol Act, Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act, Endangered Species Act, and National
Envirenmental Policy Act), U.S. resource agencies do not retain regulatory or
enforcement authority for those laws at USAKA (Section 171 of the Compact).

Although the Compact does not extend independent regulatory oversight 1o U.S.
resource agencies, the U.S. Army recognizes the importance of involving the U.S.
resource agencies in the process of developing the Standards and reviewing USAKA
activities subject to the Standards. For developing the Standards, U.S. resource
agencies have been involved as members of the Project Team. For reviewing
USAKA activities, the procedures in the Standards have been revised to incorporate
additional epportunities for appropriate agencies, including the RMIEPA, to
participate in review of USAKA's activitics, For additional information on ROCs,
LOAs, DEPs, and other procedural revisions, see the responses to Comments E-7,
M-10, M-21, and L14-5.
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We strongly support U.S. Army adoption of environmental standards
for USAKA activities and look forward to working with the Army
towards this goal. We are concerned, however, about the proposed
limiting of independent regulatory oversight in the March 1993
version of the environmental standards and procedures. We
appreciate the spacial obligations of the U.5. Army and
governmant and belleve thay can ba adequately preserved under the
lettar of authority procedure praviously considered during

davelopment of USAKA standards and procedures.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the draft SEIS
and USAKA environmental standards and procedureas and welcome the
opportunity to meet with your ataff to discuse our comments prior
to issuance of the final SEIS. Norm Lovaelace, EPA Region 9, haa
been closely involved in the development of USAKA standards and -
procedures and can be reached at (415)744-1599% if you have
questions about EPA‘s comments. You or your staff can also
contact ma at {202) 260-5053 or David Powers of ny staff at (202)

260-5059 should you have questions regardjng this letter.
Sinterely
1 L/‘/ / W

ichaxd E. Sanderson
Director .
Office of Federal Activitiaes

i

cct Colonel Crosby E. Hazel, Commander USAKA
D. Randy Gallien, SDIO

Enclosure
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DETALLED EPA COMMENTS

USAKA Environmental Standards and Progedures

The analysis of the proposed USAXA environmental standards
appears to be complete and thorough. wWhile there are several
areas in the technical portions of the standards that will
require clarification or correction, they are relatively minor in
nature. We strongly support tha review and refinement of the
USAKA standards provision proposed in the March 1993 document.

An undertaking of the magnitude of the USAKA standards and
procedures is very complicated and there will likely be areas
where the standards implementation experience will suggest that
revisions and refinement are desirable. Wa concur with the U.S.
Army that standards review and if necessary revision should occur
at least annually.

EPA I8 very concerned about the regulatory mechanisms )
proposed in the USAKA standards and procedures. As we underatand
the proposed process, U.S. environmental regulatory agencles and
the Republie of the Marshall Islands Environmental Protaction
Authority (RMI-EPA)} would be given the opportunity to review and
comnent on proposed activities that would genarally require a
regulatory permit approval if they were conducted in the U.S.
Thera would, however, be no formal approvals per se, The U.S,
agancies and the RMI-EPA would be limited to initiation of
conflict resolution and issuance of "Hotices of Deficiency" to
USAKA under the proposed standards.

We believe that the principal of independent regulatory
overaight should be incorporatad in the USAKA environmental
standards and that the RMI-EPA should be a party to ragulatory
instruments governing environmentally important activities at
USARKA. An earlier version of the proposed USAKA environmental
standarde provided for the isguance of "Letters of Authority"
{LOA) for covered activities at USAKA. LOAs would be signed by
USAKR, RMI-EPA, and the appropriate U.S. agency. We believe this
LOA procedure has merit and that the proposed USAKA environmental
standards should be revised to Incorporate i{t. We also believe
that the rights and obligations of the U.5. under Title III of
the Compact of Free Association can be adequately preserved with
an LOA-type procedure. Although the SEIS process does not in
itself effect the USARA environmental standards and procedures,
Ehe final SEIS should thoroughly analyze and discuss the LOA

s8ue,

Environmental Impacts of Proposed Activities

Tha natural and cultural resocurce waps in the draft SEIS
provide a good identification of general categorles of valuable
aquatic, terrestrial, and cultural resources. The leval of
activity maps aleo clearly demonastrate where various activities
will occur. Based oh a compariszon of the different sets of maps

and descriptions of proposed activities, it appears to EPA that

Response to L9-5: Thank you for your comment. The U.S. Army aprees that
revisions to the Standards will be required periodically and recognized this need in
Section 2-22, Periodic Review of the Standards.

Response to L9-6: Under the revised procedures in the Standards, RMIEPA and
U.S. resource agencies will sign the DEP (see the responses to Comments E-7, M-10,
and M-21). The U.S. Army is concerned that its abilities to carry out its rights-and
obligations under Title Three of the Compact would be compromised if it is not able
te proceed with defense-related activities without the approval of a U.S. or RMI
envitonmental agency. Furthermore, the U.S. Army believes that the procedures in
the Standards provide an adequate mechanism for encouraging compliance with the
substantive provisions of the Standards. In the U.S. Army's view, including a formal
approval authority would not result in any greater environmental protection to the
environment than would adherence to those procedures currently in the proposed
Standards. Consequently, a detailed discussion of an LOA or other type of
consultation procedure, beyond the discussion already contained in the SEIS and the
discussions in the responses to Comments, is not undertaken in the SEIS. The
environmental framework of the Compact is discussed In the responses to Comments
M-10, M-14, and M-18. The regulatory role of U8, agencies at USAKA is addressed
in the response 10 Comment L9-4.

Respanse to L9-7: Please see the responses to comments L9-8, 1L9-9, £9-10, L9-11,
L9-17, 1.9-18, 1.9-19, L9-20, and L9-22 for responses 1o specific comments. The U.S.
Army recoghizes that some of the aclions cvalvated in the Draft SEIS would have
impacts that would be significant and could not be mitigated (.8, the removal of
Pisonia forest in the High Level-of-Activity Alternative). In those cases, avoiding or
moving the activity that would cause the impact is identified as the only plausible
mitigation. It should be noted that the High Level of Activity was formulated in
order to idenlify and evaluate the upper bounds of activities that might stress the
environment at USAKA, to understapd what activities can and cannot be conducted
at’USAKA without unmitigable environmental impacts. The identification of impacts
in the High Level of Activity that cannot be conducted without unmitigable -
environmental impacts helps the U.S. Army evaluate and select the activities it will
plan to conduct at each USAKA island in the future,
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there i the potential for significant, long-term impacts to
cultural and natural resources from reef guarrying, dredging and
filling activities, and the construction of faclilities and
infrastructure. . We do not believe that the draft SEIS provides
information to support some of the assumptions that the proposed
activities would have popsianificant impacts. The final SEIS
ghould reasgess potential iwmpacts to cultural and natural
resources, particularly focusing on the intermediate and high
level Iincreased activity alternatives. Mitigation andfor
alternative ways of accomplishing proposed activities should be
clearly ldentified in the final SEIS where long-term impacts to
significant cultural and natural resources could occur.

Reef Ouarrving (Section 4.2)

The draft SEIS presents a method for determining the maximum

quarry width, but no mention is made of the affact of different
quarry lengths., The final SEIS should discuss whether quarry
length has any affect on the wave characteristics or energy
impacting the seaward shoreline (pp. 4-% to 4-12}.

The draft SEIS states that the current practice when
locating reef flat guarries is to maintain a 100-foot distance
between the seaward edge and the gquarry (p. 4-10). The final
BEIS should provide a justification for the adaguacy of this

gatback distance and discusa how impacts to aquatic resources and
[horelina integrity vary under different quarry setback

scenarios.

The final SEIS should identify whether the maximum quarry
trench width of 300 feat applies to tha inter island reef flat
areas proposed for quarrying on tigures 4.%-4, -6, -7, -8, and -
11, The notes on these figures state that trench width limits
generally would not apply between islands. The amount of reef

flat that can be guarried without affecting the resistance ot the
reef flats to physical weatharing or to tha long term capacity of
the coralline algas to maintaln a constant elevation with respect
to sea level rises or ieland/atoll subsidence should be discussed
LE\ the final BEIS,

Shoreline Protection {Section 2.1,3)

Approximately 2,000 fast of new shorelline protection would
be constructed and 1,000 feet of shoreline protection would hbe
repaired on Rol-Namur to protect existing facilities under the
intarmediate level of lncreased activity alternative (p. 2-77).
Although no new facility construction is proposed under this

alternative, it ilpcludes more extansive shoreline protection than

the low level of increased activity alternative. The final SEIS
should provide an explanation of why the two alternatives, which
both include protection only for existing facilities, have
different levele of shoreline protection activity. This is

Response to L9-8: The recommendation in the SEIS that quarry trenches should be
no wider than 20 percent of the reef width was developed on the basis of a model
that assumed an unlimited trench length and, therefore, did not consider end effects
of the trench. Quarry length would have some effect in reducing the transmitted
wave height as a result of wave refraction at the ends of the trench. Also, the
portion of the wave beyond the end of the quarry would be at a lower energy state
caused by energy losses from wave breaking and bottom friction in the shallower
water of the reef flat and energy wauld be transferced laterally from the higher
energy porlion that passes aver the trench. This would spread the wave energy out
along the crest of the wave, reducing the maximurn transmitted wave height.

Section 4.2 of the SEIS has been revised to clarify that the length of the quarry can
also affect the transmitted wave height. Refraction of the waves at the ends of the
trench and lateral transfer of wave energy from the portion of the wave over the
deeper water of the quarry to the portion beyond the end of the trench {where more
energy is dissipated because of breaking and bottom friction over the shallower
waters of the reef {lat) would both reduce the maximum transmitted wave height.
For a given quarry width, a number of relatively short, segmented quarrics woild
generally result in lower transmitted wave heights than one long continuous trench.
In practice, these end effects are expected to be small compared with the influence
of the quarry and reef widths and the width of the quarry should not be increased in
order to reduce its length.

Response to L9-9: Seclion 4.2 has been revised to clarify that the proximity of the
shorewasd edge of the quarry to the shoreline is also a factor in wave height increase.
Modeling shows that wave heights at the sharefine increase the closer the edge of the
qguarry is to the shore. Removal of material from the shallower portions of the reef
closer to shore would have a greater effect than removing material from deeper
partions of the reef where wave encrgy losses caused by breaking and bottom friction
would not be as pronounced. This indicates that maintaining the shallower portions
of the reef jnshore to the quarry edge is more Important for minimizing shoreline
{mpacts than the distance between the seaward reef edge and the quarry. Experience
with past quarry sites indicates that the current practice of maintaining a 100-foot
(J1-meter) distance between the seaward reef edge and the quarry is adequate to
protect the Integrity of the reef. In general, for a given trench width, greater offsets
from the edge af the reef would tend to increase transmitted wave heights.

Response to L9-10: The discussion of the jmpacts of quartying in Section 4.2 of the
SEIS has been revised to include additional information about quarrying summarized
here.

Figures 4.2-1 through 4.2-10 of the Final SEIS include estimated available quarry
arens for the USAKA islands. The reefs between islands have a limited role in
reducing the height of waves reaching the shorelines of the adjacent islands;
therefore, quarrying in those areas is not necessatily limited to the mayimom criteria
of 300 feet or 20 percent of the reef width,

Increases in wave energy entering the lagoon increase the possibility of shareline’
erosion to islands on the other side of the lagoon; however, the potential for
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increased erosion of lagoonside beaches as a resull of mining of reefs on the opposite
side of the lagoon is low. In generul, increased wave energy entering the lagoon
would disperse to a large degree before reaching the opposite side, minimizing the
increase in wave heights. ’

Quarries cause long-term impacts to the reels, as evident from the remaining pits dug
before ar during World War Il There is no apparent evidence that the coraline
afgne would build the bottoms of these quarries up to level of the reef llat in the
neas future, Quarrying o portion ol a reef tat should not, however, reduce the
capacity ol the remaining reef fid 1o resist physical weathering or the capacity of the
coraline algae on the reef flat or in the pits to maintain a constant elevation with
respect to mean sea level changes (resulting fram sea level rise or island sebsidence).

Response to L9-11/12: The comment suggests that the only purpose or need for
shoreline protection construction is to provide protection to new facilities or activities.
In fact, shoreline protection construction or upgrade, as discussed in the Draft SEIS,
can be performed for a number of purposes. In many locations at USAKA,
previously constructed shoreline protection is inadegjuate, or has deteriorated since its
original placement. Tropical Storm Zelda in November 1991 also damaged or
destrayed significant portions af the existing shoreline protection.  Additionatly, in a
numher of locations throughout USAKA, the islands’ coastlines are eroding and
being destioyed by natural wave, surf, and wind action. The RMI is particularly
sensitive 1o constline protection, as is indicnled by Comments 1.4-1 and L6-1 on the
Draft SEIS provided by Mr. Carl A, Jeadrik, Board Member of the RMIEPA,

In May 1988, Sea Engineering, Inc., and R. M. Towil! Corp. completed a study for
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Pacific Ocean Division entitled Shoreline Inventory
and Protection Study, U.S. Anmy Kwajalein Atoll. This study specifically examined the
shoreline status of ten of the eleven USAKA islands, identified the vulnerability 10
shoreline erosion of each island, and recommended specific improvements, to shore-
line protection (the island of Ennugarret was not inventoried because USAKA has no
facilities on the island, and has leased only a small fraction of the isfand's skoreline).
Since 1988, USAKA has been working 1o implement the recommendatians of this
shoreline protection study to reduce shoreline erasion,

The lucation of shoreline protection construetion or vpgrade in speciflic allernatives
of the Diraft SEIS rellects a nuwnber of factors, primarily new facility construction and
increased activities. Other factors include status, Iocation, and significance of
shareline erosion, and USASSDC/USAKA [unding and scheduling prioritization for
shareline protection projecis.

The Draft SEIS Intermedinte Level-of-Activity Aliernative contains shoreline
protection efforts on four islands. The shoreline protection for Bleginni is directly
refated to re-activation of the Strategic Launch Yehicle (SLV) launch facitity on that
isfand. The Kwajnlein shoreline protection (approximately 850 feet of new
construction on the central lngoen shoreline where the existing shareline is eroded
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important because of the adverse effects on reef gquarrying and
dredging on water chemistry and aguatic resources.

Similar proposals for new shoreline protection were wmade for
Cmelek island under the low and intermedlate level of activity
alternatives {p. 2-83), and for Meck Igland under the high level
of activity propesal (p. 2-102). Again, new shoreline protection
appears to torrespond to the higher level of activity rather than
protection of facilities. The final SEIS should explain why the
upgraded shorelins protaction is needed for the naxt higher level
of activity, and not at the level when the new facilities are
congtructed.

¥ater Resources (Section 4.3)

Ho mitigation im proposed for the "unaceounted® for
industrial waste in the Kwajalein wastewater system. (p. 4-43)
The elevataed metals concentrations in water, mediment, and fish
tissues may be exacerbated by increased wastewater discharges
described for each of the proposed alternativas. Installation of
a clarifier to mitigate other constituents in the wastewater
discharge may not affect the metals concentrations in the
wastewater. The final SEIS should estimate the lncreased ratals
concentrations and discuss mitigation if elevated levels would
result under the increased activity alternatives (p. 4-43,
(FAragraph 3; pp. 4-48, -55, and -60). U.S, standards require
that the wastewater treatment plant for Roi-Namur achieve
secondary treatment (p. 4-49).

Alternatives (e.g., brackish well]) to the new saltwater
intake proposed for Roi-Namur should be discussed in the final
SEIS (p. 4-50).

.
The air quality analyses performed prior to the draft SBIS

have suggested the potential to exceed the National Amblent Adr

Quality Standards for nitrogen oxides on Kwajalein as a result of

power plant emissions. The final SEIS ghould reconcile these .
previous analyses with the analyels {n tha draft SEIS.

Blological Resources (Section 4.6)

The draft SEIS proposes construction of an exploasiva
ordinance disposal (EOD) pit on elther Legan or Ennugarret
Island. According to the draft SEIS white terns and black
noddies have been observed on Ennugarret Island in the area that
would be deforested during EoOD plt construction. The status of
the blolegical resources on Epnugarrat Island and the potential
impacts of constructing an EQD plt should be clearly described in
the final SEIS. This is particularly important because, axcept

and deteriorating) is a lower priority project, for which funding is currently uncertain,
This shereline protection will remain in the Intermediate Level-of-Activity Alternative
in the Final SEIS because of its relationship to the Ground Entry Point (GEP)

.alternative locations on Kwajalein Island, and because its lower priority makes its

construction less likely unless one of these alternative GEP locations js used. The
Rai-Namur and Omelek shoreline construction projects are also lower priority
projects, which resulted in their inclusion In the Draft SEIS Intermediate Level-of-
Activity Alternative rather than the Low Level-of-Activity Alternative. Based in part
on this comment, these projects have been moved to the Low Level-of-Activity
Alternative in the Final SEIS to facilitate ease of comprehension and consistency of
analysis.

The purpose of the High Level-of-Activity Alternative is to "bound the maximum
aclivity foreseen at USAKA" (page ES-3). Accordingly, the shoreline protection
projects provided in this alternative are less likely to be executed by
USASSDC/USAKA, primarily becavse of budget and schedule constraints, and
because the status and localion of these shoreline erosion problems are less
significant. However, becsuse of the desire for the Draft SEIS High Level-of-Activity
Alternative to be deliberately stressing, and to provide the maximum level of activity
likely to be conducted at USAKA, these projects have been included to provide for
comprehensive environmenta! analysis of direct, indirect, and cumulative effects
associated with their construction and associated dredging and quarrying Impacts,
They will remain in the High Level-of-ActivityAlternative for these reasons.

As a result of this comment, a review of the aggregate requirements presented in
Tables 2.1-8, 2.1-12, 2.1-14, and 2.1-15 has also been performed, and the Final SEIS
reflects a revised analysis of the quarrying and dredging requirements associated with
shoreline protection projects of the various alternatives.

Response to 19-13: The steps that USAKA has undertaken as part of the Mitigation
Plan stemming from the 1989 EIS (such as implementing hazardous waste storage,
labeling, and segregation practices; testing sandblast materia) for EP toxicity; and
improving procedures for acid neutralization and disposal) are expected to eorrect
the waste management practices that fed ta the presence of industrial waste'in the
wastewater stream. A recent study {USASSDC, 1993c) provides an evaluation of
whether the discharge of current and projected levels of wastewater will meet water
quality standards, The study Is a field and modeling investigation to evaluate the
dilution characteristics at various discharge points from Kwajalein, Roi-Namur, and
Meck Istands. )

The purpose of the study is to determine the feasibility of zones of mixing to mect
water quality standards based on available effluent constituent concentratiin data and
LES. EPA approved models. Metals are included in the constituents of concern.
Effluent concentrations are based on the study prepared by the U.S. Army~
Environmentat Hygiene Agency (USAEHA, 1991d) that is referenced in the
patagraph cited by the commenter.
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The preliminary results of the study indicate that mixing zones are feasible and will
be refatively small {less than 100 feet in extent). At the boundary and outside of the
mixing zones, water guality standards can be achieved for all constituents of concern,
including metals discharged by the Kwajalein wastewaler treatment plant. The study
was based on worst-case scenarios, including assumed constituent concentrations
associated with the High Level-of-Activity Alternative.

The study objective was to delermine whether zones of mixing are feasible, It is
likely that maore detailed, site-specific studies would be required to receive an
approved mixing zone at any particular discharge point. However, such studies would
generally be to betler define the size of the required zone of mixing. The ability to
achieve of zones of mixing appears to be confirmed by the study (USASSDC, 1993c).
Because water quality standards can be complied with, and water quality standards
are considered (o provide adequate environmental protection, the existing
contamination will not increase to o level that will exceed water quality standards.
Moreover, the projected Kwajalein, Roi-Namur, and Meck wastewater discharge
increases should not result in significant impacts to lagoonside or oceanside marine
resources in the vicinity of the discharges or in non-USAKA areas,

Response to L9-14: As discussed in the Roi-Namur Wastewater Treatnient Sty
{USASDC, 199243, the proposed primary treatment level for this facility should
qualily for a Clean Water Act 301(h) waiver from 1.8, EPA secondary treatmeni
level requirements; consequently, the proposed primary treatment tevel is considered
to be consistent with existing U.S, standards. This report concluded that the
praposed treatment level is capable of meeting the 301(h) threshold ocean discharge
requirements of 30 percent removal of biochemical oxygen demand (BOD) and total
suspended solids (TSS). The report also discussed the rapid dilution of 1060:1 or
greater that can be achieved by extending the oulfall discharge point farther out into
Lhe ocean on the west side of the island, as proposed for this facility under the Low
Level-of-Activily Alternative (see Subsection 4.3.1 of the SEIS).

Respanse to L9-15: Page 2-53 of the SEIS was revised to clarify why other
alternatives to the cooling water intake are unreasonable.

A number of alternatives were nssessed as possible allernatives to the coaling water
intake but were determined to he unreasonable al Roi-Namur. Alternatives 1o
seawater couling include the use of fresh ar brackish water wells, Such a well would
have to be constructed on the Roi side of the island and water would have to be
piped to the power plant Jocation hecause the Namur side of the island has no
freshwater lens. The use of groundwater has the potential far long-term impacts on
the limited freshwater supply for the island. Construction impacts would be
associated with well drilling.  An open-cycle cooling system (once-through cooling
waler) would require constant pumping from the groundwaler. Even if the well were
designed ta provide brackish water, there would be un impact on the freshwater lens
on Roi. Closed systems (i.e., conling tower approach) would reduce the amount of
waler required bt would result in other construction impacts.  Make-up water would
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still be necded: (he effects of well withdrawal on the groundwater or tigoon
disturbisnce for o seawater intuke woutd stilt exist.  Maintenance requirements would
be higher for a clnsed system (pagliculiuly for seawater). The canstruction impacts of
a seawaler inlake would be short term andd, overall, would result in the least
environmental disturbance,

Response to L9-16: In a reqquest tor Furiher darification of (his comment, the U.S,
Army was directed to the most recent anilysis of power plant emissions w USAKA,
Air Quality Inpact Repon, 115, Arm y Kwafalein Atoll Power Pla Upgrade, PPIY
(4,400 kW Units), (Morrow, 1993) earlicr studies performed by Motrow in November
990 and My 989 were also reviewed, but are not summarized here,

Both the madeling scenarios used by Morrow and those used for the Draft SEIS
were performed 1o evaluate the ambient air impacts assoclated with the adilition of
power plants and other refated activities on USAKA. Howevey, the goals of the two
analyses were sumewlint different.

The god of the analysis for the Draft SEIS was to evaluate potential impacts fram all
air poffution sources on all the iskinds of the atoll where USAKA aclivities occur. In
the Dealt SEIS, Power Plant 1B (PPIB) was assumed 10 be part of the No-Action
Alternative, and wis evalualed only to the extent that it mukes up one of the several
statituinry sources at Kwajafein eviiuated far their ellects on ambient air quality and
on the overall putential to violate existing NAAQS. The Draft SEIS did not evaluate
PPIB against the proposed USAKA Standards beciuse PPIB was part of the No-
Action Alternative. The propased pawer plint at Roi-Namur (part of the Low
Level-of-Activity Allernative} wats evalunted against botly the existing ambient wir
yuality standards and the proposed USAKA Standards in order to evaluate how the
propused USAKA Standurds would affeet o new emission source.

The goal of the Morrow study was apparently twolold: 1 evalyate PPID against
ambient air quality standards, and 1o determine complisnee with the proposed
USAKA Standards air quality increments.

Morraw and the analyst for the Draft SEIS used different modeling scenarits 1o
evahuute the impacts assaciated with the virious power plant changes at USAKA.
The following discussion examines anly the ane pair of nuuleling scenarios used by
Muorrow and the Draft SEIS that are maost similar—the Post-1993 scenario used by
Morrow and the Higl Levet-of-Activity scenntio used in the Drait SEIS analysis,
Both scenarios predict the ambient air impacts at USAKA sfter all power plant
riedifications are in place, Specificatly, these scennrios predict the ambient pir
impacts on USAKA after PP2, PPIA, and PPIB are in place and aperating.

Both Morrow sad the Draft SEIS used the EPA’s Industrial Source Complex-Short
Terin (ISCST) mated 1o prediet ambient air Yuality impacts of sulfur dioxide (50,
nitrogen oxides (NO,), anu partivulite matter (PM,,). The Drafi SEIS used the

ISCST madel 10 evaluate the fmpacts ussociated with carbon monoxide (CO) while



[Kéu4

Maorrow used EPA's PTPLU model to evaluate CO impacts. Sources of 50, NO,,
PM,,, and CO other than the power plants were considered to be minor in respect
air quitlity at Kwajalein for both the Morrow and Draft SEIS modeling runs.

Both medels used different source characteristics o evaluate the impacts associated
with PP2, PP1A, and PPIB, These dilferences are showa in Table A, One of the
major differences is the stack heights that were vsed. Morrow used 70 feel in one
modeling run and 90 feet in unather madeling ren to chapaicterize the stack heights
for PP1A and PPIB. The Draft SEIS used K0 feet to characterize the stack heights
for PP1A and PP1DB for its modeling run.

Tobla A
Source Chaiacterlsilcs PF2, PPIA Slacks

Ihall 31318 Mo rrow

I'e2 rria rriy vey teia ] i

Stack heighd (m) AR 2438 unw 1o 3 3
Stack dinmuier (m) 07l o w71 o 069 079
Tixh gas vebiwhly (mafsec) 1.5 as as 509 130 EIR)
Jixit gas temperatury (K) {1148 [ 7148 | 7148 | 788 455 Jens

Emission estimates used by Morrow and the Draft SEIS for PP2, PPIA, and PPIB
vary widely between the modeling runs. The values are shown in Toble B. The
emission estimates for the Morrow madeling runs were taken from historical and
projected piaver generation/fuel use data using US. EPA emission factors and
manufacturer’s emission tates. The cnvssion estimates used in the Draft SEIS
modeling run were taken from the US, BPA's Compilation of Air Polfutant Emissien
Factors, AP-42 (1983) und source testing that was done in June JU8Y (AS], 1989),
Emission estimates from both of these sources were [urther revised by CH2M HILL
staff based on additional information tfrom USAKA.

Five years of surface/upper air data (1986-1990) for USAKA were used by Morrow
ta characterize ambient air conditions. The Draft SEIS modeling used 1988 onsite
metearalogical data specitie for the Kwajilein Atoll acquired from H. E: Kramer, Inc.

Morrow’s analysis used specific building tengibs, widths, and heights to characterize
downwash eifects. Building downwasty wis not eonsidered in the Draft SEIS madel
Tuns.

The recepioes used in the Morraw model runs eansisted of an initial rectangukbar
receplue grid with receptor spacing set al 200 meters within 2 kilometers of the
power plants. A secondary 100-meter grid was then wsed to locate the point of
maximum impact. The Draft SEIS model used a receplur course grid with a spacing
of 1 wile neross the entire atoll. A fine giid was then used to estimate e miximum
peint ol impact; the receptors in the fine grid were placed 1,609 meters apart.
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Table B
Emfsslon Assumpllons
PPZ. PPLA

{tons per yea]

Liafe S1EIS Moryuw
Follutant trE IPIA PRI Toral ‘Total*
S0, 113 47 12% 39 00
FhE 135 7 bi] 54 %
LN 268 1,391 1,853 3612 3%
(K8 151 He 155 422 600
Ve 012 4 53 ] 100

*lulal for alt power pifanta,

Morrow evaloated PP1I's complinnce with NAAQS and with the air quality incre-
ments of the proposed USAKA Siandards, The Draft SEIS only considered the
NAAQS to determine compliance fur PPIB.

In the Morrow model, with 70/%0-foot stacks for PP1IA and PPIB, all of the NAAQS
can be mel even at full load and heat recovery on all PP1A units. The proposed
Standnrds air quality increments can also be met if PP1A is trealed as within the
baseline defined by the proposed USAKA Standards, 1f PPLA is not considered part
of the baseline, significant reductions in allowable load and fuel sulfur content would
be required in order 10 comply with the proposed USAKA increment standards for
50,

In the Draft SEIS model, the NAAQS for all criteria pollutants were met for the
poltutants emitting from PP2, PPIA, and PP1R.

For the Final SE1S, the uir quality analysis was rerun to account for changes in some
of the characteristics of emitlers (e, PPIB is now proposed (o be 17.6 MW ruther
than t6 MW; the new Roi-Namur power plant will be 13.5 MW rather than

15.4 MW; and incinerators will be added at Roi-Namur and Meck). For the Final
SEIS analysis, the stuck height of PP1B was assumed to be 70 feet (21.3 meters).
The results of this nnalysis, shown in Section 4.4 of the Final SEIS, showed that
NAAQS were met for all poliutants of all emitters at USAKA for all level-of-activity
dlternatives, '

Response to L9-17: A ficld reconnaissance of Ennugarret and the other USAKA
isluinds was made in February 1992 to gather supplemental information for the Drafl
SEIS. Major black nady nesting, as well as some while tern nesting, was observed
on various islands during this reconnaissance, but no major nesting colonies of either
black nodiies or white terns or other seabirds were observed on Fnnugarret at that
time. Must of the area of Ennugarret that is proposed to be disturbed for the
explusive ordnance disposal (EQDY) pit has been cleared in the pust and does not
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L9-20
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for an abandoned cemmunications tower, the draft SEIS indicates
that Ennugarret Island is undeveloped and densely forested. The
bases for the assumptions In the draft SEIS that there are no
major nesting coleonies on Ennugarret Island and that forest
removal from a quarter of the island for the EOD pit constltutes
a nonslgnificant Impact should be provided in the final SEIS. The
potential impacts'of forest removal to island solls apd
vegetation, potential turtle nesting hakitat, and near shore
water quality should be addrassed for the proposed EOD pit.

The draft SEIS states that "there would be an unmitigabla
impact on a small area of seabird nesting area on Legan Island®
unless the EOD pit is sited in another previously disturbed area.
We also note from a comparison of the proposed action and
cultural and natural resocurce maps that a new road would be
associated with the EOD pit on Legan island. This suggests that
areas designated as valuable island plant areas, both identified
and potential cultural reaources, another seabird nesting area,
coconut crab habitat, and posaibly salt ponds could also be
adversely impacted. These impacts and poselble avoidance and
mitigation measures should ha furthar discussed in the final
S5EIS,

The destruction of a majority of mature Pisonia forest on
Eniwetak under the high level of activity scenarlo is
unmitigable. This forest recelves intensive use by a black noddy
nasting colony. Other options should be considered in the final
SEIS (p. 4-124}).

Marine Biologigal Regources (Section 4,71

The dredging and filling assoclated with the addition of 15
acres to Meck Island under the medium and high-levals of activity
and of 45,000 sguare feet to Gellinam Island under the high-lave}l
of activity would have a significant impact on the marine
biolegical resources. The final SEIS should consider mitigation
or other options for the facilities planned for Meck and Gellinam
Islands.

‘Solid Waste (Section 4.13.3)

The text acknowledges that existing soiid waste generation,
collection, and disposal practices on the USAKA islands are not
consistent with U.S. EPA guldelines for management of solid
waste. The planned upgrades for mitigating increased lavels of
waste upder the three activity alternatives may ba adequate to
offset increased waste generation but activities such as ground
and surface water monltoring and placement of daily covar at
landfills are not diecussed. These are some of the measuras
required by existing EPA regulations under ceartain circunstances.
The final SEIS should discuss whether wonitoring, dafily landfill
covering or other measures will be required. If daily covering

contain the trees necessary o serve as seabird nesting habitat, Tn addition, the only
putential turtle nesting habitat on Ennugarrel is along o portion of the island that
would nat be distushed by EOD facitity construction or operation. Nearshore water
yuality imjracts are essentially the saime as any of those discussed in the Draft SEIS
invodving construction in the marine environment (that is, they are short term,
localized, and can be mitigated through use of approprinte construction techniques
and silt curtains). 1t should be noted that, for a variety of reasons identified in the
Draft SEIS {e.g., the fact that USAKA contrals only a portion of the island and
patential naise impacts to people on the istand), EOD at Ennugarret does not
appear to be feasible.

Response to L9-18: The comment is currect in noting that there would be potential
clfects associated with construction of the access road 1o an EOD pit on Legan, The
proposed raad has been located to coincide with an existing cleared but somewhat
overgrown road to the extent pussible to minimize impacts 1o the island's natural and
cultural resources. In order to maintain required safety distances between the EOD
fucility and ather Facilities on the island, the locution at the northern end of the island
is the only practical location for an EOD pit on that island, unless the island were
expanded through landlill. The Draft SEIS (page 4-162) acknowledges the potential
to alfect identified cultural resources and an arca with the potential to contain buried
cultural resources. On page 4-120, the Draft SEIS acknowledges the potential for
impacts to seabird nesting areas and coconut crab habital. There would be no
inpacts to the salt ponds located to the west,

Response tu 1.9-19; The Draft SEIS notes that destruction of much of the mature
Pisonia forest on Eniwelnk would be an unmitigable action. Given the island’s small
size, no other practical options exist nt Eniwetak (other than expanding the island by
menns of fandlilling) if that island is to be used as a lunch facility. Other
alternatives (i.e., lower level-of-activity alternatives) have been considered in the
Drah SEIS amd are carried forward 1o the Finu! SEIS. Apain, it should be noted that
the High Level of Activity was formulated in order to identily and evaluate the upper

~bounds of activities that might siress the environment at USAKA, to understand what

activities can and cannot be conducted it USAKA without unmitigable eavironmentat
impacts, The identificntion of impacts in the High Leveb-of-Activity Alternotive that
cannot be conducted without unmitigable eavironmental impacts helps the U.S. Army
evaluate and select the activities it will plan 1o conduct at each USAKA island in the
future.

Response 10 L9-20: The impacts of dredging and filling under the Intermediate and
High Level-ol-Activity alternatives at Meck and Gellinam, respectively, have been
addressed in the Draft SEIS, as have proposed mitigation aclions to reduce those
impacts. 1t should be noted, however, that the loss of reef at arca from these
landfills would be irretricvable, but would not involve a unique resource at Kwajalein.
New tables in Section 4.2 of the Final SEIS compare the arens that might be
quarried with the total available reef area and the wotal suitable reef area. Other
alternatives to the quarrying and fandfilling at Meck and Gellinam (i.e., lower level-
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is necessary, tha estimated volume of excavated reaf flat
material should be provided apd the attendant dredgling impacts
should be assessed. Other sources of cover or waste management
practices should also be considered.

Enyirenmental Equity

The dratt SEIS provides information on World War II
historical artifacts and sites but does not address Marshallese
cultural and social isgues in a manner that permite an analysis
of potential impacts of the various draft SEIS alternatives.
Page 3-65 of the draft BEIS states that "{i)vestigations
documenting traditional Marshallese use 6f the islands have yet
to be undertaken for the USAKA area.” Disclosure on traditional
Marshallese resources and uses of the islands is integral to a
sufficient description of the affacted environment, potential
impacts of the various alternatives, and mitigation measures for
such impacts. Tha final EIS should addreas the following
resources and imsues, discuss how the various EIS alternatives
could affect them, and provide mitigation measures where adverse
impacts from USAKA activities would be unavcidabla.

6 Cultural, historical, and religious rescurces and uses of
the potentially affected islands
Subsistence resources and uses
Economlc status of the affected communities
Cultural geographic structures (e.g., soclal patterns and
behaviors, community cohesion}
© Impacts to community ecconcmic structure (e.g.,
housing issuese, property valueg)
¢ Health impactas (physical, mental)
c Enown disparate environmental impacts present prior to the
proposed action

Q0Q

e

We do commend your efforts, however, to facilitate
communication with the Marshallese Istanders by providing a
| translation of the Executive Summary in their language.

General Comnents on Alternatives and Mitlgation

The draft BEIS discusses three increased levels of activity
rather than distinctive alternatives. Within each level of
activity the associated construction and operational features ara
described but alternatives are generally not discussed. For
example, considerable attention is devoted to the quarrying
activitles associated with each level of activity but not to
alternatives to quarrying. Given the potential for significant
environmental effects under the intermediate and high lavel
increased activity alternatives, the final SEIS should digcuss

alternatives to the activities that have environmantal
Emsaquences as wall as the assoclated mitigation measures.

of-nctivity alternatives) have been considered in the Draft SEIS and are carried
forward to the Final SEIS. In addition, in the Final SEIS, the use of commercial
agpregate is identified as an alternative to quarrying at USAKA.,

Response to L9-21: USAKA will comply with applicable landfill surfnce water
monitoring, groundwater monitoring, and daily cover requirements, As shown in
Table 4.13-7 of the Drah SEIS, U.S. EPA and the proposed USAKA Standards are
similar for these specific Jandfill operational requirements.

Municipal solid waste landfilling and associated cover needs are expected either to
cease or to be grently reduced when the three interim incinerators hcmmc.
operational in late 1993, The total interim incinerator capacity of 3{.] metric tans per
day (mtpd) will be adequaie to handle the 29 mipd of municipal solid waste
estimated for the Intesmediate Level-of-Activity Alternative. Three permanent
incinerators with a total capacity of 41 to 49 mtpd are expected to replace the
interim Incinerators in 1998, eliminating the need for municipal solid waste landfilling
and associated daily cover. As a result, fandfill daily cover will not be needed when
the permanent incinerators become operational, regardiess of which of the level-of-
activity alternatives is selecled, If future landfill cover needs nrise, however, USAKA
expects to satisfy them with nonguarried material (such as compust).

Response to L.9-22: 1t is important to note that the 1989 EIS is incorporated Into the
1993 SEIS by reference. The commenter is referred ta the cultural resources
sections (3.8 and 4.8) of the 1989 EIS, which identily and describe known Maishalfese
archaeological sites.  All activities analyzed in the Draft SEIS were evaluated against
the known cullural resources sites identified in the 1989 EIS. Other socineconomic
impacts of the proposed action and allernatives are addressed in the sacioeconomic
sections of the (949 EIS and the Draft SEIS. The Draft SEIS recopnizes that
information is nat available about tnditional use sites, and recomiends as mitigation
for the Low Level-of-Activity Alternntive (page 4-159) that an inventory of traditional
use areas shoull be completed. The Finat SEIS has heen revised to clarify that this
mitigation applies 1o the Intermedinte and High as well as to the Low Level-of-
Activily Alternalive. Please see also the responses to Comments L10-2, L11-14, and
L14-23.

Response to 1.9-23: Thank you fur your comment. The Executive Summary, as well
as the cumment letters on the Draft SCIS and responses, have been translated into
Marshallese.

Response to 1.9-24: The Final SEIS (Subsection 2.1.2 and Sectinn 4.2) has been
tevised Lo add discussions: of alternatives for specilic activities such as quarrying,
shoreline protection, the Roi-Namur power plant, and the Roi-Namur cooling water
intake. Pleuse see also 1he responses to Connments LY-2 and E-24.
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In several arcag the draft SEIS does not offer sufficient
certainty with respect to planned actions to enable thorough
scrutiny of the actions and the alternatives. While EPA
appreciates the uncertalnty over funding and program priorities,
the final SEIS should be as conclee as poagible regarding which
activities will occur and how the attendant impacts will he
mitigated. For example, under the proposed intermediate level of
activity the draft SEIS Indicates that either Meck island or
Illeginni Island will ba developed to support new increased
launches, but not both, There are major differences in the
environmental consequences of this choice and the final SEIS
should indicate the preferred alternative and dascribe the
specifices of proposed mitigation.

Much of the proposed mitigation rests with implementation of
the USAKA environmental standarda. While the draft SEIS also
analyzes activities against U.s. etandarde and proposes
corresponding mitigation, this mitigation is theoretical inasmuch
a8 the implementation component of 0.5, standards is not in
effect. Thie ls particularly important whera future studies,
reviews and decisions are needed to define a course of action and
underscores the importance of effecting the USAKA standards

before significant new activities occur at USAKA.,

Response to L9-25: The SCIS was developed in arder to evaluate a range of
activities at USAKA and to evaluate which activilies may have mitigable and
unmitigable envisanmental impacts. In preparing the Record of Decision on the
level-of-activity alternatives, the U.S. Army will review its program requirements and
the environmental impacts of cach component of each alternative, and sclect
clements of the activities described in the SEIS and the appropriate mitigations.
Specific activities may be selected from other alternatives, and seme elements of the
Intermediate Level of Activity may not be included. At this time, the U.S. Army
betieves that, overall, the selected activities will correspond {in terms of population-
related impacts, numbers of launches, and other critical parameters) with the level of
activity at USAKA described in the SEIS as the Intermediate Level of Activity,

Response to L9.26: The U.S. Army belicves that the mitigation measures proposed
in the Draft SEIS are not theoretical because USAKA is currently complying with
and identifying mitigation efforts under existing U.S. standards. The U.S. Army
agrees that effecting the Standards before significant new activities occur at USAKA
is important. The response to Comment M-14 addresses the concern about effecting
the Standards before beginning new activities at USAKA.
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L10-1

(.Responsible Citizens for Responsible Government

June 29, 1993

Mr. Kenneth R. Sims

U.S. Army Space and Strategic Dafense Command
Attn: C8S-EN -V

P.O. Box 1500

Huntsville, Alabama 856607-3801

Dear Mr. Bimas,
I recognize the great responsibility that rests on your shoulders and those

States from military threats and st the same time to insure the henith, safety
and well being of the pecplo at the site whera these test programs take place.
This is very hard, Yot it Is also very hard to be &n Amarican eitizen who is
achingly aware of the adverse impacts these Programs have had on the
quality of lifo of the indigencue Marshallese people, particularly on Ebeye.

Until [ became a resident of Kauai five years ago, and in particular unti]
began investigating the Impaets of the STARS launches on Kauai, T had no

I have many strong beliefs, 1 believe in honoring the spirit of the law, not
Just the fetter of the law. Since the 1950's there has existed a “Trust’
relationship with the Republic of the Marshall Islands and the US.
Government. To me, this implies that onormous ecrutiny must he given to
the impact of the American presence on the quallty of life of the indigenoys

F. 0. Box 1440 Hupalsi, Hawijl #6714 Fhope - {808) 824 - 9005

Fox - (808} 826 - 7423

~

Response to L10-1: Thank you for your comment,
comments are addressed below (L10-2 through L10-

Responses to your specilic
14),
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( Responsible Citizens for Responsible Governme
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peoples of the Marshall Tstands. We must not limit our sphere of concern to
obviaus safety or health precautions, but rather observe how we can preserve
their culture and nurture their well being physically, emotionally and
spiritunlly, both now and in the future. I realize this Is an enormous
undertaking, but T beliove it is neeessary within the context of the 'aplrit’ of
sur "Trust’ relationship.

Native Hawaiians on Kauai have made citizens acutely aware of the
“cultural genocide” that is occurring throughout the Pacific. Entire cullures
are being obliterated. From the accounts of the Marshallese, this.is certainly
true in their case. What can we do? The DEIS speaks of impacts to
endangered flora and fauna. This can not be our sole concern! With the
greatest respect we must even more resolutely preserve the “sndangered
culture” and integrity of the Marshallege people,

I have beon told that issues such as these dao not fall within the “acope” of
an "Envirenmental Impact Statement.” ] implore you to correct this omission
in .8 /NEPA policy with both the DEIS and subsequent KIS on the proposed
activities at USAKA. In the past, perhaps out of ignorance, haste,
callousness or expediency, to meet the “perceived” threats to the United
States, grave abuses have been inflicted on indigenous Pacifie peoples. This
can no longer continue! I feal the 1990's has heraided a change - a changa
towards a more holistic view of the world and our relationship to it.

I soa these documents (the 1993 DEIS for ASAKA and subsequent EIS) as
a chance to reflect this change, and reverse the old trend of negligence and
abuse. 1 ask you to personally insure that in the next analysis of proposed
activities at USAKA, a comprehensive etudy is included that addresses the
socio-cultural perspective of the impacts of thess programs to the
Marshaltese people.

P. O Box 1440 Hanalei, Hawaii 98714 Fhase - {B0B) 826 . 9005

Fax - (R0B) B26 - 7428

N
nt

Response t0 L10-2: The Trust relationship hetween tire Marshall Islands and the
United States coneluded with the implementation of the Campact of Free
Assaciution in 1986, which ented the United States trusteeship, The Murshadl
Islands are now a sovereign nation, and 1he ULS, government's relutivnship with the
Republic of the Marshalt lslinds is set by the framework of the Compact, '

Now that the RMI is an independens sation, it is prinvieily the rale of the RMI

government t work toward the well-heing of the Marshallese people. At the same
time, the LS. Army is acutely awire of its role wt USAKA and warks 1o ensure that
its activities al USAKA also serve the inferests of 1he RMI government ang people.

- The US. goverpment assists the RMI with payments and technical assistance, as

specified in the Compact. In addition, the proposed Standards provide a mechanism
to protect the matural and cultural resources of (he Murshali Islamds. The U.S. Army
and Do) are committed 10 warking to ensure » positive rekionship with the RMI
and with the resideats of Kwajalein Atoll. For example, since 1986, USAKA lias
spansared Marshallese children each year to enter the USAKA school system in
Grade 1 and remain in the USAKA systemy throwgh Grade 12,

The U.S. Aniny acknowledges that socioeconamic impacts fall within the scope of the
envirommental iimpacts that must be addressed in an EIS. As expliined in Sections
310 and 4.10 of the 1989 £IS {which is incorporated imo this SEIS) and in Sectians
311 nad 441 of the Drafi SEIS, the sociveconomic impacts of US. government
netivities at USAKA are shaped by g muniber of factars, inchuling the limited number
of ishinds leased by USAKA, the Physical separation, for securily rensons, of the
USAKA islands from those inhabited by the Marshallese, and the fairly limited
number of jobs fur Marshallese citizens a1 USAKA (in part resulting from the small
size of the facility, as well as from the highly scientific and technical nature of its
mission). The Compact establishes (he types and levels of funding provided by the
LS. government to the RMI government and to kindowners of the islands Jeased by
the US. government. In nddition (as described on pages 3-130 and 3-134 of the 1989
Dralt E1S), KALGOV, the local gavernment of Kwajalein Atall, restricts immigration
into the ntoll for the purposes of employment at USAKA by controfling the
distribution of jobs for Marshallese citizens at USAKA, The provision of health,
education, and other hasic sucial services is the responsibility of the lacal and national
governments of the RMI, and how these services are provided by the RMI
govermment woukl not be alfected by the actions of the U S, government ol UJSAKA
that are the subject of the SEIS. The SEIS addresses the potential impacts of
different levels of U.S, activitjes at LISAKA, including the number of jobs for
Marshallese nt USAKA and the fevel of income tax receips to the RMI government
(Subsection 4.11.2). Please see also the response 1o Comment LE1-7.

Response o LEO-Y: Pleuse see the response o Comment L1¢0-2, The U.S. Army and
Dub are committed 1o 4 positive relativnship with the RMJ, and USAKA wants 1o
be a responsible and positive part of Kwajalein Atoll and she RMI,
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( Responsible Citizens for Responsible Government

Progrees has bsen made in that Environmental Impact Statements are
now a mandatory part of proposed mililary activities. These envirenmental
studies address the technological impacta to “andangered” flora and fauna as
well as basic human health and safety, Bul we must go farther. With the
greatest respect we must even more resolutely presarve “endangered
cultures,” in this cese, that of the Marshallese.

I know that ultimately a ‘successful' defenss of a graat nation like our
United States can not be built upon the suffering of a few. My hope is that
the upcoming document on proposed activitles at USAKA can be the first to
addreas thess [ssues so that a alroﬁger America can emerge. lLat this
document be a mode] for the future.

Having reviewed the 1993 DEIS for Proposed Actions st U.S. Army
Kwajalein Atoll, | have some apecific comments,
1) Given the current shift in U, 8, Defonse palicy from Strategic Defonse to
Theatre Misslle Defanse, why are puch increased levels of activity belng
proposed at USAKA? Why ls the “No Actlon Alternative” or perhaps &
“Reduced-Action Alternative” not more fully explored? Considering the
recent policy shift, is White Sands, New Mexico not a more cost effective and
appropriate place to test tactical missiles?
uﬁ‘ Along these lines, the DEIS refers to programs such as GPALS and
Brilliant Pebbles, both of which have been eliminated. 1 feel that a great
deal of the text of thls document has been rendered obsolete by the change in
“current events, necessitating a new DEIS,
3) Time end again, | have heard of the dangerous effects of mlcrowave
radiation at USAKA. The current DEIS does not adequately discuss the
effects of thia technology on the native people. I want to see & detalled
anelysis of the health of the Marshalless on Ebeye over time so that shifta in
heslth/disease, etc. might be examined. In this way ndverse radiation effects

could be detected and analyzed more coherently.

PO, Box 1440 Manslei, Hawsii 98714 Phone - (BDE) B16 - 9005

Fax - (308) B26 - T41S

~\

Response to L10-4: As stated on pages 1-2 and 1-9 of the Draft SEIS, increased
levels of testing activity nre being proposed in response to Congressional direction ta
develop both a theater missile defense (FMD) system and & national missile defense
(NMD} system. Current direction for the Missile Defense Program emphasizes the
TMD system for testing and deployment while emphasizing testing activities only for
the NMD system. Therefore, the testing activities for USAKA nre proposed to
continue for Interceplor and sensor technologies.

The No-Action Allernalive is explored in the SEIS, but this alternative clearly does
not meel the current emphasis of testing Interceptor and sensor technologies for a
TMD or an NMD system. Therefore, the Proposed  Action (i.¢.,the Intermediate
Level-of-Activity Alterative) is being fully evaluated to addsess the environmental
impacts of these testing activities. The No-Action Allemative would not mest the
current testing requirements.

White Sands Missile Range (WSMR) is currently used and will cuntinue 1o he used
for tle testing that can safely be performed there; however, because of its jocation
and size, there are limits to WSMR's copability to support testing activities that stress
the interceptor and sensor capabilities ngainst representitive targets, such s high
altilude and fong-range intercepts.

Response (o L10-5: Please sce the responses to Comments L1-2 and L10-4,

Response to L10-6: The polenlial effects of electramagnetic radintion (EMR) are
discussed extensively in Sections 3.15 and 4.15 of the 1989 EIS and in Sections 3.16
and 4.16 of this SEIS. There will be no measurable EMR from USAKA [acilities at
non-USAKA islands because (1) the main beams of radars are never pointed at
inhabited areas and are provided with mechanlcal and/or software slops to prevent
that from occurring, and (2) as described in Section 4,15 of the 1989 EIS and 4,16 of
this SEIS, EMR assoclated with side and grating lobes of radars and from other
sensar and communication equipment diminishes in strength rapidly with distance,
and would be unmeasurable outside USAKA Islands. On the USAKA Istands, RMI
cilizens, as well as nonindigenous USAKA personnel, sre pratected from dangerous
expasure tu EMR by mechanical and other means thit aze described in the 1989 EiS
and this SEIS. ‘The goal of these controls is to ensure that no one is expused o
EMR levels that exceed health standards set by ANSIIEEE, whick are the same as
those used 1o controd EMR exposure nt other U.S. military and communications
{ucilities.

Regarding trends in the health of cilizens of the RMI, the commenter mity he
interested 16 know (hut the RM) Ministry of Health, with funding from the 10.8.
Department of Eneryy, is beginning an RMEwide health survey. Tlie commenter
miay wish 1o contnet the Ministry of Health directly For further infosmation.
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L10-7

L10-8

L10-8

L10-10

- _
Responsible Citizens for Responsible Government

4) As the state of the American economy is of utmost concern, I would
appreciate & cost benefit analysis of ail the programs you describe,
specificaily how much does each program at each actlvity level actually cost.
_5; in regards to tha proposed Explosive Ordnance Disposal (EOD) pit at
Ennugarret and the potential significant impact to the heering of the
Marshallese people on that lsland, I do not believe that the U.8. should be
moving aRny more native people from their home islands. Another locatlon or

methed of explosive erdnance disposal needs Lo be addressed.

'6) Under the sectlon titled “Income and Fiscal Conditions,” increased monies
to the Republic of the Marshal! lslanda (RMI) from taxes on contractora’
persenal income were listed as 8 benefit. This could be a benefit to only &
fow. It is not clear that these monles actually ‘trickle down’ and improve the
lives of the average RMI citizens. Please explain how the average citizen of
the Marshalis benefits from the proposed programs financielly. As the
United States helped to instituts the current government in the Republic of
the Marghal! Islands, it is our respansibility to see that the people of the
| Marshalls are heing cared for properly. .

7) 1 understand that out of the 10,000 inhabitants of Ebeye, pechaps 70% are
school age children. This is by far my greatest concern. What are we doing
to properly educate these children and to prepare them for the future? | am
an American citizen. My taxpayer dollars and those of my parents have
crented the current sltuation affecting these children. Their tregedy is that
they are trapped between cultures. With their heritege disappearing, living
at the fartheat perimeter of the American culture, they are a lost generation.
The United States has created this generatlon of children forced to grow up
in & cultural vacuum...it I8 my duty and responsibility as s United Statea
Citizen to see to it that their well being is accounted for. it made me
particularly uncomfortable to see the educational needs at USAKA addressed
In such detall with no mention of any educational plans for the thousands
upon thousands of children on Ebeye.

P.O. Box 1440 Hanalei, Hawsii 96714 Phone - (RDR) 826 - 9005 Fax - (B08) 26 . 7425

™

Respanse to L10-7: DoD prepares eost and operational elfectiveness analyses ol its
programs; however, such analysis is outside the scope of this NEPA document. The
Council on Environmental Quality regolations thiat govera the preparation of an EIS
stale:

For purposes of complying with the Act {National Environmental Policy
Act], the weighing of the merits nnd drawbacks of 1he visions
aliernatives need nol be displayed in a monetary-cost benehit mmlysis
and would not be when there are important gualitulive considerations.
(40 CFR Part 1502.23) :

Decause benefits of national defense contain inherently important qualilitive
considerations, # cost-benefit analysis of the proposed tesling uctivities would not he
an approprinie analytical method.

Response to L10-8: Marshallese do not inhabit Ennugarret, Ennugarret is partially
leased, but is totally unoccupied and has no active facifities. There is no proposal 10
relocate any Marshallese on Ennugarret or any other island.  However, as the Drah
SEIS peints out (page 4-271), although Eanugarret is unoccupied, beciuse USAKA
dues not lease the enlire Isiand, EQD activities at Ennugarret conld adfect ports of
the island thit are not leased by USAKA, For that reason, Ennugarret would not he
an appropriate lacation fur EOD activities under the current lease agreement. The
Draft SEIS dues examine other niternatives to Ennugarret {ie., [Heginni and Legan}
for the EOD [acility.

Respunse 1o L10-%: Two sources of income (income taxes nnd pranisfeash payments)
stem from USAKA activities (see page 4-184 of the Draft SEIS). "Fhe range of
increased income taxes expected under the Low, Intermedinte, and High Level-of-
Activity allernatives from nonindigenous civilian contractors 1o the RMI governmem
Is between $624,000 and $3,912,000. A specific level-of-activity alernntive would nol
alfect the granis and cash payments {rom the U.S. government to the RMI pursunmt
1o Lthe terms of the Compact.

The RMI government is a sovereign government elected by the Marshadlese people.
How the RMI government uses the incrensed tux revenues from USAKA activities is
nut the subject of any provisions of the Compacl; rther it is decided through the
RMI's povernmental processes, and is outsitle the scope of this 135S,

Response to 1.10-10: While the US. Army shares your comeern ahout the weltare of
residents of Ebeye, Ebeye is nol anc of the USAKA iskands leased rom the RMI,
and the U.S. government has no jurisdiction or authority aver this sk ur its
residents. Children lving at Ebeye ure educated st elementary and secomdary schoats
(public amd privite) on Ebeye.  Public educntion at Ebeye and ather areas of the
RMI is the responsibility of the RMI government and is ontside the scope ol this’
IS, For more information on the subjeet, the RMI Ministry o Educistion and/or
KALGOV should be conticted. Please see also the response to Conuent 1.10-2,
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L10-10
{cont.}

L10-11

L10-12

L10-13

Responsxble Citizens for Responslble Governmen

- Please explain in detail the current educational situation on Ebeye;how -
many schools, grade levels, etc. What extra curricular activities are
available?

- How many children can the current schools accommodate?
+ Do we provide adequate nutritional lunches? If 80, what kind?
- Whal is the drop out rate? How many children go on to college?
- What is the rate of teen suicide? Is it on the rise?
- What can Americans do to help these children?
1 8) In “Section 2.1.3,1 Launch Programs,” the DEIS states that “the most
demanding tests could involve all-range operational tests with up to twe
ground-based sensor launch vehicles and four GBFs launched from USAKA
and two targets launched from PMRF at Keuai or from Vandenburg AFB, ail
launched within a period of minutes.” Pleass explain what launch vehicles
are to be fired from Kauai. When are these tests to occur? Could you plense
expnnd upon these ‘double leunches’ proposed at PMRF?

9) We have asked Aldric Saucier, space defense and scientific consultant, to

review the 1983 DEIS for USAKA. His comments are gttached. Please

respond Lo his four areas of concern;
A) Defense Policy Shift Renders 1993 Draft USAKA EIS Study Obsolete
B} TMD Footprint
C) Radar Effects on Native Population Underestimated
D) HIV and AIDS: Impact on the Marshallese

10) Filmmaker Adam Horowitz is the Producer and Director of Home on the
Range, the documentary detailing “Operation Homecoming,” the 1988
Marshallese sail-in to Kwajalein Atoll. In response to our questions
regarding his opinion of the increased lovels of activily proposed for USAKA,
he stated, “The people of the Marshall lslands have been paying for our
perceived defense needs for the last fifly years. Many lives have been
destroyed. A culture has been destroyed. . The environment hes been
destroyed. Enough is enough! The United States Government hae no right
to expand its activities at Kwajalein now or ever in the future.”

P. O. Box 1440 Hanalei, Hawaii 94714 Phone - (08) 826 - 9005 Fax - {BOB) 826 - 7425

t

™

Respanse to LEO-11: The Final SEIS has heen revised to clarify that no more than
one launch al a time would accur from the Pacific Missile Range Facility {PMRF).
For additional information about the specific launch vebicles that would be Inunched
from PMRF, please see the STARS EIS and the Kawai Test Facility Environumental
Assessment.

Response to 1.10-12: Plense sec responses 1o Comments 110-15 through [10-18.

Response to L10-13: Thank you for yuur comment,



LEd

Fage 6

L10-14

!

\__

rRes’ponsible Citizens for Responsible Governme

L]

In conclusion, given the enormous shift in recent Defense policy which
renders a great many of the proposed actions noted in the DEIS ohsalete and
given the omission of any reference to tha soclo-eultural impacts that
increased levels of activity would have on the Mershallese people, I urge you
to adopt the “No Actien Alternative”

Although in theory | support increased environmental standarda at
USAKA, until the final authority for reviewing the snvironmental impacts of
propesed actions is vested in an agency other than the one preposing the

Laftions, I can only, support the “No Action Alternative”

Statement for Proposed Actions at U. . Army Kwajalein Atoll and giving me
the chance to comment.

Elizabeth Freeman
Director, Responsible Citizens for Responsible Government

P 0. Box 1440 flinalei, Hawaii 96714 Fhone - (BOB) B26 - 90405 Fux . (803} 826 - 7423

Thank you for sending me the 1983 Draft Environmental Impact

Y
nt

Response to L10.14;

Fhank you tor your comment.
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Aldriec Bauciar

Bpace, Defanss, and
B8cientific Conmultant
5520 Corot Court
Fairfax, VA 22032

Juhe 15, 1993

Hs. Elizabsth Fresman
Ranponsible Citizens for
Reaponsibles Qovernment
P. O, Box 1440

Hanalei, Hawaii 96714

Dear Ms, Freeman,

8ubject: Draft Supplemant Environmental Impact Statemant Proposeq
Aotions at vU.B. Army Kwajalein Atoll {UBAKA}, March 1993,

On June 11, 1993, your organization requested that I utilise my 24
years of scientific sxperiencs vorking on DoD Btratagic ana Tactioxl
woapon systems to review the abova Environmental TImpact @tatement
{EIB} for UBAKRA. MY comments ars as followa:

L10-151. MBQQMMM!L&MMHLMMQMMI

In tha January 1993 Rsport to the cCongress on  the 8trategic Defanss
Initiative (8DT}, the major missions, objsctives, and ayatesma wers for
a @(lobal Protaction Aguinst Limited Btrikes (QPALS) systen
architeotures (whatever that vasg}, Thess systoms inoluded limitsd
Bpace components, Anti-tactical Ballistic Misaile (ATBH) subgyatems, a
Limited Defense System (LDB), and othar defensive follow-on ressarch
weapon components, However, on June 13, 1983, the BDI organisation
name wag changed to tha Balliatig Hissilae Defense Organisation (BHDO),
As a result of this change of direation, the Btrategic and Thaataer
Hisaile Dafenam (THD) systems primary mission profile, objesotives, and
systems architecture have also ahifted, The primary requiraments of
BHDO 18 to dsvelop and deploy Thaater Missile Defenss (TMD) aystenms,
Other programs such as the Mational Missile Dafense (NMD) programs
and othar advancaed follow-on Programs ara secondmry in the effort to
meat the potential global ballistic wispils thraat.

The nbove changes has mads a major impact on the propoaed Draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statemant (EI18) for UBAKA and also
has a major impact on potential {ncramsed launches trom the Kauai Teat
Facility Ei8, Xnown as the U, B. Navy Pacifie Misaile Range racility
(PHRF} which will impact the Approved Hay 19%2 EIB for STAR launches
from Xaual., HBottom line - the proposad Marsh 198) BEI8 for UBAXM ias
cut-of-date and requires major rewerk, including the supporting
documants 1ike tha January 1993 Report to the Congress on the
Strategic Dafanas Initintive, Thia paragraph is also supportad by tha
briefings given on Ballistic Miasgila Dafanse Programs to the

Response to L10-15: The shift

in DulY program emphasis toward TMLD acquisilion

does aut render this SEIS obsolete. Please see the respunse to Comment 112,
There are likely to be some common elements in the technologies supporting TMD

and NMD systems, and testing
could accur at USAKA,

and evalualing technologies common 1o both systems
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1.10-16

L10-17

Congressional ptatf Ballistic Hissile Dafanea Organieation,

2. THD Intercept Footprint: The EIR for UBBAKA Qoes not taka into
account the potentially largs ThD footprint (arsa of intarcept by an
interceptor against an incoming target warhead) nacessary when an
interceptor intarcepts at lower altitudas, Thia omission has the
potential or endangering the people of Bbeye (Epya). The ordar of
shgagement must be included in ths studies to taka into acoount
larger anglas of attacks than were Previously used for the Safeguard
BHD system. The Safoguard BMD aystam interceptad at bigher altitudes
Wwith n differsnt type of warhead., The Bateguard system parformed its
intercept of tha targat vahicles at extramely high sltitudes, which
caused Jtu debris to burn-up 4in the atmospharas. Hew "engagement
tactics will hmve to be developed to meat the THD architecturesa for
its different angles of attacks, trajeatory profiles, and Jlower
intercept altitudes. This means  that If intarosptor(s) are launchaed
from the Kwajalein (Ruvajlaan) launchaer(s), the populaticn of Ebaye
({Epya} has a bstter than 90% chance of being atfected by the daebris
from tha interceptor(s).

, Theoretically, thare could ba hundreda of pieces of debris from
the intarceptor(s} and warhead(s) that oould spread ovar sxtrasmely
larges areas with aizes ranging frem : cm {possibly causing serious
damage) to dabris as large than 1¢ em which can produce catastrophio
damage on impact. Damage reports befors and after the deployment of
;:;vi::tria: igtarcop:or(n} during the Parsian oQulr war in 1991

8 extensive avidence of what 4
population ot s wity. ebris damags canp de to the

3. Radar Effects op Hative _Popylation timated: The

powear THMD radars configured and designed te support the inttg::p:ég:
being lsunched from Fvajalein (Xuwajleen} or Meok (Meik) Isiands

inaluding the aross coupling of tha surveillance shipas radars oft th;
coast of the islands, could have a major 4impact on the human body.
8tudiens performed several Yeara ago by the Academy of Madical fciences
of hu?drada of individuals ¢that had been expodsd to microwave
radiation of various intensitias between o0.01 to 10 milliwvatts per
Squara centimeters positionsd several kilomsters from the trnnonit:or
during an entire day had injurious influence on the buman organisz
which manifestaq by disruptions of the functional state of ths narvous
and cardiovascular aystem. Other effacts includad hypotsnsion {low
:;::;cs:;:aurci, dac;aa:- in sensitivity of the sénse of smell, an4g

a &n nhib
contreariie . : iting affact on the thythm of heart

8tudiss on high power denaitliea of miorowave adi o
human body are still in progress and new tiu;inq:un:en?: t::
#ncouraging. Microwave radiation effects needs to be studiad on how
to protect tha people of Kwajalein (Ruwajleen} Atcll, especially tha
People of Ebeye (Ebja) Islandx whose population is over 10,000 ang is
located l1ass than 3 xnm from Xwajalein. Tha ¢xamination of the affacts
of microwave radiation and the procadures to mitigatas these affacts

Respanse b L10-16: TMID intercept delnis footprints would vary in size depending
on the intercept aftitude and engagement geomelry. The TMD intercept at a tower
altitude would result in a smalfer, not a lirger, footprint. A footprint is hest defined
as the potentiul impact area of interceptur or tirged debris. Two footprints best
define the areas of risk; one fn the intereeptor debtis, und one for the lurget debris.
TMID test trget payloads will not contain warheads. The only potential hazard will

be the impact kinetic energy of the debris resufting from the engagement, as shown
in Figures 4.15-1, 4.15-2, and 4.15-3.

TMD interceptors iy be launched from different islinds al USAKA, such as Meck,
Ileginni, und Omclek. There are no plans to Yaunch TMD missiles from Kwajalein
Istand. No une ot Ebeye, or at any other inhabited island, would be placed at risk.
The Kwajalein Missile Range Safety Oifice has established policies that restrict
mission aclivily W those activities that do not endanger any of the populated areas.
This policy is implemented through the definition of protection circles that surround
each populated area and into which debris is not allowed 1o impact, These
protection circles include a substantial buffer, providing a substantial safety Margie.

Response to L10-17: The TMD-GBR radar would not be higher power than other
radars at USAKA,; for example, the ALCOR, ALTAIR, and TRADEX radars at Roj-
Namur and the FPQ-19 and MPS-36 radars at Kwajalein all have higher peak
radiated power. The potential upacts of EMR on human health and safely are
extensively reviewed in the 1989 RIS and this SEIS, with the conclusion that the
preponderance of the scientific evidence does not paint 1o significant health effects
from EMR from radars and other sensors at levels below those tequired by standards
(i.e., frum nonthernl effecis). Please see also the response 10 Comment L10-6.
Additiona! infurmation on this 1opic can be found in Section 4.16 of the SEIS and A
Gronnd-Based Radar (GBR) Family of Strategic and Theater Radars Environmental
Assessment amd Finding of No Signtftcant fmpact (U S. Army Program Executive
Office, Missile Defense, 1993),



L10-17
{cord.)

L10-18

cutlined in the 1991 Bupplemented Draft EIS study for USAKA aras
insufficient and need to bs completsd in order to properly protect the
people of Xwalalein particularly the rasidents of Ebeys.,

4. NIV apd AID®: Impact _on_the Harshallese: Binca there has bsen an
increase in the numbers of military and civilian oontractors fer

construction of tha test facilities at Xwnjalein (Xuwajlesn) Atoll by
BMDO/88DC, increassd precaution should be taken to protect the Native
population from the sprasd of the HIV and AIDS viruasas, buring the
1991 time-frame, thers appears to have been ohe or two onses of this
virus on EXwajalein. Tha infected individuals wars iomediately removed
from UDASAXN by the then BDC organizaticn when the virus was
discovered. Guidslines have to be developed to protect thess pascplse
from thia happsning again - lommediately,

There are a 1ot pore commants one dould paks regarding to thes March
1933 EI8 UBAKA study, but since it is out-dated, the sbove will serve
the purposa of your request - at this time. I’ Banator Willjam
Proxmire hadn’t retired, has certainly would have given thesa BIB
studies tha *"'Goldsn Fleece" Award.

L
Hh}pgrely"\ -
< T tned”T

i
)LA drie ;fuolcy" T

pacea; " Defansa, and
8cientific Consultant

cet  Ban. deorge Hitchell (D-HE)
Ben, Robert Byrd (D-WV)
Ben, William Cohen (R-ME)
Ben. pavid Pryer (D-ARK)
den, Carl Lavin {D~HICH)
Ben. Dapisl Inouys (D=HI}
Ban. Charles Qrasalay (R-IA)
Ben. Howard Matzenbaum (D-OH}
Cong. John Conyers (D=MI}
Cong. Frank McCloskey (D-IND)
Gensral Acocuntability Project (aae)
Union of Concerned Scientiat (ve83)
FTederation of Amaerlcan sScientiat {(FAB)

Response to LI0-18: Currently, active duty military personnel stationed at USAKA
are tested binomually for the presence of HIEV antibodies, In addition, conlractars at
RMI have or are developing programs 1o test their personnel before they come o
USAKA. The RMI Nitijel enacted a law on Seplember 27, 1988, requiring the
testing of aliens entering the RMI for the presence of IV antibodies. USAKA is
nol awitre of any inplementing regulations or other activities undertaken by the RMI
Ministry of Healih ar other governmem ngency to implement this law. Should the
RMI develop and apply implementing regulations for this law, the testing of
personnel at USAKA for the HIV virvs will be expanded as appropriate.
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SIERRA CLUB LEGAL
DEFENSE FUND, INC.
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112 Merchant Sireer, Suite jo1 Honoluly, Hawsij 96813 (BoB) $99- 2446 rax (808) s21-684:

July 1, 1993
VIA FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION AND U.S. MAIL

Kenneth R. Sims

U.5. Army Spaca ang Strategic Defense Command

ATTHN: CSSD-EN-V

P.0O. Box 1500

Huntsville, Alabama 15807-23801

Re: Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
and Draft Environmental Standards for Proposed
ctivitieg at

Dear Mr. Simsg:

The sierra Club Legal Defense Fund Mid-Pacifle
Office has reviewed the praft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (DSEIS} for Proposed
Activities at u.g, Army Kwajalein Atell (USAKA) and the

Islands. We submlt the following comments on behalf of
Slerra Clib, 1000 Friends of Kaua‘i, Ka La Hul Hawai‘i
- Kaua'l, Nohili coalitien, ang Respansible Citizens
for Responsiblae Government, and as a supplement to any
individual comments that they may provide.

We are filing our comments under the July 1, 1993
extended comment deadline for the Pacific area, Thig
deadline was confirmed by telephone conference with Mr.
D. Randy Gallien on June 11, 1981,

Our review of the DSEIS and the DESP indicates
that there are serjous problems with both of USAKA‘s
proposed actions and that these documente are
deficient. To comply with the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPR); both documents need to be re-drafted
and submitted for another round of public comment prior
to finalization. We address each of these documents in
turn below.

S ererhine A Barth €hara

Response tn LEf-1: The LS. Army believes that the SEIS thoroughly evaluates the

petential enviranmental imp

are addressed below,

;wwtﬁlhcucﬁwﬁcswnMniuscupc Specific comments
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1993

I.

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

As further explained below, the DSEIS has a number of
fundamental flaws, including that it fails:

A,

H.

A. u

to consider the alternative of reguced missile testing
and activities at USAKA;

to describe adequately the status of existing programs
at USAKA, and thus makes an analysis of the need for
facility expansion impossible;

to consider Impacts to i{slands at Kwajalain Atoll
outslde of USAKA;

to consider the long-term impacts of existing or
proposed land-uses, or the impacts of the USAKA Master
Plan;

to consider adequately the impacts of dredging and
fliling activities on marine resources, and the
secondary impacts on the Marshallese inhabitants of
Kwajaleln Atoll;

to censider the impacts of current or expanded
activities at USAKA on Marshallese prehistoric,
cultural or traditional use resources;

to consider the soclo-economic impacts of USAKA
activitiea on the Marshallese inhabitants of Kwajalein;
and

to outline past flight and missile safaty at USAKA and
to present sufficient information to support its
conclusion that expanded missile launching and tracking
activitles will not present any hazards to either the
environment or public health.

ge a ee o

The proposed expansion of USAKA in this day and age appears
to be a complete anachronism. Such a aignificant expansion of
the U.S.'s theater missile defense system appears completely
unwarranted at a- time when Department of Defense (DOD) budgets

Response to L11-2: Please sec responses 1o Comments 1.11-3 thraugh L11-22,

Respanses to LIL-3 and 4 Please see responses to Comments 2.5, L1-2, and 1,10-4

regarding the reasons why the 1.5,
been appropriately defined.

Army believes that the scope of this SEIS has
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L11-3
(cont }

L11-4

Kenneth R. Sims
July 1, 1993
Page 3

are being slashed, when the cost and wisdom of the entire
ballistic missile program has come under attack by Congress, and
when very difficult decisions (with significant domestic economic
consequences) are being made to close numerous military bases,
bath at howe and abroad.

To propuse an massive expangjfon of a V.5. military basae
overseas under these clrcumstances appears to be wholly out of
sync with the intent of Congress, as well as fiscally unrealistic
and economically inequltable,

1, Level of Activity

As we noted in our January 8, 19931 comments submitted in
response to the Notice of Intent to prepare the DSEIS, the SEIS
must contain a full analysis of the peed for an increased laval
of activity at USAKA. The proposed action represents a
significant increase in the level of activity at USAKA, and the
need for thils increase, as well as alternatives to it, must ba
fully explored in the SEIS. 1In fact, recent events argue for a
reduced level of activity, an alternative that should be
considered as well.

Significant changes have occurred since the 1989 EIS wag
completed. The Cold War ended in 1989, the Start II treaty
(banning multiple-warhead ICBMs) waa signed in January of 1993,
and the domestic economic crisis has worsened. The Department of
Defense (DOD) budget and programs have come under increasing
scrutiny by Congress and the Executive Branch itself, resulting
in large budgetary reductlons that will mest 1likely continue and
escalate in the future.

The redirection and renaming of SDIO to the Ballistic
Missile Defense Organization (BMDO), announced by Defensa
Secretary Les Aspin on May 13, 1993, is the latest Indicatlion
that the natien’s requirements with respect to ballistic missile
defenses have changed dramatically from the time when the
expansion of USAKA was first conceived by SbIo.

The need for expansion of activities and facilities at USAKA
is directly linked to the specific technologies and programs that
are to be developed and tested by BMDO. The SEIS must include an
updated analysis of the congressional mandate for balllstic
missile defense system research and deployment, current DOD plans
for how that mandate will be met, and an analysis of the status
of each individual program listed in the 1989 EIS and the DSEIS.

USAKA must analyze and dieclose to the public the current astatus
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of each of these individual programs, their role in missgile
defenses, and their current budgetary status.

Based on a realistic and current assessment of BMDO's

ballistic missile programs, USAKA should separately set forth and

analyze the alternative of a reduction in national and global
missile defense related actlvities.

The Justirication in the DSEIS for not analyzing the

"reduced action" alternative is unparsuasiva. The DSEIS states a

one-sentence rationale (without support} -~ "misgile flight
testing is an essentlal part of developing and maintaining a

credible defense system” (2~134) ~~ that gimply misses the point,

Moreover, in disclosing tha alleged naed for the expansion
at USAKA, the SEIS must analyze the true record of effectiveness
of theater missile based eystems. ' The pest-mortem on Patriot
missile effectiveness indicates that DOD experienced significant
technolegical and reliability problems that hampered the
effectivenesa of this much-celebrated theater missile defense
system, A series of U.S. General Accounting Office reports have
revealed substantial misrepresentations by DCD as to the
feasibility and success of ballistic missile defense systems.
This essential background information regarding the need for the
proposed program must be disclosed to tha public and considered
by USAKA declsionmakers.

2. Status of Ongolny or Previously Planned
Brograms and Activitiea

The DSEIS also fails to palnt an accurate plcture of the
status of ongoing or previously planned programes and activities
at USAKA. 1In fact, the 1989 EIS, incorporated by reference in

the DSEIS, proposes a number of activities and programg that have

been completed, canceled, delayed, or modified, The current
status of these programs has a direct and substantial impact on
the need for expanded fac{lities at USAKA and should be
thoroughly reviewed in the SEIS.

Based on the most current information available, wa have
compiled the following preliminary list of the current status of
programs contemplated as part of the "propoped action®
(intermediate level activity) in the DSEIS.

Respanse tu L11-5: As stated iy Section 1.2, Purpose and Need of the 1993 Dyaft
SEIS (puge 1-2), the ULS. Congress determined that the security of the nation would
benelit from the provision of a "highly effective TMD system to forward-deployed
and expeditioniry ¢lements of 1he Armed Forces of the Uniieq States and to friends
and nllies of the United Stales.” Whether or not such system should be developed
and deployed is i nolicy issue owside 1he scape of this SE1S.

As the conunent stites, the technotogical and mission relinbility of any TMD system
musl bhe validated and demonstraed traugh rigaraus reafistic and fecurring Right
testing as purt of un integrited test, evaluation, and engineering development
program. “This is precisely the reason for the increased test activities evaluaied in the
Dralt SEIS for incrensed TMD Might testing mt USAKA {please see also the Tesponse
o Comment 1.1-7 for public salety issues refured 10 Might testing).

Response to L11.6: As the comment reflects, USAKA is used for 4 large and diverse
nuather of flight rest experiments of the ULS, Army lechnology devefopment and
validition pragrams.  As noted, these [Frugrams are continuously evolving as tests and
experiments are conducted and eviltuated, and as pew technology initiatives mature.
To fucilitate the envitonmental evaluation of these numeraus and dynamic flighi (est
programs conducled at USAKA, the SEIS has incorporated an innovillive approach,
which is presented in Subsection Z.1.E1. Recognizing that these flight test
experimenis are similar in iy operational, technological, and environmental
aspects, the SEIS has categorized rocket biunches nt USAKA into three types, us
described on puges 2.2 und 2-T;

. Meteoralogicul rockets
. Sounding rockets
. Steategic launch vehicles
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L11-6
{cant )

(2)

{3)

(4)

(5)

(6}

(7)

(8)

()

199)

a. Hissjle Launches

Exoatmospheric Reentry Vehicle Interception System
(ERIS) .
Status: completed, last interceptor missed target.

Ground-Based Survejllance and Tracking System {Gs5TS) .
Status: contracts canceled November 1992,

Brilliant Pebbles (BP) -- was listed in 198% EIS as
Space Based Interceptor (SBI}.

Status: ' was scheduled to he completed In 19923; now
scheduled as five launches from late 1993 through 1995.

Ground Based Interceptor (GBI). An evolution of ERIS,
was to include at least 6 launches, using a new rocket
with approximately 8300 1lbs of propellant.

Status: delayed and under review by Administration.

Lightwelght Excatmospheric Projectile {LEAP) ; test
launch vehicle would be Aries II; target a Castor
IVA/ORBUS I launched freom Wake Island. First launch
was scheduled for mid-1992, with two additional
launches in 1993,

Status: 7?77

Exo-Atmospheric Interceptor (EAI). an upgrade of GBI,
which is itself under raeview. Adds endoatmospheric
capabllity to GBI'g exoatmospheric capability.

Status: 1?7

Talos/hries Sounding Rockets (TASR). Rocket teat
flight project, with two launches/year from 1993
through 19394,

Status: 7?7?72

HAVE-JEEP IX. Test flight project of scunding rockets.
Status: 7?77

System Integration Tests (5ITs). Live launch tests
Planned to verify the capabilities of the National
Hissile Defense System {HMD) to detect, evaluate, track
and intercept ballistic missile launches. GBIs
(contracts currently under review} are an integral part
of the SITs. Under the proposed action, SITs could
include up to two ground-based sensor launch vehicles
and four GBIs launched from USAKA, and two targets

Far each category, a nuinber of representative flight test progeims and rocket motors
has heen provided, as shown in Tabtes 2.1-3, 2.1-4, and 2.1-5. Fluwever, these are
only representutive progriuns and muoters, used in the S118 lfor amlytical purpuoses.
A maximuni threshold of the number of kunches in gach analytical category has been
appropriately identilied for cach level of flight test atternatives. These Right wst
projects, rocket molurs, and lingich nombers have heen compiled based on nctivites
performed from USAKA in the past, currently being performed, or reasanably
anticipated. Additionally, for eacl USAKA island from which launches currently
aeeur, or are proposed o oceor, the category of ench rocket launch facility has been
clearly identificd. Al environmental analyses in the SEIS have been perfurmed using
the specific maximum number of kwnches accurring in each analytical catepory.

As long as a flight tesi progrinn falls within the parameters analyzed in the SEIS, it
will not require supplemental NEPA amalysis and documentation. 1 flight test
progeamy’s performance, technical, oF test characteristics lead to environmental effects
that Tall utside the range of imgacts described for test fights in this SEIS,
supplemental environmental analysis and documentation us required by NEPA will be
perlormed.

FFor this reason, individual fight tests and programs have not been addressed, The
SEIS incorporates the explanation provided in this comment into Subsection 2.1.1.1
to more clearly describe this analytical approach.
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L11-6 launched from PMRF (Kaua‘'l) or VAFB (California} within
{canl.} a few minutes of each other.

Status; 7?77

(10) Annual Service Practice (ASP).
Status: Flight testing of strategic launch vehicles;
planned as 4 launched per year, beginning in 1997,

b. other SDI-associated teating activities

(1) Evader Replica Penstration Aid (ERPA) -- 3 scheduled,
1992-1991,
Status: 227

(2) RAirborne Optical Adjunct (AOA}
Status: 777

(3) Excatmospheric Discrimination Experiment (EDX} -- were
to ba 10 launches, 1994-1997.
Status: EDX funding canceled.

(4) ©Ground Based Radar-Test {GBR-T) and Experimental (GBR-
X)
Status: GBR-T is in use, and will be expanded in
coverage and power to bacome GBR-X.

(5) High Altitude Learjet Observatory and Infrared
Instrumentation System (HALO/IRIS)
Status: 277

(6) High Endoatmospheric Defense Interceptor (HEDI).
Status: Replaced by E21.

(7} Mid-Course Sensors Experiment (MSX) .
Status: Schéduled to be launched via STARS hooster; 2
launches in 1995,

(8) COBRA EYE, previously Optical Aircraft Measurement
Program {OARMP).
Status: 777

(9) Project Cardinal.
Status: 7?77

(10) Strategic Target Systenm (STARS). Was to Involve 40
launches, beginning in 1990,
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Status: First launch in Feb. 1993; total apparently
now reduced to 13.

(11} Aerothermal Reentry Experiment (ARE). Were to be 4
launches in 1993. :
Status: 777

(12) Minuteman I. Three-stage booster launched from VAFEB.
Were ta be 15 launches, 1992-1995.
Status: 7?77

{13) Minuteman II and III. Were to ba 9 per year from 1892-
1999.
Status: ?7?

(14) Peacekeeper. Were to be 8 per year, 1992-1999.
Status: 2?7?77

(15) Trident. 1 or more per year, 1592-1994.
Status: 277

(16) Evader Repllica Penetratlon Aid (ERPFA). Was to be three
launches 1992-1993,
Status: 7?77

A comprehensive list of these programs, and their current
status, must be incorporated in the SEIS in order for the public
and decisionmakers to be able to assess the need for the preposed
action and the potential environmental impacts.

L11-7

B. Affected Environment
1. Scope t o

The DSEIS specifically excludes non-USAKA islands that form
kwajalein Atoll, other than Ebeye and Ennubirr, from
conslderation as part of tha "affected environment,"” on the
faulty assumption that they are not expected to be affected by
the "proposed action." (3-1) fThis is a serious and fatal flaw
in the scope and analysis of the DSEIS that must ba corrected.

Many of the resources at Kwajalein Atoll are not exclusive
to USAKA: alr, water, and much of the marine 1ife are common
resources, shared throughout the atoll by USAKA and Marshallese
citizehs alike. Thus, USAKA expansion activitles that affect
these media necessarily requlire a broader geographic scope of
analysis of the affected envirenment.

Respanse to L11-7: It is important to recagnize two statements that are made in the
introduction to the Affected Environment chapier of this SEIS. First, as it states,
"the 1989 USAKA EIS is incorporated by reference, and new data are provided
where conditions have changed since the 1989 EIS was jssued" (page 3-1). In arder
to gain & full understanding of the environment that has the potential to be affected,
renders must review hoth the Draft SEIS, and the 1989 EIS that jt supplements. The
1989 EIS presents considerably more information ahout the environment of
Kwajalein Atoll and the surroending ocean areas.
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Moreover, debris from misgile launch fallures and radiation
from radar systems are likely to impact the lagoon (used by the
Marshallesa) and islands beyond USAKA. The potential for such
impacts beyond USAKA must be discussed,

In short, the entirety of Chapter 3 of the DSEIS must bae
complately revised to broaden substantially the discussieon or the
affected environment. USAXA must censider impacts to aill islands
and resources at Kwajaleln Atoll. Drawing an artificial
analytical border around USAKA facilities is not only unreallstic
from a resource perspective hut violates NEPA as well.

e 2. Land Use Isgues

The DSEIS improperly evaluates land use impacts on the basis
of compliance with the USAKA Master FPlan rather than in terms af
their own environmental cansequences. For example, the proposed
construction on Legan Island of an Exploslive Ordnance Disposa}l
(EOD) pit will likely have a lasting and significant impact on
that site, but isg deemed to be “not significant" because it
complies with the USAKA Haster Plan.

Such an analysis ig completely unacceptabls -- it neither
complies with NEPA nor recognizes the preeminent intereats in
land consarvation of the Marshalless people. HWhila compliance
with land use policies jis a useful analysis in a MEPA document,
that evaluation can in no way substitute for an 8eparate review
of the actual potential impacts of the proposed actions. USAKA
must recognize In the DSEIS that it is only a lessee of its
facllities -~ all the islands now occupled by USAKA are owned by
the soverelgn Marshallese people.

Even if the current occupant 18 only USAKR, at some point in
the future, these islands may be returned to the HMarshallese. 1If
80, they must be returned intact, Thus, the need for and costa
of land use cleanup must be considered ag part of the
consequences of the proposed actions. Mg it now standa, the
analysis of the impacts assoclated with the land uses keyed to

the USAKA Master Plan s misleading and inadequats.
3. Harine Biclogical Regources

does not adequately address these impacts and fails to analyze
fully the effectiveness of proposed mitigation. Impacte may be
caused by point source pollution, non-point source :

Second, as (he introduction 16 Chapter 3 of the SEIS states, "the alfected
environmen! includes 1he air, fand, seel, lagoon, and acean areas” of the 11 USAKA
islands. - Although the focus of the environmental analysis is on the 11 USAKA
iskands, which makes it clear 1hat nathing is proposed to tuke place at non-USAKA
islunds, the environmental analysis does consistently exmmine the potential for
environmental impacts that could fall outside the vicinity of the 18 USAKA islands.
For each type of environmental impact (e.g., air; rare, theatencd, or endangered
species), the region of influence is defined 1o encompass the appropriate range of
impact. For example, the description of kand-and reef areas {Section 3.2) addresses
the atoll as a whole; the description of rare, threatened, and endangered species
{Section 3.8) identities the presence of marine mammals in ocenn areas aorth of
Kwajatein Atoll; and the murine wuter euality section (Subsection 3.3.2) addresses
wmarine water quality of the atoll and ihe surrounding ocean. To address the specific
vancerns aboul launch debris jmpacts and electromignetic radiation, the commenter
is directed 1o Section 3.14, Range Safety, and Section 3.15, Elcctromagnetic
Radiation Environment of tie [989 Draft EIS.

Response to LI1-8; The US, Army helieves that the evaluation of land use impacts
af the alternatives ngainst complinnce with the current USAKA Muster Plan {the only
land-use document that applies directly 1o the lands affected by the proposed actions)
is irppropriste. The reader should note that fand wse is only one efement of the
eavironmental impact assessment presented in the SEIS. For example, the proposed
0D pit construction on Legan and other environmenial impacts on this island are
assessed ngainst the current USAKA Masier Plan in the Land Use section (4.1, and
alsu in terms of water resvurces (Section 4.3), noise (Section 4.5), istand plants and
animals (Section 4.6), marine biological resources (Section 4.7), cultural resources
(Section 4.9), utilitics (Section 4.13), nesthetics (Section 4.14), and range safety
(Section 4.15). Significant impacts are identified for istand plants and gnimals. New
information abuut putentinl hazardous wastes of EQD activities has been added jnio
Subsection 4.13.5 of the Final SIS, .

In nccordance with Section 161 of the Compact, the 1L.S. government s required to
apply the Resource Conservation and Recuvery Act (RCRA) to EOD and other
activilies at USAKA. The proposed Standards also incorporate applicable provisions
of CERCLA to its nctivities a1 USAKA. RCRA is the VLS. law 1hot deals with the
generation, fransporiation, and disposal of hazardous materials and hazardous waste,
CERCLA deals with the remediation of hazardous waste. The applicable provisions
of RCRA and CERCLA are incorporated inlo the proposed Standurds in Sec-

tion 3-6, Materinl and Waste Management.

Response to L11-9: ‘The U).5. Army helieves that the potential impacts to marine
water quality and biological resnurces nnd assuciated mitigations under the proposed
action are adequately assessed irt the SEIS. Polfution impacls are discussed in
several SEIS sections—Sections 4,3 and 4.7 {nonpoint source marine water pollutiony;
Section 4.4, Subseetions 4.13.4 and 4.13.5 {hazardous materials from missile
launches), and Sections 4.2, 4.3, and 4.7 (dredging, blasting, and filling).
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pollution, hazardous material assoclated with missile launchag,
and dredging, blasting and fil1ling associated with facility
expansion. :

The DSEIS calls for, on Meck Island alons, up to 448,000
cubic yards of dredged fill material to be used in fiiling 15
acres and 81,500 cubic yards of gquarried rock to be used for
shoreline protection. The total for USAKA 1s up to 178,000 cubic
yards of quarried rock and 530,000 cubjic yards of dredged fil1.

The DSEIS admits that dredging and £illing at Meck Isaland
may negatively impact coral communities, reef fish and giant
clams, and that these impacts may be permanant. The magnitude of
these impacts will vary according to current patterns in the
viecinity of Meck Island, and may vary if thesa current patterns
are significantly altered following fillling. However, tha
analysis falls short after this cursory discussion. A
comprehensive evaluation of the impacts on marine resources must
fnclude a study of present current patterns, and an analysis of
how these are likely to change after the filling proposed at
Meck.

, Impacts on marine resources near USAKA facilities are likely
to have secondary impacts on the indigencus Iphabitants of the
Marshall Islands. Howaver, the DSEIS discussion does not fully
explore these issues., For example, the DSEIS admits that USAKA
activities have resulted in elevated concentrations of metals in
water, sediment, and fish (4-43), but fails to analyze further
this important issue. There s no mention in the DSEIS of fish
surveys or human health risks posed by this existing pollution or
medeling of the potential impacts of the proposed expanded USAKA
activities,

Section 3.7.1 of the DSEIS, which dlscusses fishing,
inadequately revlews subsistence fishing. The statement that
there are no "recognized full-time commercial fishermen" at
Kwajalein Atoll may be accurate, but ignores completely the
importance of non-commercial fishing. Subsistence and
recreational use by Marshallese living at Kwajalein and other
islands will be directly affected by USAKA {mpacts on nearshore
and lagoon marine resources. This must be fully analyzed in the
SEIS.

Moreover, the analysis of the additional impacts from
wastewater discharges fails to discuss the significant marine
resources in the areas of the discharges and the potentlal
impacts from migrating pollution on the lagoon and other non-
USAKA islands. Nowhere in the DSEXS is there an analysis of the

Please also see the responses 1o Connments L.11-10 throwgh [L11-13, which address
your specific comunents on these resource impcts.

Response to L1§-10: The effect of dredging on transntitted wave heights as breaking
waves approach the shureline has been discussed in responses o Comments L9-8,
LY9-9, and L9-10. The effects that the dredging and filling could have on current
patterns near Meck and wther islands were not sddressed because of the limited data
available and the unlikelihond of significiuat effects. If there is a buffer left, as
proposed, hetween the reel edge and the open acean or lagoon, only relatively minor
and Iocal current patlern perturbations are expected ta occur, given that the areas
affected by quarrying and landfitting amount 10 a very small percentage of Ihe overall
reelaren. Changes in current pallerns are not expected to be significant enough to
require additional mitigation,

Vurious forms of local sea lite that accur al USAKA have proven their ability to
successfully colonize any plysicul habitat that is present. The existing quarries, in
fact, contain some of the most diverse assemblages of marine life found on the
imterisland reef Bats because the quarries offer a habitat conducive 10 a greater
degree of settlement and growth than do the current-stressed fMats, There would be
direct losses of marine Jife as o result of dredging and filling, which have been
aldressed in the impact and mitigation evaluations {as stated an page 4-134, impacis
o ghot clams can he mitigated).

Respunse to LEL-11: Plense sce the response to Comment £9-13, which summarizes
recent analysis that suggests that the impaets of the metals and other contaminants
found in certain discharges at several USAKA islands are limited in scope.
Subsection 3.6.3 of the 1989 EIS describes Kwajalein Atoll's fishing resources and
reports the results of surveys of fishermen. In the Final SEIS (Sections 3.2 and 4.2),
additional information about commercinl fishing at Kwajalein has been added.

Respunse to L11-12: It is recognized that noncommercial fishing is an imponant part
of the Marshallese colture. Effects of USAKA aclivities on the nearshore and fagoon
fisheries resources, along with appropriate mitigation meosures, are discussed in
Section 4.7 In short, effects on fisheries are localized 10 the guarried and filled
areas, which are small in relation to the amount of unaflected reef flat habitat,
negative in the short term in terms of fish directly destroyed by blasiing, and
potentially positive in the long term in terms of the impraved fish habitat and
increased marine community diversity that quarry holes represent when compared
with the unquarried reef flat. See the response to Comment L14-24 for additional
discussion about subsistence use of marine resources by Marshallese, and the
response to Comment M-6 regarding plans for expanded commercial fishing at
Kwajalein,

Response to E11-13: Please see the responses to Comments L9-13, L11-11, and
L1112, As these responses indicate, the proposed action should have little or no
elfect on fishing or recreational use of the lagoon.
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uge of these waters by Marshallesa for fishing, recreation, or
other uses. Without this type of Information, an accurate
picture of the environmental impacte cannot he drawn.

_ 4. Cultural Resources

Tha cultural resources analysis in the DSEIS is one of thae
most glaringly deficlent, and indeed embarrassing, portlons of
the document. USAKA’S approach smacks of colonlalism -- it
focuses almost exclusively on U.S. military relics and ignores
the rich and diverse cultural resources of the Marshallese that
will be affaected by the proposad action.

The cultural rescurces analysis presented in Secticn 3.9 of
the DSEIS faile to describe either the prehistoric or traditional
use resources found at Kwajalein Atoll. There have been no
detalled investigations documenting traditional Marshallese usa
of the islands in the USAKA area, particularly sites that include
fishtraps, cemeteries, isolated coral heads and microatclls
assoclated with mythologlcal or traditional historical figures.
(DESP, 3-§65} Instead, the DSEIS focuses extensivaly on the
mitigation preservation program for many historic World War II
resources on Kwajalein and Roi-Hamur.

In their almost excluamlve focus on “historic rescurces" of
the World War II and Cold War eras, the preparers of the EIS
raveal a repugnant cultural bias. The preparers of this portion
of tha DSEIS have done the agency a great disservice and should
be replaced by a compatent and culturally sensitive consultant.

The DSEIS itself states that surveys on Majuro and Arno
Atolls have documented more that 230 tradltional ume sites, and
that simllar sites “"will almost certainly” be associated with
some or all of the USAKA islands. (3-65) Prehistoric and
traditional use reacurces can safely be assumed to axist, but
impacts to them and potential mitigation cannot be analyzed due
to the lack of discusslion (and apparent lack of interest) by
USAKA.

The DSEIS acknowledges the lack of information about non-
U.S. cultural resources, but improperly concludes that surveys
and field testing can be left to a later date. (ES-7). To tha
contrary, this type of analysls must be done poy -- otherwise how
can the cultural impacts be determined?

The mitigation measures proposed in Sectlon 4.9 of the DSEIS
ara woefully inadequate in light of the current lack of knowladge
regarding Marshallese cultural resources at Kwajalein Atoll.

Respanse to L11-14: Sigaificant efforts have been made by the 115, Army to locate
and protect Micronesian archacological sites on the 11 USAKA islands. Exiensive
archaeolugical investigations have identificd a number of potential archaectogical
sites and these have been idenlified on the cultural resvurce maps of the 1989 EIS
and this SEIS. The Micronesian archaeological sites were comprehensively addressed
in the 198% EIS, Section 3.8, pages 3-92 through 3-H03; therefore, this materind was
not repeated in this SEIS, '

The 1L.S. Army held public hearings on the Draft SEIS at Kwajalein, Ebeye, and
Majuro, RMI1. Copies of the Draft SEIS were provided to private citizens and
government agencies of the RMI, including the RMI Histaric Preservalion Office
(HPO). Maps depicting the locations of alt proposed actions for all aliernatives are
pravided in the Description of Proposed Actions and Alternatives of the SEIS. RMI
landowners of USAKA isfands and RMI citizens who are lifelong residents of
Kwajalein Atoll attended the public hearings at Ebeye and Majuro. Representatives
of the RMINIPO attended the Majuro public hearing and provided writien and aral
commenis on the Draft SEIS. Opportunities were offered 1o Marshallese citizens
and RMI government agencies {0 commeni on the cuftural resources purtion of the
Draft SEIS and at no time have they identificd any traditional Marshallese sites as
being adversely affected by USAKA proposed activities.

The Kwajalein and Roi-Namur World War I battiefiells have been recognized as
National Historic Landmarks by the Secretary of the Interior for their exceptional
historic significance. Section (M) of the Natlonal Histogsic Preservation Act
requires thal federal agencics exercise a higher standard of care when considering
urndertakings that may directly or adversely affect a National Historic Landmark.

The detail in the SEIS regarding these historic resources was provided o comply with
federal laws and implementing regulations regarding National Historic Landmarks.

The U.S. Army has recognized the need to afford a higher level of protection to al)-
cullural resources at USAKA. The passage of the 1992 Fowler Amendment to the
National Historic Preservation Act helped 1o define the roles of the U.S. Army and
the RMI concerning cultural resources at USAKA. The U.S. Army is in the process
of imptementing a number of initiatives for increased historic preservation. st USAKA
and intends ta hold consultations with the RMEHPO to clarify and factlitnie future
commmunicalions cancerning USAKA historic preservation. USASSDC is currently
preparing a policy statement on archaeologlcal finds and disposition at USAKA, and
an Installation Managemeat Programmatic Agreement (PA} with the RMIHPO and
the U.S. Advisory Council on Historic Preservatlon (ACHP). ‘This Insinflation
Management PA will establish stipulations (o protect all USAKA historic resources
during routine and recurring USAKA mainienance and aclivilies, will esinblish
standard opesating procedures for hisloric preservation activities a1 USAKA, and will
eslablish the outline, format, compusitions, and ohjectives of a USAKA historic
preservation plan, Current U.S. Army planning calls for o comprehensive USAKA
historic preservation plan 10 he prepared beginning in September 1994,
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The existence of Marshallese prehlstorie, historic and
traditional use cultural resources and sites, their importance to
the Marshallese people, and a plan for their protection myst be
incorporated as part of the SEIS.

5. oc1o-Foono cts

Unfortunately, the DSEIS’s discussion of the soclo-economic
impacts of the proposed expansion at USAKA are simllarly
culturally blased and inadequate.

Section 4.11 of the DSEIS focuses solely on employment,
population, housing and income issues a8 they affect USAK
employees and their famjlies. There is no discussion of the
socio-economic impacts of USAKA activities on the larger

ars e _po t of Kwajaleln Atell, either the
approximately 1000 Marshallege who work at USAKA or thosa who
live elsewhere on Atoll islands.

There can be no doubt that USAKA can have drastic socio-
econonic {mpacts on non-USAKA islands. The military‘’s continuing
displacement of the indigenous Marshallesge populaticn to crowded,
impoverichea Ebeye Island is a disgrace. It should ba remediad
not repeated,

The DSEIS falla to analyze the linkages betwean Army

activities and Marshallese living conditlons, describe current
conditions on Ebeye and all other non-USAKA islands at Kwajalein
Atoll, and analyze the impacts that the escalation of activity
assoclated with the proposed action is likely to have on the
soclo-economic conditions of the Marshallese inhabitants of
Kwatalein Atoll. .

Marshallese, when those poor conditlons are a direct {or

indirect) resuit of USAKA displacenent,
This portion of the DSEIS needs major revisjon.

The LS, Army has recognized the need for wdditional cultural resousce surveys al
USAKA and has heen working 1o obiwin funding sources for the accomplishment of
these surveys. Among the surveys for which funding has been consistently requested
is one 1o identily and protect loeations and resources within USAKA that possess
traditional Maeshiallese cultural importance. Funding was received from the Dol
Legacy Progeam in June 1993 1 pertorm an invemory and preservalion assessment
of World War Il cultural resources at USAK A aver the next year. USASSDC will
seek funding to complete the remaining cuftural resource surveys.

Respinse to L11-15: Scction 4.11 addresses the primary impact of increased U.S,
Army nctivily at USAKA—potentinl changes in employment of Marshallese citizens
and in the levels of income tax revenues 1o the RMI government.  As indicated in the
responses to Comiments 10-1, 10-2, an 10-3, the impacts of USAKA activities on the
rest of the RMI veeur within the framework of the Compact and the isolated location
of USAKA facilities. The US. Army believes the potentinl socioeconomic impacts of
USAKA activities are fully and accurately addressed in the SEIS. Please see also the
response (o Comment [,14-23.

Respanse to LI1-16: Scction 4.14 (Acsthetics) describes the visual impacts expected
from the alternitives wherever they may occwr. No construction activities al USAKA
isfands would be Jarge enuuigh or visible enouph 10 cause significant impact in the
visual environment experienced ot inhabited non-USAKA islands.

tn regard ta the nesthetic impacts that coultd be visible at USAKA islands, no
unmitigable significant impaiets on Kwajalein, Roi-Namur, and the other istands
(except Ennugarret) were identified. Although construction of an EOD pit on
Ennugarret has been ideatified as a significant aesthetic inpact, this proposed action
is identified in several places in the Draft SEIS as being infeasible.

Ptease see also the responses to Comments L10-1, 1.10-2, and L1p-3.

Response to LIL-17: The U.S. Army believes Section 4.11 adequately addresses and
assesses the polentinl socioeconomic impacts associsled with the alternatives
considered. Please see also responses lo Comments 1.10-2, L i-15, L¥1-16, and
L14.23,
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6. Fallure to Protect Island Plants and Animals/Endangered
Specjes

The DSEIS includes generalized statements about the impacts
on birds and falls to examine indlvidual populatlions at any
depth, HNo fleld or ground surveys are cited.

 —

The impacts of USAKA's activitles on nesting colonles are
also inadequately addressed., Mitigation for disturbanca of
breeding seablird colonies must be explored in detail. For
example, if blasting or other projects destroy natural standing
water areas, efforts must be made to provide likxe areas for
displaced birds.

L

7. Failure to Appropriately Aseess Radiation Impacts

The DSEIS’s inadequately addresses the effects of
electromagnetic radlation (EMR) on the people of Kwajalein Atoll.
Increased use of radar and antenna on Kwajalein, Rol-Namur and
Meck have the potential to be significantly hazardous to the
inhabjitants of those {slands.

The reasoning and logic of the EMR analysis is flawed, for
the elaborate studies invoked deal only with analyzing acute
hazards assoclated with EMR, USAKA is required to keap the
freguency emlssions at 5 mW/cm! -~ thia is not a mitigation
measure.

The DSELS lgnores research that implicates that these
magnetic flelds may pose a signiflicant chronic health hazard shen
indlviduals arae exposed to lower levels for longer periods of
time. The DSEIS falls to cite any studles or analyze the effects
of sustained exposure to EMR from the proposed projects. Thae
Havy and the U.S. government have done an extenslve amount of
research in this area ~- little or none of which is referenced in
the DSEIS.

The DSEIS entirely omits discusslon of possgible mitigation
of the effects of EMR. Tha DSEIS implies that existing
regulations reasonably protect public health -- but there may ba
signifjcant impacts where EMR is not yet regulated. The flald
strength cited may hnot cause thermal effects but may cause cther
biologlcal effects. Marshallesae citizens may be subject to
significant long-term health hazards ignored by the DSEIS, such
as cancer and other health risks assoclated with EMR,

Response 10 L11-18; The SEIS (Section 3.6) contains citations of previous avifauna
studies done at USAKA (summarized in more detail in the 1989 EIS), as well as a
reference ta the field reconnaissance comlucted for the SEIS during February 1992.

Response to L11-19%: The SEIS (pages 4-120 through 4-124) states (hat several of the
activities analyzed could have finpacts on seibird nesting areas that could not be
mitigated, This is bhecause same seabird nesting colonies may find it ditficult 1o
recover from any USAKA activities that permanently remove nesting hubitat.
Seabirds thut nest on coral atolls are adapted to finding a very small piece of land
{ofien only a few acres) in the middle of a very large ocean and then nesting on a
specific portion of that land. These hirds are therefore sirongly focused on very
specific habitats, as well as on general habitat requirements, The February 1991 field
reconnaissance showed biack noddies nesting in a fow (10- 1 12-fout-high) Pisonia
grove that was recovering from having been leveled several yenrs before, Anecdotal |
information (O, pers. comm,, 1992) shows that, prior to its leveling, it was a highly
used, mature nesting hibital, However, the hirds refused to Teave it and re-nest in
ather trees, cven thaugh there were adjncent wiler Pisonda trees that provided more
stable and protective nesting babitat. Therefure, provision of replacement habitat
mity nut be possible, particulurly for tree nesting birds, if the birds do not nest
successfully in an nrea that they have not used belore. Nesting habitat destruction of
any kind should probably be considered to be unmitigable with respect to in-kind, in-
plice mitigation,

On the specific question of impacts to natural standing water areas, the only fresh or
brackish water area on the USAKA islands is lucuted on Legan Istand (standing
waler areas are rare because of the small size of the islands and the highly porous
nature of the soil}. Nane of the activitics analyzed in this SEIS would directly affect
the brackish pond on Legan (see Figures 2.1-13, 2.1-20, 2.1-28, and 3.1-6 In Vulurnc 1
of this SEIS).

Response to L11-20: Please see (he responses to Comments L10-6 and L10-17.
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8. Noigse Impacts

The DSEIS does not include an analysis of the potentlal
impacts of noise outside of USAKA. This is improper even
applying the DSEIS’s own conclusjon that the "region of influence
for noise impacts is defined as areas within 26 miles" of the
USAKA islands. This would Includa numerous other islands within
the Atell, but the population of these islands is not even

mentioned in the DSEIS, let alone analyzed for potential impacts.
L .

9. Missile Launcheg

The DSEIS incredulously states that by relying on safety
plans, established operating procedures, and flight termination
systems, po impacts to flight safety or public health and safety
are expected. This conclusion is reached despite the dramatie
escalation in the volume and complexity of missile launches from
USAKA that will take place if the proposed action is implemented,
and desplte that the DSEIS admits that the mid-Atoll corridor and
the Brgad Ocean Area may be affected by the proposed actions.

1 For example, the DSEIS states at 4-264: "The reliability of
solid rocket motors used in USAKA test flights i{s no different
than for other missila progqrams." These statements are
meaningless to the public unless accompanied by an analyals of
past missile and flight safety at USAKA, and a review of tha
actual reliability of comparable missile programs.

USAKA must incorporate a review of environmental Impacts
associated with past rocket launches, tracking activitles,
impacts of missiles launched from California, Hawai‘'l or other
locations toward USAKA. This review should take into account the
fact that the proposed action represents a substantial escalation
in the complexity of misslle launches and tracking at USAKA. 1In
particular, the System Integration Tests would involve two
ground-based sensor-launch vehicles, four ground-based
interceptors launched from USAKA, and two targets launched from
Hawai‘'i or California.

The DSEIS’s conclusion that there will be ng impacts to
flight safety or public health and safety Is completely lacking
in credibility.

Response to LEL-21: All islands in the atoll were evaluated for potentind nojse
impacts from the activities analyzed in the SES. The region of intluence (as stated
on page 4-101) for the noise impact assessment is defined gs “any arca ot Kwajalein
Atoll that may expericnce a change in existing noise levels because of USAKA,
activities.” Therefure, any other islands outside of USAKA’s control that cousld be
putentially affected by noise impuets were included in the analysis discussed in this
section. No significant impacts were identified, with the exception of the potential
transfer of EOD activities to Ensugarret and its impact on EOD personnel and any
Marshallese present on this istand (three-fourths of which is contratied by the RMI
governiment and outside of LISAKA control). Mitigation for this significant impact on
both USAKA personnct and Marshallese who might be on the island is included in
the analysis, as well as mitigation measures for Roi-Namur and Ennubitr, which have
residents that could be affected by these proposed activities. Please see the response
to Comment L14-38 for specific assumptions used 1o assess potential noise impncits
from proposed Ennugarcet EOD activities on USAKA islands and other islands.

Response to L11-22: USAKA hus a well-established safety office that applies
standurd operating procedures and processes to all flight test experiments to ensure
that they enn be performed without endangering public health and safety. Among
these standard operating procedures and processes ure complete safely system
redundancy, o highly trnined and skitled technical staff, demanding safety system
reliuhility standards, and rigorovs preflight lesting of all safety sysiem components.
Design requirements require that compunents of the flight test experiments be
separated from the missile’s safety system components so that safety system reliabifity
is not degraded.

The success of the USAKA safety office has been demonstrated recently through the
safe launch of six Minuteman component vehicles from USAKA during the Homing
Overlay Experiment and Exvatmospheric Reentry Intercept System flight test
programs. In addition, USAKA has historically handled higher sustained flight test
rates than ot present without any safety incidents resulting from missile flight hazards.
For example, during Sufeguard Missile testing at USAKA, Sprint and Spartan missiles
were safely launched. In the 1960s and 19705, ICBM test rates were as high as 50 a
year, :

The safety criteria applied tu a given type of missile flight are the same whether the
test is conducted once or a number of limes. The safety system and reliabitity
requirements are the same whether one missile is flown or a number are flown nearly
simultaneously.  Additiona} flight safcty sysiem assets, such as command destruct
transmitters, qualified range safety officers, and safely office personnel would be
added where necessary to ensure that flight safeiy requirements ate satisfied.
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II.
Q TS IVIRO

We understand that Section 161 of the Compact of Free
Association requires the U.S. to review the environmental laws
applicable to its activities at Kwajalein. This is to be done
recognizing "the special relationship" between the U.5.
government and the Republic 'of the Marshall Islands (RMI}.
However, these good intentions do not justify the complate
usurpation by USAKA of the existing rights of the other U.S.
agencies, the Marshallese government, U.S. citizens, and-
Marshallese citizens to participate in future monitoring, review,
and enforcement of USAKA activitles that may significantly affect
the environment and public health.

our main concerns about the Draft Environmental Standards
and Procedures (DESP) are three-fold: (1) the proposed
procedures lack any meaningful opportunity for citizen
involvement or enforcement; (2) neither the U.S. agenciea nor the
Marshallese government are allowed sufflcient oversight rolea or
rights over USAKA actions; and {3) numercus important substantive
protections of U.S. envircnmental laws have not been presexved.
Thesa issues are discussed in detail below -- addressing first
the proposed "standards" and then the proposed "procedures.™

In short, under the premise of acting in the spirit of the
vgpecial relationship"” between the RMI and the U,S. Army, the
proposed ragulations have effectively authorized the U.S. hrmy to
proceed at will with any project that may severely affect the
environment of Kwajalein Atoll. <Consldeping that these
regulations are the first of their kind, they will set an adverse
precedent for further regulations promulgated under Compactas of

Free Associatlons or similar agreements with other countries.
|

A. gtandards
1. Endanaered Species and Wildlife Rescurces

Section 3-4 of the DESP, entitled Endangeraed Spacies and
Wildlife Resources, fails to provide enforcement measures to
adequately protect the diverse wlldlife habitat of Xwajalein
Atell. (3-4) Although the draft standards expand the list of
specles or hablitats that are subject to protection, thls.

USAKA recognizes that the purpose of the proposed missile Night test program is to
perform sometimes stressing experiments to gather scientilic knuwledge and validate
system performance. There have been in the past, and will be in the future, failures
of these experiments. However, it should be noted that in all of these incidems, all
thights and public sufety systems funciioned as intended. Al debris was contained on
debris impuct areas on (he test ranges. No injuries occuered to humans or wildfife,
no damage oceurred W private ar public propetty, awd no adverse environmental
impacts were nuted.  Public health and sofely was never endangered. USAKA has
established rigorous und redundant flight and public safety systems to protect public
heatth and safety ot the Kwajulein Atoll in the event of flight test failures and they
have consistently demonstrated their ability to successfully fulfill this role. ‘

Response to L11-23: The Compact does not extend regulatory authority to either the
RMI government or ULS. environmental agencies for the statutes that form the basis
aof the Standards for U.S, activities at USAKA. Although the Compact extends no
regutatary authority to those parties, the US. Army believes it is important to involve
them in the review of propused actions. The Standards establish, through the revised
review and conflict resalution processes, n way for resource agencies to review and
comment on USAKA's activities, The environmental framework of the Compact
does not envision regulatory avthority over any USAKA activity far U.S. resource
agencies (including the U.S. National Masine Fisheries Seivice {USNMES)). For a
detailed discussion of the lack of regulatory authority, see the responses to Comments
M-14 and £.9-4.

Mure specifically, citizen input, oversight of USAKA actions, and substantive sections
of U.S. envirormentit) laws are discussed in the context of the responses to
Caomments 1.1¢-24 through L11-45. Yor additional information, refer to the
responses to Comments M-Hi and M-21 (when the U.S. Army can proceed with an
activity at USAKA); E:R, L9-4, M-10, M-21, M-14, snd M-18 (ways in which the
Compact guides the implementation and oversight of the Standards); and M-19 (1he
additional review snd revision of the Standards that will be conducted).

An interagency and intergovernmental Project Team composed of representatives
from DoD, RMIEPA, and U.S. resource agencies (see Part 1 of the Standards for &
full list of members) has been working in a cooperative effort for more than 3 years
1o develop the Standards. The Team received addiiona! technical advice from
USAEIA and USNMFES. The intent of the Team was to prepare draft Standards
that protect health and safety and the environment and that address the special
relationship between the US, and the RMI governments, a3 specified in the
Compact. The procedures in the Standurds are a comprehensive framewark for
encouraging opportunities for all appropriafe agencies 10 participate in the
implementation of the Standards. 1n particutar, the DEP and conflict resalution
prucedures (hoth uf which have been revised to incorporate additional opportunitics
fur review of USAKA activities—see the responses o Comments E-7 and M-21) are

_included for facilitating the special inlergovernmental relativnship between the uUs.

and the RMI governments. Although several issues, including the prosedures noted
in the comment, remain under discussion, the Team is committed to working out
thuse differences and producing a final draft that will meet the concerns of alt
parties. In addition, after a final draft of the Standards is prepared, they will be
suhject ta another review by the U.S nad RMI governmenis (see the response (o
Comment M-19).
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"protecticon" is ultimately a facade, for the formal processes
proposed differ sharply from the corresponding Section 7 of the
Endangered Specles Act (ESA} and 50 C,F.R. § 402 dealing with
Interagency Cooperation.

a. Coordination and Consultation Processes Are
ective clude [o]

The standards for protecting endangered species by a
consultation or coordination process suffer thae daficlencies
with the notification and Record of Consultation {ROC) procedures
that they Incorporate (see comments on Procedures).
Specifically, USAKA retains the power to initiate the
consultation process (3-4.5.5(a)) and ROCs thecretically may
never result in reqguired mitigation or cessation of USAKA’g
activities. The coordination process 1s a meager attempt to
include the USFWS and the USHMFS, for USAKA may implement
conservatjon recommendations If USAKA "finds the recommendations
acceptable." ({3-4.6.2(a}))

Unlike the proposed standards, the current permit
requirements under 50 C.F.R. parts 17, 220, 222 and 227 allow
direct involvement of the NMFS Director in assuring the
protection of marine life. The proposed Procedures for
Coordination of Other Wildlife Resources at USAKA, while
involving the lead agency and the RMI In determining appropriate
recommendations for preventing effects on fish and wildljife
resources, does not require USRKA to defer to these
recommendations, but mandates only that USAKA consider the
recommendations and carry them out to the “extent practicable and
consistent with project purposes." (31-4.6.3 (c})

b. The Standards Allow USAKA To continue Its
u

Under the draft standards, USAKA 1ls given full authority to
proceed with its proposed acticns without even accepting
coordination recommendations. (3-4.6.3 (d})}) The potential
effecta on indigenous wildlife are staggering -- the birds,
plants and animals of the affected areas are subject to USAKA's
whims. Since the territories of wildlife are not subject to
human boundariés, such total control over the fate of specles
could have significant impacts outside of the USAKA islands.

In direct contrast, the ESA and the agency rules promulgated
under the ESA more rigorously protect sensitive habltats and rare

Response 1o L11-24: ‘The US. Army recagnizes the importance of involving the
RMIEPA mnd US. resource agencies in the review of USAKA activities, especially
beeause the Compact does nut extend regulatory authurity to LS. resource agencies
ur tu the RML for USAKA activities (i.c., the provision for interagency cooperation in
US. regulations is not envisioned in the environmentat framewnrk of the
Compact—see the response to Comment 1,9-4),

The intent of the Project Tean in designing the procedures for the propused
Standards was to consufidate the procedural provisions from more than a dozen
environmenial statutes 1o adidress #f \he substantive environmental calegories in the
Standards (Purt 3 of the Standards). In doing so, specific fanguage may change from
the U.S. statutes and regulations from which the Standards are derived; this does not,
however, result in a lesser degree of protection for resuurces at USAKA.

Appendix B, Valweme 1, of the SEIS is a comparison between the Standards and the
comparable U.S. regulations; the Standards provide protection that is comparable (o
or greater than the U.S. regulations from which they nre derived.

The separate procedurai sectivn was included to streamline the numerous
administeative and procedural sections of the statutes from which the Standards were
derived. For example, the conflict resolution process (Section 2-19 of the Standards)
is not patterned after the processes of any specific environmental statute; rather, it is
designed to foster a cooperative relationship between the U.S. and RMI
governments. The conflict resolution procedures have been revised since the Draft
SEIS was published (see response 1 Cumment M-21) 10 require the U.S. Army 10
consult with the RMIEPA, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (LISFWS), ar the
USNMFS before proceeding with an action. This procedure is analogaus to the
cansultativn requirements of Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, Formerly,
conflict resolution could be initiated when ngencies, including RMIEPA, disagreed on
the folluwing components of the process: descriptions of a propaosed nctivily in a
ROC; he content of a corrective action or its schedule; or the specific points of
noncompliance alleged in o Notice of Deliciency. The revised procedures state that
comflict resolution can be initinted for disagreements on a proposed or anguing
activily thal is subject to the Standards (see also the responses to Comments 1.11-25,
L14-5, and M-21). The specific standards for proteciing endangered species and
wildlife resources nlso ure discussed in the responses to Comments L(1-25 through
Ltl-27. .

Respunse to L{1-25: The environmental framework of the Compact does not extend
regululory ar enforcement authority 10 any ULS. resource agency (inctuding USNMES
and USFWS) or to the RMIEPA (see the responses to Comments M-14, L9-4, and
L11-23). Although the Compact does not extend reguliory authority to those
agencies, the LLS. Anmy believes it is important {o involve them in the review of
proposed actions.  The Standards establish, through the DEP and conflict resolutinn
processes, a way for resource mgencies 1o monitor USAKA's activities. Despite the
absence of regulatory authorily at USAKA, the USNMFS and the USFWS are given
a substantive role in providing recommendations un mitigation, planning, funding, and
implementing coordination of ather wildlife resvurces in recagnition of the expertise
al thuse agencies.
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The procedures for implementing the Standards include all appropriate agencies {see
Sectinn 2-6, Reporting Requirements of the Standards) in reviewing a proposed
action, The intent of the procedures s 1o facilitile productive communication among
USAKA, RMI, and U.S. agencies. Specifically, the revised procedures (ke., DEP)
and conflict resolution processes (see the responses to Comments E-7 and M-21)
provide opportunities for disputing parties to voice their differences and design
mitigative measuses for activities with the potential to affect the environmen,

USAKA's role in the revised review process is addressed in Section 2-17 of the
Standards (which applies to all the enviruonmental calegories in the Standards—see the
response to Comment E-13} and in Section 3-5 and Section 3-6 of the Standards
(which apply specifically 1o endangered species and wildlife resources). Although
USAKA initiates the DEP prucess, it is required to do so for all activities specified in
Section 2-17.3.1 (Aclivities and Findings Requiring a Document of Environmentat
Protection) of the Slandards. Sections 2-17.3.1(c) and (e) specifically apply to
wellands, reels, lagooens, ncean aren, adverse biological opinions, biological
assessments, coordinaiion reposts, and migeatory bird taking. In regard to the
requirements and procedures for coordination on other wildlife at USAKA [Sections
3-4.6.2(a) and 3-4.6.3(n) of the Siandards], the coordination reports that include
recommendations to miligate adverse cflects on USAKA's wildlife resources shall be
prepared by the npproprinte agencies and the RMI (sce also the response to
Commenlt 1.11-27).

Under the conflict resolution process (see Sectivn 2-19 of the Standards end the
responses 1o Comments E£11-24, L11-29, L14-5, and M-21), the Standards include a
serics of checks on proposed USAKA aclivities. When there is disagreement, the -
Commander, USAKA, cannot proceed without consultation with the appropriate
agencies. The Commander, USAKA, can proceed only in exceptional circumstances,
The potential fur conflict resolution to elevate to the Deputy Commanding General,
USASSDC (see the response to Corment M-21) and to intergovernmental
participation (i.e, U.S. Stule Department and RM} guvernrment representalives)
provides incentive for USAKA and disputing ngencics to resolve conflicts at the
luwest administrative level possible. The Standards also provide appropriale agencies
with the opportunity to review USAKA activities through the external auditing
pracess (see the responses o Comments L11-25 and L11-41),
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species. For example, Section 7(d) of the ESA prohibits Federal
agencies and applicants from making any "irreversible or
irretrievable commitment of resources which has the effect of
foreclosing the formulation or implementation of reasonable and
prudent alternatives which would avoid jeopardizing the continued
existence of listed species or resulting in the destruction or
adverse modification of critical habitat." 16 U.s.c. § 1536(d).

50 C.F.R. § 402.09 further demands that thie ban on making
an irreversible commitment of resources is in force during the
consultation process and continues until the requirements of ESA
section 7{a)(2) are fulfilled.

[+ e tion O ent -

The draft standards also fail to contain adequate
specifications for incidental takings in a biological opinion.
Such specifications should be similar to 50 C.F.R. § 402.14(1)},
which requires incidental takes to be accompanled with a record
of the impact of such taking and the reasonable and prudent
measures necessary to minimlze such impact,

d¢. Fallure To Include Exemption Provisions

promulgated in the Joint Regulations on Endangered Species, the
only manner by which a Federal agency may not comply with its
gection 7 responsibilities is by utilizing the elaborate
exemption application procesa found in 50 C.F.R. § 450-52. {50
C.F.R. § 402.15 (c})

USAKA, on the other hand, is never required even to apply
for exemption, and may trump any conflict resolution process.
Thus, the proposed standards are at direct odds with ESA § 7,
which requires each federal agency to insure that any action
taken 1s not likely to "jeopardize the continued existence aof any
endangered species or threatened species or result In the
destruction or adverse modification or habitat of such species.®

The potential adverse affects on the precious fish and
wildlife resources found in the Republic of the Marshall Islands
are devastating. The proposed standards fail to include the
procedural and substantive provisions of the ESA. Thus, the
unsuspecting wildlife of the RMI is afforded less protection than

thelr American counterparts.

At the termination of the formal conflict resolution process *

Respunse to L1L-26: LS. resource agencies” lack of regulatory authority over
activities at USAKA is discussed in the responses (o0 Comments L9-4 and 1.11.23,
USAKA cunnot praceed with a proposed awtivity without consuhting the appropriate
agencies, as discussed in the responses to Comments M-10, M-21, L.11-24, and
L.11-25.

Respunse to LI1.27: The proposed Standards sddress incidental takings in Section
3-4.5.3(F), which states that il an incidental 1nking is likely but does not result in
jeapardy or elimination of the species, the taking must be specified in a -bialogical
opinion prepared by USFWS. Because a LS. resource agency prepares the
bivlogical opinion, the agency will rely on upplicable U.S. regulations for preparing
the opinion, including the provisions on which the agency would normally rely if
preparing a similar opinion in the United States. Figure 3-4.5 in the Siandards
illustrates the procedures for consultation on endangered resources. Tn eases of
potential incidental tnkings, the designated agency (either the USFWS or USNMFS)
prepares the deaft biolugical opinion for review by the RMI. After RMI reviews the
draft biological opinion, the desigrated agency submits a final opinion, including an
ECR, to USAKA. Normally, if the biofogical opinion resulls in an adverse or
jeapardy opinion, a nonadverse opinion with an incidental take statement, or if the
RMI disngrees with the findings of the agency’s nonadverse opinion, the RML, the
appropriate agency, and USAKA must agree on the pruvisions of a biological opinion
befire USAKA may proceed with an action. See also the responses to Comments
M-10, M-21, 1.11-23, L1{-24, and L11-25. :

Response 10 L11.28: The envirenmental framewuork of the Compact does not extend
regulatory authority to U.S. resource agencies for activitics at USAKA (see the
responses to Comments L9-4 and L11-23 through L11-27.
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2. <Cultural Resgurcesg

Part 3-7 of the DESP specifies the procaedures involved in
preserving archeological, cultural and historical resources at
USAKA. Although the Commander USAKA must complete the
consultation process before initlating the proposed action that
may affect cultural resources, If the Commander USAKA and the RMI
do not agree on whether or not a particular action will hava an
adverse effect, the ineffective ROC Part 2 conflict resgolution
process is lnvoked, again deferring all final decislon making to
USAKA.

a. HNatural Historical Preservation Act Applies To The
BHI

We have serious misglvings regarding the scope of the
proposed standards, considering the 1992 Amendments to the NHPA,
whirh define the Republic of the Marshall Islands as a Ystate" In
subchapter section 47o0w. Section 470w-4 explicitly provides for
attorneys’ fees and costs to prevailing parties in civil actions
brought by interested persons to enforce the provisfions of the
subchapter, which include authorizatlon to expend funds,
donaticns and bequests of money, and disclosure of information
relating to location or character of historic resources to the
public.

The NHPA § 470a(e) (6) (A) also expliclitly authorizes the
Secretary to administer a program of direct grants to the
Republic of the Marshall Islands as part of the program of
matching grant assistance from the Historic Preservation Fund.
There is no mention of these important provisions in the draft
standards, and it is unclear that the proposed standards can
abrogate such expliclt Congressicnal intent of extraterritorial
application of HHPA to tha RMI.

b. Insufficient Opportunity For Public Involvement/
Hotification

While the proposed standards in Part 3-7 delineate a
slgnificantly broader role for tha RMI than the other Standards
sections, the role of the public in assessing effects on cultural
resources is substantially less than tha power given to
interested persons in the Natlonal Historical Preservation Act
{NHPA) and the Advisory Counclil on Historic Preservation’s (ACHP)
own regulations promulgated under MHPA section 106. (36 C.F.R. §
800)

L.

Response to LIE-29: The ROC process, as revised to a DEP (see the response to
Comment E-7) will be an effective way for USAKA to consult with appropriate
agencies, including the RMILEPA, prios to initinting an action, The Project Team,
including the RMIEPA, designed level two of the condlict resolution process o

invoive il appropriate principals (Section 2-19.3 of the Standards} in assessing
disputes. The conllict reselution process for resolving disputes is based on the
collaburative decision of the multiagency and intergovernmental Project Team (see

also the responses to Comments M-14, Lt 1-23, and L11-24).

If disputes cannot be resolved at the lower administrative levels, the second level of
conflict resotution Is invoked. At this level, the principals of the appropriate agencies
{Section 2-6.1), which are the Depuly Commander, USASSDC; the Minister of
Health and Environment, RMI: the Administrator of Region IX, U.S. EPA; the
Regional Director of the USFWS, Pacific Region; the Director of the Southwest
Region, USNMFES; the Commander, USAEDPO; and tiler representatives of
apprepriate agencies nty become invalved. IF a tinding is issued for RMI or the
appropriate U.S. resaurce agencies, USAKA must prepare a letter of commitment
(LOC-Section 2-18.2 of the Stunduris) stating the coerective action and the schedule.
If disputes are not resolved ot this level, appropriate agencies (Section 2-6.1) can
elevale the dispute Lo the Interagency Group for Freely Assaciated States (IAG—see
alsu the response to Comment 1.11-44 for discussion on disputes involving LS.
resource agencies and USAKA) or the RMIEPA may elevate the dispute to the
Environmental Advisory Parel (see the response 10 Comment L14-5), Also see the
respunse to Comment M-21 and 1.14-5 for subsequent revisions 1o the conflict
resolution process.

Response to L11-30: The cultural resources standards for USAKA have been revised
to reflect comparable provisions in the NHPA, including recent nmendments to the
ucl. ‘These revisions are in compliance with the environmental framework of the
Compact. The intent of the Standards is 10 provide pracedural and substantive
mechanisms for protection of heatth and safety and the environment. The ponditions
under which the RMI government might seek specific funding under the amended
NHPA is a matter that is internal 10 the RMI government. For funding provisions
pertaining to activities st USAKA, see Section 2-24 of the Standards, which has been
revised since the Draft SEIS was published (also see ihe respanse 1o Comment
L14-7y.
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The proposed standards ignore the NHPA’s requirement that
particular interested persons be jinvited to become consulting
parties under certain circumstances,. (356 C.F.R. § 600.1}

The draft regulations also do not adequately provide for
public notification, for example, when USAKA determines that
there are no cultural resources that may be affected by the
undertaking, documentation is required to he submitted only to
RMIEPA.

Corresponding Section 36 C.F.R. § 800.4(d) reguires the
agency officlal to notify interested persons and make the
documents open to the public when there are no historic
properties found to be affected by the proposed activity.

Similarly, when assessing effects on historlc propertles,
the NCHP rules provide an adegquate opportunity for the public to
recelve information and express views when the effect on historic
properties is found to be adverse. 36 C.F.R. § 800.5(e) (3} The
proposed standards do not require USAKA to encourage public
comment when an undertaking 1s determined to have an adverse
effect on cultural resources. (30-7.5.6)

The absence of provisions requiring the lnvolvement of
Marshallese ciltizens in pregervation of thelr own cultural
regources is a serious flaw. The Marshallese should be afforded
every opportunity to be informed of and participate in decisions
that may destroy or adversely affect aspects of their own
heritage.

C. Pecreased Reole For U.S8, ACHP

The U.5. Advisory Councll on Historic Preservation‘s (ACHP)
participation in evaluating and consulting potentlal effects on
valuable cultural resources is severely diminished by the
proposed standards. Part 3-7 of the standards abrogates § 106 of
the NHPA, for the standards state only that the ACHP may ba
invelved in the consultation process upon request by USAKA or
RMIEPA.

The ACHP provides an important role in resolving conflicts
between historic preservatlon concerns and federal undertakings.
Full participation of the Council 1s imperative in order for tha
public intereat to ba served, particularly when the precposed
standards include inadequate public involvement. The special
cultural environmental resources of the indlgenous people of the

Response to L11-31/32: The proposed Standards do not limit participation to the
RMIEPA in providing comments to USAKA for cultural resources issues. The
provisions addressing the involvement of interested persons (as defined in Section 3-8
of the Standards), other than the RMIEPA, are contained throughout the cultural
resources section of the Standards, and are generally similar 1o the NHPA, as
amended. The Standards provide the following apportunities for interested persons
to he involved in cultural resources issues: identifying significant cultural resources
(USAKA must seck information from interested persons, Section 3-7.5.3); assessing
the potential for effects on cultural resources (USAKA must consider the views of
interested persons when applying the criteria of effect to cultural resources and must
make availuble for public inspection the documentation on a finding of no effect,
Section 3-7.5.4); and determining when an effect is adverse (interested parties shall
be invited to participate as parties to the consultation, Section 3-7.5.6). U.S.
regulations for cultural resources [36 CFR 800.5{e)(1}] require interested persons o
be "invited to participate as consulting parties . . . when they 50 request” when an
elfect is adverse.

Respunse to L11-33: The cultural resources section of the Stapdards has been
revised to reflect comparable provisions in the amended NHPA, including
clarification of the role of the ACHP,

Upon discovering a previously unidentified resource al USAKA (Section 3-7.5.7,
Resources Discovered During an Undertaking), ihe Standards state that "the
Commander, USAKA, shall notify the RMIHPO about the discovery and shalk
implement mitigation measures developed in consultation with the RMITIPO 10
minimize the effects on the resource or to recover as much of the resource as
possible (conforming o professional standards for research). In such instances, a
tormal mitigation plan that is coordinated with RMIPO may not be necessary,
depending on the paotential severity of the effect on the resource.” The US.
regulations (36 CER 800.11) do not require the preparation of n format mitigation
plan. According to 36 CFR 8.1 I(x), the agency officinl is "encouraged to develop a
plan for the treatment for such properties.” [f the agency docs not prepare a plan, it
must provide the ACHP with a clance 1o coonment. The Standards currently provide
fr the ACHP 1o review alt actions 1aken by USAKA and the RMIEPA (Sectivn
3-7.3}.
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RMI demand a third party analysis sabove and beyond the decisions
of the RMIEPA and USAKA.

When USAKA determines there is an adverse effect and there
are no objections by RMIEPA, the resulting ROC documentation is
not required to be submitted to the ACHP for review. {3-7.5.6)
Under the detalls of the NHPA Section 106 process, the ACHP
mandatorily reviews all Memoranda of Agreement (MOA), or must
comment when no MOA is submitted. (36 C.F.R. § B0O0.6)

If the Proposed Standards qualify as a State agreement
substituting for the procedures set forth In section 106, then
the ACHP must be lnvolved in reaching thils agreement of
substitution, as elaborated by a detailed process in 36 C.F.R. §
800.7. .

Additionally, the Standards are not as rigorous as the NHPA
when resources are discovered during an undertaking. The ACHP
reghlations reguire the Agency Official to prepare a plan to
satisfy the requirements of the section 106 process for the
treatment of properties discovered during implementation of an
undertaking, or alternatively the Agency Official shall afforgd
the ACHP the opportunity to comment. 36 C.F.R. § B0O.11

The proposed standards, on the other hand, do not requiras a
formal mitigation plan tc be submitted to either the RMIEPA or
ACHP on dlscovering a previously unidentified cultural resources,
but leave it to the diascretion of USAKA to implement appropriate
mitigation measures developed with informal consultation of
RMIEPA. ({3-7.5.7)

B. Procedures

A significant problem with the DESP is the lack of
enforcement and oversight provislions in the proposed procedures.

1. The pbsence of Citizen Sult Provisjons

The proposed standards attempt to strip both Marshallese and
U.S. citizens of any meaningful volce In the environmental
compliance process and of any ability to enforce the relevant
environmental laws. U.S. domestic laws, such as the Endangered
Species Act (ESA), the National Environmental Pollcy Act (NEPA),
and the Mational Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) may apply to
U.S. actions abroad regardless of any restrictions in the
Compact. Therefore, we object to USAKA’s attempt in the DESP to

Response to L11-.34/35: Thc(hnmnmlhwsnntenend|hcchhcnsﬁtpnwhhnsnf
US. environmental statutes to U.S. government activities al USAKA,; huwever,
Section 162 af the Compuct empowers the RMI government to hring certain actions

into federnt court Tor judicial review,
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ignore and effectively carve out citizen suit provisions found in
the statutes consulted during the development of the standards.

Congress expressly provided for citizen enforcement of
virtually every federal envirenmental statute. Acts containing
citizen provisions include the Clean Air Act (CAR}, the Clean
Hater Act (CWA), the Comprehensive Envircnmental Responsea,
Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA}, the ESA, the Marine
Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act (MPRSA), the Noise
Control Act (NCA), the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA), and the
Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA).

The purpose of citizen sult provisicns {s at least two-fold:
(1) to provide a supplement to the enforcement capabilities of
federal agencies; and (2) to allow citizens to step Into thas
shoes of enforcement agencles in situations where the government
is unwilling or unable to become involved. Both of these
purpcses would be served be including clitlzen enforcement
provisions in the proposed standards. This is particularly true
where the potentlal violator is itself a U.5. agency. Citlzen
oversight solves the inevitable problem of allowing the fox to
guard the henhouse. There is no justification for cutting
citizens completely out of the process as the USAKA proposes to
do,

2. HNo Ianclusion of Nojise Control

Another serious flaw with the DESP is the failure to include
the Noise Control Act, or any regulatory provision regarding
noise pollution and/or abatement., This is especlially disturbing
due to the DSEIS’s description of the proposed Explosive Ordnance
Disposal pit at Bnnugarret, which would have a "significant
impact on the hearing of marshallese people who might be on the
fsland." (DSEIS, at €)

3. [¢] () a

The DESP alsc falls to mentlon any standards for monitoring
electromagnetlic radiation and the health hazards related to
radiation from the proposed and continuing USAKA projects. The
uncertainty of the adverse affects of radars and antennae
invelved in USRKA’s activities warrants specific regulatjons
dealing with the potential electromagnetic hazards to the people
of Kwajalein.

Respanse to L11-36: The Standurds uddress noise under the procedures for
monitaring (Section 2-82.5). The Standards apply Army Regulation 200-1, Chapler
7, which requires that new sources of noise be monitored at the time of installation ta
ensure compliance with the US. Army’s Environmental Noise Abalement Program
and USAKA’s Compatible Use Zone Program. Although the Noise Act was
originally reviewed by the Project Team, it was removed from consideration because
the regulatinns for that statute fucus on manufacturing sources, and do nat apply to
conditions at USAKA. As discussed in the response to Comment E-13, provisions of
applicable U.S. regulations that apply to urban, indusirial areas were considered
innppropriate for the USAKA environment.

Response to L11-37: The Standards do not address EMR because none of the U.S.
or RMI statutes and regulations or the imernational agreements reviewed for
consideration in the Standards addresses EMR (see Table 1-3 of the Standurds), At
USAKA, EMR is regulated hy the US. Army Environmental Hygiene Agency's
Griidelines for Conprofling Potential Health Hazards from Radio Frequency Radiation
and is addressed under the NEPA process.
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4. Procedural Unfajrness
The proposed standards effectively ignore the input of the

the applicable environmental standards will directly impact the

to provide the DESP (as well as tha full DSEIS) to the
Marshallese people in their own language.

5. ade o] e C ce

Under the Reporting/Notification process outlined in the
DESP, USAKA retains complets control over supervising its
potentially adverse activities. Howhere is there any policing
the Marshall Islands (RMI) or other U.S. agencles.

! Under the flrst category of reports transmitted on ongoing
operations, there are no provisions for routine reports on
radlation or noise levels. (2-6.2) This is also true for the
second category of Emergency Notlfications. (2-6.3)
of an emergency environmental condition may not even result in
of Consultation (ROC). (2-7})

With regard to activities where there is a likelihcod of
process, sometimes admittedly after the damage has been done --
such as injuries or deaths, organisms killed or disturbed,

historical and archaeoclogical resources destroyed and materials
dumped into the waters of the RMI, (2-7.2)

6. Concerns_ab u c [¢]
The proceas for Public Notiflcatlon is {nadequate.
appropriate means." At the very least, Public Notice for

notify the Marshallese by an agreed upon method tallored to the
distinct characteristics of the Atoll community.

Marshallese citizens. Apparently, none of the DESP was published
in the Harshallese language, even though these major revisions to

indigenous population and their sovereign land. USAKA has a duty

allowed at the inceptlon of USAKA’s activitles by the Republic of

At the complete discretion of USAKA, emergency notification

initiating the formal consultation process of preparing a Record

causing a significant adverse jmpact, USAKA inltiates the report

According to the DESP, public notlce shall be issued "by the mosat

environmental emergencies or activities that significantly affect
the environment should require USAKA to use their best afforts to:

Response to LEL-38: Although the proposed Standards have not been translated intg
Marshallese, there are plans o transhue the final Standards into Marshallese after
the RMI and U.S. governments have completed their negotiations and afl changes
are made. Representatives of the RMIEPA are actively involved in develnping the
Standards on behalf of the RMI citizenry (sve the responses (¢ Comments E-8 and
M-14). [n addition, transtators were provided at the public hearings for the Draft
SEIS 10 give Marshalese citizens the opportunity to ask questions and make
caomments.

Response to L11-3%: The environmental framework of the Compact does not extend
regulatory authorily to either the RMI government or U.S. resource agencies for the
statutes that fonm the basis of the Standards for U.S. activilies at USAKA {sec the
respenses to Comments M-14 and 1L.9-4),  Activities at USAKA are conducted in
compliznce with Dol)'s policies for operating overseas installations, and the proposed
reparting procedures are more comprehensive than required by those policies.
Ailthough the Compuct does not specify statules for noise or radiation lo be
nddressed in the Standards, the U.S. Army will apply its regulations governing these
concerns (see the responses to Comments L1136 and L11-37).

The natification and reporting procedures in Sections 2-7 cover a wide array of
situations in which USAKA must nutify the appropriate agencies about the resulting
effects of activities or about the potential for un activity 1o affect the environment
adversely. Notilication cun also initiate the imtent 1o prepare a DEP (see the
response 1 Commend E-7). Alihkough sone of the situations requiring nolice
describe negative impucts w the environment, these situations are not accepted as
the norm; rather, they reflect the fuct that, despite the hest intentions of all parties to
proteet the fragile envitonment st USAKA, unforeseen problems might occur.
Although such prablems are accidentu), they might not be an immediate threat to
public health snd safety, such as those requiring emergency notification and
immediate remedial action, .

The Project Team, however, recognized (hat even with the best preventive measures,
emergencies can occur. The emergency notifications in the Standards are based on
the assumption thal, if an emergency condition oceurred, it would require immediate
notification and respunse to ensure the protection of public health and safety and the
eavironment. Rouline reports for emergencies sre not included in the Stendards
because emergencies require immediate responses—nnt routine reports—to facilitate
the protection of public health and safety. The standards for emergency natification
(Section 2-6.3) require USAKA to submit written reports for each occurrence of an
emergency condition,
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Hawall residents should also be notified, not only if and
when activities will involve impacts on Hawali’s environment, but
routinely because of the strong interest of Hawail In Pacific
Island issues, the cultural linkages, and the expertise on these
issues that resides in this State.

Unfortunately, the Public Notice provision is also
Ineffective because under the terms of the Compact, the public
has no enforcement rights. (2-7.10) Thus, Marshallese citizena
must be content to read or hear about when a hazardous or toxic
substance has spllled or when raw sewage results in a threat to
public safety, without any redress.

7. Ipadeguate puditing Provisions

The Proposed Standards are also flawed because they allow
for USAKA te continue its self-regulating process by permitting
USAKA to monitor the effectiveness of its own environmental
controls and mitlgation measures (2-8) and by not providing
adequate disclosure of auditing records.

' Internal auditing reports of the facilities and programs
that could potentially affect public health or the environment
are conducted once every two years and may only be submitted to
the appropriate agencies by the Commander, USAKA "as deemed
appropriate."™ (2-16,1.1) Even if U.S. agencies can obtain these
internal audits, the agencles are handcuffed from initiating
conflict resolution as long as USAKA adopts a reasonable schedule
for achieving compliance. (2-16.2.1 (2})

External auditing is done only once every four years. (2-
16.2.1) Draft external auditing reports are lssued only to
USAKA; and USAKA, not the independent agency, is responsible for
furnishing the audit reports to all “approprlate agencles." (2-
16.2.2) Again, U.S. agencles may not invoke the consultation
process if USRKA develops a corrective-actian plan pursuant to an
external auwdit. {2-16.2.2(1))

Moreover, there is no provision for requiring or inspecting
USAKA’s compliance with a corrective-action plan, and indeed
nowhere during the auditing or monitoring process 1s it mandated
that USAKA actually cease the questioned activity pending review
by either themselves or an outside agency.

Thus, bafore the propesed "conflict resolution" staga ias
even reached, the draft standards fall to provlde even any
temporary injunctive relief. The lack of injunctive-llike

Response to L11-40: The Project Team drafted the public notification requirement
(Section 2-7.10) to recognize that public nutice should be specific to the type of
activity requiring notice and the sudience targeted for notification. Because there ase
mmerous sivations that might require specialized forms of notification, any atlempt
ta itemize an exhaustive list of potential potification scenarios would defeat the
Team’s intent ol recognizing the distinet characteristics of the Atoll community,

Members uf the public will be notified, as specilicd in Section 2-7 of the Standards, if
they are potentiolly affected by a USAKA activity. Unless the Commander, USAKA,
findds that Hawaii residents are aifected, they will not be routinely notified.
Involvement of isterested parties in culteral resaurces issues is discussed in the
response o Comment 1.11-31/32. Redress for Marshallese citizens can be
accomplished through the RMI poverament (sce the response to Comment L11-
34/35).

Response to LEE-41: When the procedures in the Standards are read as a whole,
they provide for adequate disclosure of environmentsl activities at USAKA. The
Stundards nlso impose adequate safeguards to protect public health and safety and
the environment ul USAKA, USAKA is required under Section 2.8 of the Standards
to "monilor the effecliveness ol environmental controls and mitigation measures to
ensure protection of public health and safety and the eavironment.” USAKA must
transmit 1o the appropriate agencies (Section 2-6.1) monitoring reparts on air quality
and source inventory (Section 3-1.11.1 and 3-1.11.3); wastewaler discharges (Section
2-9.2.2 and 3-2.12.1); and Jrinking water (Sections 3-3.6.1 (), 3-3.11.1; and 3-3.11.15).
Additional reporting requirements pertain to ocean dumping (Section 3-5.11.2);
maodifications to the Kwajafein Environmental Emergency Plan (Section 3-6.4.1);
hizardous wastes and PCB treatment, storage, and disposal [Section 3-
6.5.5(a}(2)(x)(B)]; nshusivos removal aictivities (Appendix 3-1D.7); the Environmental
Restoration Program (Section 3-6.5.8); EISs and EAs prepared under AR 200-2 and
NEPA (Sections 3-2.7.2, 3-5.5.1, and 3-5.5.3); pesticide use and crisis excmptions of
such use [Sections 3-0.5.4(¢)(2)(iii} (1) (bb) and 3-6.5.4{c)(2}(ii{I)(hh)}; and manifest
exceptions fur genentors of hazardous waste [Section 3-6.5.5(a)(2)(x)(C)(bb)]. These
monitoring und reporting provisions are consistent with comparable U.S, regulations.

Nut releasing draft reponis for activities at USAKA is consistent with standard
practices and procedures of the U.S. government for releasing similar reports within
the United States. When the final report is issued and if agreement cannot be
reached on the provisivos of the compliance agreement, confliet resolution
procedures can be invoked. The agencies to which USAKA mwst submit final
reports are well defined in the Standards. The provisions in the Standards for
internal and external awditing should not be viewed in isolation of the rovtine
reporting provisjons {Section 2-7 of the Standards) and Section 163 of the Compact,
which empawers the RMI with the right to inspect USAKA facilities for
enviranmental compliance.



The term "apprapriate agencies” (Section 2-6.1) refers (o the “agencies or their
designated representatives that are given the oppurtunity (o review and comment on
the proposed actions ol USAKA that relate to public health and safety and the
protection of the envitonment” (Section 3-R), including the RMIEPA. These agencies
have the opportunity, through review of the external audiling report, to comment on
USAKA activities. 1f a discrepancy or violation arises from informiation obtained
during an audit, the appropriate agencies will give USAKA an opportunity to address
the identified issues hefore initiating conflict resolution procedures. If an appropriate
agency does not agree with USAKA's proposals to correct discrepancies (if any are
idemified), the agency can issue a Notice of Deficiency (Section 2-18.2 of the
Standards) and invoke conflict resolution procedures. [ addition, the RM! (only the
RMI) may issue an Envirenmental Opinion,

Appropriate sgencies are nol "handcuffed” from initialing conflict resolution.  After
the initial DEP process, any time a dispute arises the conflict resolution process may
he jnvoked by any appropriate agency. The auditing process is not intended as
punishment for potential noncnmpliance; rather il presents an opportunity for
agencics Lo review ard comment on USAKA's activilies to ensure compliance with
the Standards. Refraining from issuing a Nuotice of Deficiency gives USAKA and the
appropriate agencies i way to address noncompliance fssies in a nonadversarial
refationship. The provisions in Sectiung 2-16.2.1(a)(2) and 2-16.2.1(a)(3) for agencies
tor refrain from initiating 8 DEP (see the response 10 Comment E-7) as the result of
an audit is based on the requirement that USAKA will prepare a corrective action
plan that is "mutually agreeable” to USAKA and the appropriate agencies. If not
mulually agrecable, the agencies, including RMIEPA, can initiate the canflict
resolution process. For further discussion an whether or not USAKA can proceed
with a proposed activity, see the responses to Comments M-10, M-21, and L11-27.
U.5. resource agencies” lack of regulatory authority st USAKA is discussed in the
response ta Comment L9-4. -
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previsicns is only ona example where the proposed standards have
"streamlined" the acts the standards are based on to the point of
excising their entorcement provisions.

8. Record of Consultation Provides Ineffective Enforcement

u.s encles and the RMI

The Record of Consultation (RCC) Procedure usurps the permit
pracesses and acts only as a "“rubbar stamp" for USAKA to continue
its proposed projects unhindered.

In the pracessing of ROCs, the RMI has a noticeable lack of
involvement, for the RMIEPA is the lead Agency for processing
programmatic and specific ROCs only for activitjies that may
affect significant cultural resources. {2-17.131.4)

The USFWS and USHMFS are allowed to process only ROCs in
situations invelving an adverse blological opinion or on the
“basis of agreement by USAKA with a coordination report involving
the taking of migratory birds.n (2-17.3,1(e).

USFHS and USNMFS arae not directly allowed to lnitjate any
confiict resolution processes involving emission of air and water
pollutanta, dredging or filling of wetlands, reefs, lagoons,
designation of dumping sites, and other activitiea that may
directly affect sensitive habjitats and wildlife.

Review of completed ROCs is initiated by USAKA only once
every five years, and RMIEPA and only the appropriate agencies
designated to process the subject matter of that particular ROC
may make comments and recommendations to USRKA for any continuing
activities. (2-17.3.6) cessation of continulng activities is
never provided for under the standards, thus tfe only
participation the agencies have is providing "comments or

recommenhdations. "

9. Exemption Process Ig Flawed

Under the Compliance section of the propesed standards,
USAKA may obtain variances or exemptions from complying with the
Standards by demonstrating that the project or activity "will
have no eignificant effect on an environmental catagory covered
by the Standards." This exemption procedure is as flawed as the
ROC process, for if there are unresclved issues, the inadequata
Conflict Resolution stage is reached. (2-17.3.5)

USAKA may also cobtain emeérgency exemption from the standards
by simply notifying the appropriate agency within 24 hours after

Respanse to L11-42; “The Standards have been revised since the publication of the
draft SEIS to broaden the cireumstances under which appropriate agencies can he
involved in the review of USAKA uctivities (see the responses to Comments E-7 angd
M-21}. In addition, the designation of specific lead agencies for processing DEPs
(formerly ROCs) has been revised and replaced by provisions for all nppropriate
agencies, including the RMIEPA, 10 be involved in the review procedures of the
DEPs and Nutices of Proposed Activity. In short, »ll approprinte agencies will have
the opportunity to be involved in the DEP process. Agency designalions for
reporting and notification (Section 2-7 of (he Standards) will, however, be retained to
ensure timely and efficient cammunication between USAKA and the appropriate
agencies. The Commander, USAKA, will maintain responsibility for preparing a
DEP, which inctudes describing the proposed activity; the potential environmental
elfects of the activity; ail changes, if any, to the proposed aclivity that occur as a
result of consubtation; and applicahle procedures {or monitoring, reporting, and
notilication.  All appropriate agencies that were signatories (o an original DEP (not
just those involved in processing the document) can make comments or
recommendations on a Notice of Continuing Activity (Section 2-17.3.6 of the
Standards) to USAKA and will be provided with the opporiunity to be involved in
the review prucess. The lack of regulatory authority of U.S. resburce agencies at
USAKA is discussed in the response 10 Comment [.9-4. Additional discussion of
ROCs, LOAs, and DEPs is in the responses to Comments E-7, M-16, and M-21.

Response to LI1-43: The exempion process is not flawed, USAKA must ohiain the
approval in wiiting of the appropriate agencies before a variance or exemption is
granted. Although USAKA will activate the pravisions of the Standards (Section
2-17.3.5, Variances and Exemptions) by seeking tu obtain a variance or exemplion,
the standard specifically states that an “activity shall be cunsidered exempt from the
requirements in the Standards if 4] the apprapriale agencies apprave the exemption
or variance in writing". The revisiuns to the conflict resolution process are discussed
in the responses 10 Comments M-21 and |_[4-5,

The emergency notification procedures for USAKA are adequate for notifying
affected parties. The sections of the Standards that address environmental ‘categories
subject 1o protection (Part 3) are designed to be preventive and to protect public
health and safety and the environment. The emergency notification section (2-6.3)
acknawledges, huwever, that unanticipated emergency enviconmental conditions may
oceur at USAKA. The intent is 1o maintain adequate provisions for notifying
agencies and the affected public of patential emergencies. tn addition, the conditions
under which emergency notifications are required are well defined and include
requirements for a foflow-up written report within 10 days of the emergency. This
does not imply that the substantive sections of the Standards are remedial rather that
preventive. For more detail, see the respanse 10 Comment L11-39,
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the threat or damage to human health or sensitive natural
resources has already occurred. {5ee 2-6,3)

1o, d te O e

The oversight Process abrogates entirely the enforcement
proceedings found in the underlying acts consulted for the
standards and provides the RMI and the U.S. agencies with an
empty final review prpcess.

The first level of oversight allewing for a Notice of
Deficiency (NoD) by an affected U.S. agency or RMIEPA doea not
require a Letter of Commitment (LOC) 1f USAKA determines that
there is no deficiency. (2-18.2.1{b}) Response to the NOD by
USAKA is made when USAKA agrees with the NOD and only subject to
the avaflability of funds except in "immediate health and safety
issues," which are not explicitiy specified in the regulations.
(2-18.2,2)

! If USAKA disagrees with thae HOD and conflict resolution is
used, USAKA is permitted to continue tha proposed activity during

species,

The RMI is allowed to mubmit an "environmental opinion* on
the lssue in dispute, but thare are no requirements mandating
that USAKA defer or even consult with RMI when getting out a
corrective actian schedule. (2-18,3.1) -

11. cConflict Resolution Allows USAKA to Continue its

Activities

The conflict resolution process iy simllarly deficlent
because the Commander USAKA may aelect to pProceed with operational
activities that are ongoing or approved on the effective date of
the standards, or for activities that have been reviewed through
an ROC processg, e .
{2-19.1({h))

This means that aven if dispute resolution raaches Lavel 3
(for example, 1f the RMI seeks judicial review to enforce the
standards) the questioned activity may continue, possibly
resulting in massive environmental destruction ang serious
effects on public health,

Response (o L11-44: Since the Draft SEIS wus published, the procedures have heen
revised to expand the unportunitics for all appropriate agencies 1o be involved in the
teview process (revised fram a ROC to ¢ DEP), which includes Notices uf Propused
Aclivity, Notices of Deliciency, and Environmental Opinions (see the response (o
Comment M-21). The Compuact does mia exiend regulatory authority to U.S.
resource agencies ot USAKA, The regulatory wthority of U.S resaurce fagencies at
USAKA is discussed in the respanse to Comment 19-4,

Il 0o deficiency is found 10 oceur and nu problem exists, there would be no need to
prepare a corrective action sechedule and g Letter of Commitment, us identified by
the commenter, wonld not be requited. The determination of whether or not a
deficiency has occurred is not nade solely by USAKA. If USAKA determines that
no deficiency exists and any appropriate agency disagrees, the dispute can he
resolved through confliet resolution, Immediate health and safety issues are those
that would require emergency nutification nnd are listed in Section 2:63.2,
Emergency Notifications.

The conperation of all appropriale agencies—not just USAKA—is encouraged in the
decision-making process. The procedures in Papt 2 are designed ta apply to all 1he
substantive environmental calegories in Part 3. Each section in Part 3 (see the
response to Comment E-13 for he envitonmental resouree calegorics in the
Standards) also has provisions for USAKA and (he appropriate agencies to be
involved in reviewing « disputed proposed activity. For example, additional review
pracedures, including hinlogical opinions, biological assessmertts, and coordination
repurts (Section 2-9.2.3) are discussed in Section 3-5 to address the proteclion of
endingered species and other wildlife resources. For o discussion of when USAKA
caft proceed with an activity, refer (o the responses to Comments M-10, M-21, and
L.11-27,

An Enviconmenial Opinion (Section 2-18,3 of the Standards) is applicable only 10 the
RMI government, wherens a Natice of Deficiency (Section 2-18.2 of the Standards) s
applicable o the RM! and U).S. agencics. Both documents give appropriate ngencies
{including the RMIEPA) the oppurtunity 1o review USAKA activities, o comment on
potential noncompliance, and 1o present methods for correction, In Addition, an
Environmental Opinion gives the RMI government the apportunity 1o document in
greater detail the RMPs position on & dispute and a corrective action schedule for
the disputed activity, See the respanses 10 Comments £-7, M-10, M-2), L11-24
L11-25, L11-29, and 1145 for (he revisions to the procedures that extend the
aversight opportunities for RMIEPA and vther appropriate agencies.

Response to L11-45: The conflict resolution procedures in the Standards have heen
tevised since the Draft SEIS was published 1o expand the opportunities for alt
appropriate agencies 1o be invalved in the conflict resolution process (see the
responses 1o Comments M-24 and 1.14-5).
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Kenneth R. Sims
July 1, 1991
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Agencies and the RMI are powerless to stop even new
activities because the Commander USAKA need only obtain clearance
to continue from the Deputy Commanding General of USASSDC for
authorlzation to proceed. The final and ultimate authority
regarding dieputes between and among U.S. Government Agencles l1s
the InterAgency Group on Freely Associated State Affalrs (IAG}
and the Proposed Standards fall to adeguately detail the process
by which the IAG may resolve and review these disputes. (2-
19.4.1)

Wnile the third level of dispute resolutlon between the RMI
and the U.S. Government is the option to seek judicial review,
the feasibility of this option must be realistically assessed and
the RMI and other U.S. agencies must be given effective
intermediate oversight to ongoing and potentially harmful USAKA
activities.

By the time the RMI may even seek level three judiclal
review it could be at least 60 days after the Confllict Reseclution
process was initiated, again potentially resulting in serious and
permanent envireonmental damage. As the draft regulations stand
now, the only real input that U.S. agencies and the RMI have in
assuring that USAKA cemplies with the Standards is to provide
mere technical support for conducting surveys and investigations.
(2-21.1)

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, we have numerous grave concerns about both
the DSEIS and the DESP. These concerns are sufficiently serious
to warrant an entirely new draft of both documents and ancther
public comment period. We expect you to consider carefully the
issues we and others have raised and to respond directly to our
concerns.

USAKA should not- rush forward with this important and
complex environmental review process without addressing these
cohcerns fully. To do so would not only be a disservice to the
agency, the public, and the Marshallese, but risk violation of
NEPA as well.

We look forward to your respo

The 1AG was estublished by Executive Order 12569 as one compunent for managing
the United States’ ubligations for implementing the Compact. The [AG consists of
the Secretary of State (or his or her designee), who chairs the group; and the
principal afficers or their designees from the Departments of the Interior, Defense,
Commerce, Energy, and Justice; the Organization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff; the
Office of Management and Budget: the National Security Council; and other
departments and agencies that may be appropriate. The details of the JTAG review
process are not delinented in the Standards because the struciure of that jrrocess is n
decision internal to the 1AG,

The Project Team has revised the (hird level of conflliet resolution to replace judicial
review with an Environmental Advisory Council (see the response 1o Comment

L14-5).

Furnishing technical assistance 1o USAKA is not the only way for the appropriate
agencies 10 have input into USAKA activities. Procedures for DEPs (formerly
ROCs—see the response to Comment E-7); conflict resolution (Section 2-19 of the
Standards); and protocols for conducting audits (Section 2-16 of the Standards) have
aH been designed 10 provide a mechanism through which issues ean be raised and
discussed,

Respimse to LIT-46: [sswing anather diaft of the SEIS is not required. The U.S.
Army believes it is in full compliance with NEPA by having obtained pubhlic
comments that have been carelully considered in finalizing the SE1S, which also
addresses the Standards. The deafting of the Standards, which has been an onguing
process since 1989 and invalves Project Tewn members from U.S. resources agencies,
DoD, and the RMI, is still undergoing Project Team review. Subsequent review and
comment will be provided by Dol the TAG, the Secretiry of State, the 11,8,
Ambassador to the RMI, and the RM1 government {see the responses to Comments
M-19 and 1.9-26). (See also responses 1o Comments L11-23 through L11-46.)
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Mr. Kenneth R. Sims )

U.S. Amy Space and Stralegic Defense Command
Attn: CSSD-EN-V

P.C. Box 1500

Huntsville, AL, 35807-3801

Dear Mr. Sims:

This letter provides commaents on tha Draft Supplemeant Environmental
tmpact Statement for Proposal Actions at U.S. Ammy Kwajalein Atoll. |
appreciate the opportunity to commient on the DSEIS and the exiension at
tha: deadline for comments. In general the DSEIS Is thorough although
difficult to wade through its over 300 pages. | have the following general .
comments.

Electro Magnetic Radiation {EMR), | have concems about the fevel
at analysis upon which the assessmenl of EMA Is based. The multitude of
radars and other antennae at Roi-Namur and Kwajaleln Istands ralsas the
Issue of potentlal EMR hazards {o residsnts of the Islands and nearby Isiands
inhabited by Marshallese (Ennylabegan, Ebeys, Eniburr, in particular).
According to the U.S. EPA publication entitied Evaluation of
the Poltential Carcinogenicity of Electromagnetic Flelds {EPA/600/6-90/005B8)
hazards can result both from the radiation itself as well as from the
slectromagnetic fields it generates. Although | am aware that USASDC/SDI0
funded evaluations at EMR as part of the 1989 EIS, the resulting studies are
not cited nor any other fleld and analytical studies cled on EMR at Kwalalein
in the DSEIS,

Although controls are In elfect which prevent radars and emitting
antennas to paint down or towards populated areas) these may not be
adequate to miligate the effects of eleciromagnetic fields. Furthermore, the
EMR spreads oul ts beam width and attentuates strength at Increasing
distances from its source. What might be polnting above the *horizon® at the
source may be impinging on an Island or the sea surface at a distance.

A wrional rducsignal nstiaion
wlbltshed by the Uinked $0te Congre
wrd IO M by The Stte of Hra s,
An Eyud Opportunity Enpiors

Response to L12-1: We appreciate your comment and are pleased that the extension
of the comment period was helpful to you.

Response to L12-2: The potential impacts of EMR on human health and safety are
extensively reviewed in the 1989 EIS and the SEIS and in the Ground-Based Radar
(GBR)} Family of Strategic and Theater Radars Environmental Assessment (U.S. Army
Program Executive Office, 1993), with the conclusion that the preponderance of the
scientific evidence does not point to significant health effects from EMR from radars
and other sensors at levels below those required by standards (i.e., from nonthermal
effects). The ULS. EPA publication cited by the commenter was onc of the studies
reviewed for the SBIS, and is cited on page 4-276. The USASDC/SDIO-funded
cvaluations of EMR that were part of the 1989 BIS are described on pages 3-19¢ and
3-191 of the 1989 Draft EIS.

The EMR controls at USAKA are developed with the specific purpose of protecting
human health and safety and are required to meet the ANSI/IEEE and U.S. Army
standards for EMR. Regarding the concern about radar beams impinging'on an
island or the sca surface, the main beam, which contains most of the cnergy of the
radar, is normally above the ground and the height of the main beam above the
ground Increases with distance. In addition, the intensity of EMR decreases with
distance In the far-field region. Therefore, as the distance from the antenna
Increases, the main beam gets higher in the sky and the strength of the EMR drops,
Please see also the response to Comment L10-6.
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As a minimum, the unceralnty of the adverse effacts of EMR on
human populalions warrants an examination of EMR radiation and the
populations at the closel Istands to chack for abnonmal frequencles of
cancers or other diseases thal EPA feels may be linked to EMR. The large
assoriment of EMA emitters and the relatively large human population In

proxlmily to them warrant further assessmant,

Sea Turtles. The February 1992 field evaluation by Holmes of sea tuitle
nesting aclivity is inadequate bacause the sea turlle peak nesling perted occurs during
the summer months. A bona-flde sea turtle specialist should conduct & sea lurlte
evaluation of all the USAKA Islands between a June-August 1ime psriod to check on
nesting activity, success, and human disturbance or Interference. George Balazs of
Honolulu MMFS, and Suzle Geermans of the SPREP Sea Turlle Conservation
Pragramme are possible candidates for such a survey. The Gresn Sea Turlle Is listed
as threatered and the Hawksbill as endangared by the Unilad Stales.

As lhe DSEIS notes, sea tunle poputations throughout the Marshalls are
declining rapidly dus to overharvesting, espaclally adult iurtles and thelr eggs at
nesting beaches. Controls over the take of sea turtles at USAKA controlled Islands
and the education of indigenous and non-Indigenous visitors/workers on the plight and
‘conservalion needs of sea lurtles may help to slem lunher declines ol sea turiles.

Caconut crabs. Allhough not ye! listed by the U.S,, the Coconut Crab (Birgus
lalra} Is baing rapidly depleted over much of |ts range dus to excesslve harvest. The
spacias will likely be listed by the Repubilc of the Marshalls, USFWS, the IUCN or
olhars within the next 5 years as either threatenad, endangered or depleted. USAKA
should take steps now lo assess and protect the Coconut Crab populations on the
islands It controls and to prevent loss of lts essential habitat on Islands earmarked for

clearing and expansion, and other construction.

Assessment of Indirect Impacts of the proposed actlons on adjacent
Islands, reef and lagoon areas. | balieve tha DSEIS is grossly deficient In describing
the environment of Kwajalein Atoll outside of the 11 USAKA controlled islands and the
corresponding diract and indirect impacls to those island and ree! environments. The
quarrying, dredging and filing; sewags disposal; EMR radiation; Mid Atoll corrdor use;
and the use of open sea splashdown erea norih of the aloll may result in Impacis
which extend beyond the immediate vicinity of the 11 islands and their surrounding
reels. The unusual distribution of the 11 islands does not reprasent a coherent or big
plcture of the-environmenta of Kwalatein Atoll.

This daficlency is partlcularly apparent for the Istands of Ebeye, Enlburr and
possibly other nearby Islands oulside of USAKA control which serve as the residence
for many of the 1,100 Marshallase workers at USAKA. In facl, the growth of nearly
9,000 Marshalless residents on Ebaye, just 3 miles north of Kwalaleln can be directly
linked 1o the establishment and subsequent expanslon of U.S. missils tesling research
and development at Kwajaleln over the past 30 years. For many years the

Response to 112-3: The UL.S. Army recagnizes that a single field reconnaissance
cannot definitively determine whether active turtle nesting is occurring at the various
USAKA islands at Kwajalein Atoll. The February 1992 field evaluation by Holmes
focused on identifying polential nesting beaches, rather than determining the
presence or absence of turtle nesting. The Final SE1S identifies the need for nesting
surveys conducted over a period of at least 1 full year in areas where turlie nesting
might be disrupted by the proposed USAKA aclions, with modification of those
actions if nesting is found. The turtle experts identified by the East-West Center will
certainly be copsidered by the U.S. Army to perform such surveys. ‘The taking of sea
turtles is prohibited by law, and the local dive club at USAKA educates USAKA
divers and boaters regarding the protected status of turtles, and the need to leave
them undisturbed,

Response to L.12-4: The 1989 EIS addresses coconut crabs and recognizes that they
have been recommended by the East-West Center and South Pacific Regional
Environmental Programme far special protection in the RM1. Since the 1989 EIS
wais published, the U.5. Army Corps of Engineers has completed a Master Plan
update that includes a Natural Resources Plan that identilies and proposes prolection
for coconul ceab habitat {USAEDPQ, 1991). Coconut crab habitat areas were
among the patural resource areas reviewed for potential impacts in this SE1S. In
addition, the proposed Standards require courdination with the appropriate RMI and
U.S, rescurce agencies for actions that may alfect species and habitats that may have
biological importance but that are not listed by the United States or RMI as rare,
threatened, or endangered. Native broadleaf forests that provide habitat for coconut
crabs are among the areas provided such protection,

The U.S Army is committed ta ensvring the protection of threatened and Iendangered
species at USAKA. The proposed Standards include pravisions for the RMI,
USFWS, USNMFS, and USAKA to work together to protect USAKA's wildlife
resources, including using DEPs and biological assessments that characlerize the
hahilats and susceptibilities of threntened and endangered species in the vicinily of
proposed activities. In addition, the Stendards will incorporate all additions to the
U.S. and RMI threatened and endangered species lists as soon as species are listed
(see Sections 2-2 und 3-4 of the Standards).

Response (o L12-8: Please see the responses to Comments [L10-2, L11-7, L11-15, and
L14-23.
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Populations al Ebeye lived in crowded squalid conditions with Inadequate sanitation,
clean watar, waste disposal, healih services and olher amenitiss. Although conditions
may have improved al Ebeys dus to Compact lunding, this itself doos nol absolve
USAKA trom assessing Ihe impacts (inciuding indirect and secondary) of its operalions
on nearby communilies and evaluating altemaltives and miligation measures to reduce
or eliminale such impacts. Such an assessmant should be based upon g techirical
evaluation of whather impacts are occurring and not on a legal or political opinion on
whather USAKA and other host organizations are financially raspansible for mitigating
the impacts,

Noither the 1989 nor present supplement to the 1988 EIA treat Ebeye and other
nearby islands oulside of USAKA, Unlass USAKA takes the step of accomplishing
and evaluation of the Impacts on the islands, then even USAKA will not-be in a
position 1o know whether resulting impacls occur and should ba mitigated.

Quating directly trom 40 CFR1502.16 “the discussion will include the
environmental impacts of Ihe alternailves including the proposed action, any adverse
enviranmental Impacls which cannot be avoidsd. +» It shall include discussions of . . .
(b} indirect eHects and their significance.® From 40 CFR 1508.8b *Indirect effects | .,
are caused by the action and are later in limae or further removed In distance bu! are
slill reascnably foresesable. Indirsct sffects may Include growth inducing eMects and
other sffects related to indirect changaes in the pattern of land use, pepulation density
or growth rals, and relaled sftects on alr and water and other natural sysfams,

Including ecosystems.”

Dredging, quarrying and filling activities. | believe the commilimsnt to use

sill eurtaing and/or lurbidity conlrol standards as a means to mitigate the Impacts of
those construction aclivitles |s a step In the right direction but not completely adequate
to prolect coral raef and lagoon ecosystems. Bath turbldily conlrot standards and the
usa of silt curtains are justified, The independent lurbidity conlrol monltoting during
conslruction {dredging, quarrying, filling) will provide immediate teadback on whalher
the sill curtains are praperly deployed {or are deployed at alt) and are msasling thelr
intended function. Fudhermmore petiodic ecological monjioring al these siles s
necessary lo determine Ihe signiticance of lurbidily impacts and whether oparations
need to be temporarily suspendad or modified 1o reclify deliciencles. The proximity of
much of the dredging, filing, and quarrying to islands and reels outside USAKA add
further justitication for an expanded mifigalion program. Previous dradging and filling
operations al Kwajalein Missile Ranga caused maljor impacls lo coral reef acosystams
(see Losey, 1973). Sulliclent precaulions nead to be taken 1o avold g repesi of these
Impacis.

Expansion of USAKA at Ennugarret, USAKA should take all necessary

actions to avoid expanding Its operalions beyond the lands and reaf areas it now
conlrols. Islands undar USAKA control should ba used o the maximum exten!
possible before addilional islands or portions of islands not now under USAKA eontrol
are committed. The possible usa of the remainder of Ennugarret for USAKA

Response to 1,12-6: This SEIS recommends use of arte o twa silt curtains (o contain
silt af quarrying sites. One result uf the envirunmental analysis conducted ns part of
the |989 EIS was a new requirement a1t USAKA 1o use silt curtains and turbidity
moniloring as a standard practice for all {uartying at USAKA (Corps of Engineers
Specification Code 01430). The proposed USAKA Standards and Pracedures also
feqquire that quarrying and dredying activities not violate the Standards’ turhidity
limits (no more than { NTU in Class A and AA walers, and no more than 2 NTU in
Class B waters). ‘

Respanse to L12-7: As the SEIS mukes clear, using Ennugarret for EOD aclivities
appcars to be impractical for severa] reasons—USAKA does not lease the entire
istand, required safety distances cannot be observed within the USAKA-leased Area,
and noise impacts of EOD disposal could be significant for anyane on the island,
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functions, for exampte, should be droppad from turther consideration 1o avoid
additional unnecessary environmental impacls. Over lhe years, USAKA and pravious
commands have expanded operations to more and more islands (lileginni, Legan,
Ennylabegan for example) without “racycling® or reconliguring the islands it already
has modified or disturbed. Many obsolete facilities and squipment still occur on
saveral of the exisling islands. Allhough it is cheaper Io simply use vacan! areas of
lhese and cther islands to build new lacililies, it should be a fundamaniat requiremant
for USAKA and subsequent commands 1o expend the lunds necessary to renovale or
remove its obsolete, unserviceable facililies and disposal areas of istands. USAKA,
should adopt a “cradle to grave" philosophy for the disposition of ail of its faciliilas,
-equipment and malerials brought to the atoli-not just limited to hazardous and toxic
waste. Funds should be appropriated lor the decommissioning and dismantling and
ramoval of all assets and equipment no longer In use or likely 1o be used.
Presumably the removal and renovation acticns will open up previously used porficns
of islands to new missions and functions.

Mid Atoll Cosrldor (MAC). The MAC was eslablished at a time when the
accuracy of guidance syslems required large splashdown and salety areas for
incorning payloads and missiles. Certainly over the last 30 years, there have been
major advances in the accuracy of targeting which in tum should preclude the need for
USAKA to retain such a huga MAC area. USAKA needs to consider and Implement
aclions which also reduces the scope of its operations and not jusi options that tetaln
them al the same level or expand them. The reduction of the MAC waould benefil the
Marshallese citizans and owners ol Ihe atoll by providing increased access to
traditional fishing and galhering grounds. This issue again speaks for the need for
USAKA to expand its assessmant of altemalives and indirect impacts In order 1o tully
comply with the spiril and intent of the U.S. Nalional Environmental Policy Act.

incaraly,
=,

mes E. Matagos, Ph.D.
enior Fellow

JM:sdc/gmt

cc:  RMI-EPA Aftn; Kasuoc Helgenberger
RMI-MFA Attin: Jiba Kabua .
Siarra Club {.egal Delense Fund Attn: Skip Spaulding

Respunse 1o L.12.8: While it is true that the accuracy of missile guidance for
operativnal systems has improved over the fast 30 years, this is not the sole reason
for the size of the Mid-Atoll Corridor. The corridor I3 also used for research and
development missivns where increased exclusion zones are prudent because of impact
unceriainty. In the past, missile shots into the corridor have had multiple reentry
vehicles splash down, using several 1arget points within this corridor. Payload items
ar ather debris, such as thrust-lermianntion ports and post-boost vehicle pieces, have
survived 1o impact. This debris can be alfecied by winds, which contribute to the size
of the exclusion arcas needed 1o ensure their containment. In alt USAKA
aperations, the safety of residents of the Atll is the foremost consideration in the
design and evaluation of test missions.
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Mr. Kennath R, Sims

U.5. Army Space and Strateglc
Dafenee Command

Attentlont CSSD-EN-V

P.O. Box 1500

Hunteville, Alabama 15807-3801

Dear Hr, Sime:

The Debnrtmant of the Interfior (DPepartment) has reviewed the Draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for Proposed Activitias at the
U.5. Army Xwsjalein Atoll (USAKA) and Draft Environmental Standards and
Proredures for USAKA Actlvitiss in the Republic of the Harshall Islands and
has the followlng commants.

I

General

The Republic of the Harshall Islands (EMI} provides habitats for fish and,
wildlife reeources of reglonal and world significance. Thess habiltats hava
extremely high marine and terrestrial biological dlvaralty. The Depactment is
very concerned about lmpacts to fish and wildlife rescurces which may result
from the propoased USAKA actlvities. GBectlon 161 of the Compact of Fras
Aseoclation Act of 1986 (48 U.5.C. 1681) {Compact Act} provides for thas
developmant of “Alternate Environmentel Standards” for propossd Faderal
actions requiring preparation of an environmental impact statemant, The
Llanguage Ln smaction 161 of the Compact Act chargas tha snvironmental standarde
and procedures project team with developing alternata environmental standaxda
vwhose practical affacts would not eubstantively differ from standards and
procedures for projectm under U,.8., environmental law, We beliava that
environmental standards for the proposad USAKA activitlem muat contain real
safeaguards for protecting RMI's algnificant fish and wlldlife rescurces. The
project team's 1991 draft document nearly provided adaguate snvironmental
atandards, but in 1992 the environmental safeguards for this Projact ware
substantially altered. The Department does not beljave that the currant draft
document provides tha level of protectlve machanlsms which wers envisionsd by
ssction 161. Our concerns on the aroslon of safeguarda in the original draft
wera noted in correspondance, dated Saptembsy 1992, from cur U.5. Fish and
Wildlife Servica (Service) to the co-chaire of the project team {enclosed),.
Lo

Endangered Speciasg

We find that the weahest point tn the dratt environmental standards procaduras
document lles with tha mechanisms for making final daclsions which would

implement actionm affactilng mansitiva habitats and rare specles. The origlnal

ER——
United States Department of the Interior ﬁa———_—
TR
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY T E—
WASHINGTON, 11.C., 20240 O

fen A

Respanse to Comment LI3-1: The Standards have been revised to expand the role
of approprime agencies, including USFWS and USNMFS, in reviewing USAKA
environmentat activities. The U.S. Army believes this revision provides a greater
tevet of protection than previously proposed under the ROC process (see the
responses 1o Comments E-7, M-10, M-21, and [.14-5).

The U.S. Arnyy is committed to protecling the endangered species and wildlife
resuurces {and their hubitats) at USAKA. Signilicant fish and wildlife resources are
addressed in the responses to Comments L11-25 thriugh L11-27; LOAs and ROCs
(including subsequent revisions o the review procedures) are addressed in E-7, M-10),
and M-21; U.S. resource agency and RMI regulatory authority for proposed aclivities
is addressed in M-14 und 1.9-4; the special relationship between the U.S. and RMI
poverniments, as embodied in the Compact, is addressed in E-8 and M-14; and
canflict resolution is addressed in M-21, L1 1-24, L11-25, L11-29, and L14-5.
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version of the environamental atandards document contalnad Procaduras very
eimllar to the regulations for complying with sectlon 7 Interagency
Cooperation of the Endangered spacies Act {50 CFR 402) (Act). por sxample, in
the case of a jeopardy blological opinion or incidantal take etatement {n a
biological opinion, the U.8. Army would be required to abide by and carry cut
stlpulations which normally would be mandatory for Faderal agencias in the
V.8. Such nermai mandates undar sectign 7 of tha Act {pclude implementing the
Yeasonable and prudent alternatives for the Jeopardy opinion and the
reasonable and prudant measuren and terms and conditions given in incidental
take stataments., Tha current draft (March 1893) of the environmental
ttandarde and procedures for USAKA contalne a conflict regolution process that
does not fully address the Lssue of theas provisions as mandatory for the
action agency. Even though impacts to endangared speciss and the tatw of
sansitive habltats may ba lnvolved, the confllct resciution process is much
less rigorcus than other conflict resolution Frocessss now In place undar U.5.
1aw and agency policies. Thie includes the current process for the fervica
and the Environmental Protection Mgency to resolve saction 404 (Claapn Natesr

Ret) permit disputes with the Army Corps of Englneers.

To the contrary, rather than pProcedures which ensure fish and wildlite
prataction, the procedures outl{ned in this documant appesr less rigorous.
Conflict resoclution for wildlife issuas, purausnt to the draft USAKA
environmental standards, may be initjated through persysslive communications
betwesn tha Paclfic Ivlande Office of the Service {or National Harine
Fisheries Service) and the U.8. Army regarding witdlife concerns. Tha sscond
lavel of intaragency conflict resolution involves the reglonal directore of
the two fish and wildlife buresus, the V.5, mmbaswador to the RMI, and cartaln

military commanding afficers, A third level of conflict remolutlon for v.4.
bureaus lles with tha State Department 'y Interagency Group on Fraeely
Aasociated State Affaira (Group) Ln Washington, D.C. At this stage of
canflict resclution, this Group's function i prazumed he similar to the
Endangerad Spacies Committes descrived in the Endangerad Species Act. The
Group's makeup ia unknown and nesds ta be sxplained Ln subsequent documents.
Judiciat review Le a lovel of conflict reeclution which im open only to thse
AMI. Thie yemtriction i»s appropriate becauss Federal sgencias do not normally
sue another U.S. agency.

Mrm

Implementation of the propoaed environmental standards and procedures would
allow milltary interests st USAEA to take complate prilority. Accordingly,
military declelons can diwregard the rescurce cancerns of the Department {or
Hational Harina Flsherles Service) and proceed at any time after completion of
the environmental review Process. This would allow the U.S. Army to undertake
any action dealing with USAXA activities prior to the concluslan of the
confljct remolution Process regardiess of the biologlcal rewource valuss at
Atske. This could lead to lossea of highly fragile rescurces. The Dapartment
flnds that with thia serious flaw, the environmental standards and Procedurss
miss the repource protsction goal get forth in section 161 of B, L. 99-239.

The Department recommends that the proposad eaviconmental atandards and
procadures be modified to {nclude A commitment on ths part of the U.85. Army
nat to proceed prior to the conclusion of the conflick ressolutlon process for
actions addressed in the Supplemantal Environmental Statement for Propomsd
Aotivitlens at the USARA.

Respanse to Comment 113-2: The Standards have been revised to expand the role
of appropriate agencics, including the USFWS and USNMFS, in reviewing TISAKA
environmentsl uctivities. “This revision pravides a greater level of protection than
previously proposed under the ROC process (see the responses to Comments E-7
and M-21}. lo particulr, the conflict resolution Procedures have been revised to
require the U.S, Army 1o consull with the wppropriate agencies, including USFWS
and USNMFES, before proceeding with an action.

The US. Army has encouraged and contisues to support the participation of the
RMILPA, 118, resuurce agencies, and the Marshallese people in the preparation of
the Standards, The comments on 1he need 1o protect lish and wildlife resources at
USAKA have heen discussed in the fullowing previous responses: 1.13-] through
L13-3 und L11-25 ihrough 1.11-27 for endangered specics and wildlife resources;
L1225, L11-44, and 114-5 for conllict resohition; and L9-4 fur the regulatory
authority of U.S. resource ngencies at USAKA. Your assessment that judicial review
applics unly to the RMI is correct under the framewaork of the Compact,

Response to Comment 1.13-3: The authority of the US. Army 1o proceed with an
activity, as expressed in the Standards, is consistent with the environmental
framework negotiated in Section 161 of the Compact. For more details on the
procedural safeguards designed to protect the public health and safety and the
environment at USAKA, including fish and wildlife, Mease see the responses to
Comments B<7 and M-21.
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We hope these comments will be helptul to you in the preparation of a final
staktament,

Sincerely,

-
Jodathan P, Deaspn
Djrector

tfice of Environmental Affalrs

Encloaura
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United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFY SERYICE

Raptambar 3, 1992

Hemarandua
To! Ca-Chalrs of che USARA Envirormsntal #candacds Prejact Team
From; Treject Toom Hesber, V.3, Fizh end ViLdlifs Servies

Pacifle Inlands Fleld Office, Monelulu

Jubjsce: Parcing Thoughts Regarding USAKA Prafe Ervisensencal Standards,
Prior to Formsl Serutiny dy tha Interageney Greup

Ao you bmow, the U.$, Flaeh snd Uildlife Sarvice (Jevvisn)} {a a bureay wha's
Wisston s Catrly narrov snd with nesr atngls focus <= ca pratest, pressrva,
and snhance fish and vl1d2ifs resources For cthe bansfie of psepls. Our
partioipation in such conservacion efferta is limitsd to wescurase of nacfonal
and internations) significance, cellescively called cruet vesaurass. Fuah
rescurces include endsngersd speoles, wetland habicacs, migretery blida,
anadromous Elehes, ¢ectsin merine mamusle, and 41l wildlife reseursse/habitars
associaced with the Maclonal WEldliEe Refuge Systew. Aucthorities te sarey sur
tho Service’s misston Include & nushar of U.3, laws, as well as earrain
internactional trescies and convenclons.

In agresing e parcicipscs on the Project Teen, f& was che toitial lepreseian
of the Sarvice that sur autherltian undar the Compact of Free Asscolanien iot,
F.L. 93-239, (Compaze) vould sxcend not cmly to che davelopmenc wf UNAKA
Invirermencal Standards, but alse to implemsntation of thase standatda, The
sdninfacrarive record of eur Project Tesn seetings clearly shows char the
farvice, along wich other regulatory U.8, Gévernmant bureaus represanced sn
the Project Tasm, anvisf{ensd an ovaxaighe role as the srendards wers cercled
sux At USAKA .. a tole net tublt.ﬁ!lvﬁty diffsrant than is auvrrently
implementsd on 1.5, soil. This inpeesalon Ls wvidenced by sagiiar drafes of
ths UbaMA Rnvirormantal 3tandards {acluding provisiens for Latters of
Autheyicy (LOA); saneneinlly pexmite lesuvad by tredicienslly regulsatoery
bursaus of the U.L. Covernmant. The LOA process wad te be coupleted prior e
sacivicies baing carrlad out by the USAKA on landz end Ln vaesrs thac the
sllicary Lo using under apacific arrvangemants with the Republic ¢f che
Harshell Lolands (IN1) govarrasnt. This systen {neured, at least froa the
Barvias’s paint of view, that sgvironmsntal standacds vould be lsplesanted ac
UBSAXA in & deshisn not substancielly different than processsa under sxisting
U.#, snvigennencdl Laws and regulstions.

The letwet dralt of the USAKA Environmantal Standarde, dated August 7, 19%L,
appesrs co sigaificantly diluce che ovarsighe role of U,.§. Covernsant sganclss
in che lwplessncatlon of USAKA's standarde. [If my (npresgsien La correde of
hew Yoaent pelisy fecluions have changed procedurws {foraerly contalned in
watllur drafte of the documant}, the Sarvica'’s rela for any future
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{nplenentation of che standards will be one of supplying teshnioal asxlstanca
to USANA, ss opponed to regulatary nctivicies Auch as Migratory Bird Trassty
Act paralt raview or other labtars of Aucthority. WHhile we are eager ca offar
cachnicnl assiacancs for wildlife rescurce consarvation in foxeign esunrries,
the pricrlty to caviy aut such ducles {in the face of seeningly svervhelming
dogentie ratponcibilities and limited budgat/parsennel cesourass) Lo groscly
dininished from work Ltome whors the Sarvice has ¢ clesr mandats er vegulacsry
rola. As an aleernative, I would suggest chat the cyps of technical
senistance necesaary for USAKA to comply with the vildlife-velatsd atandards
sould heo obtsined from any U.5. Coverrwent bureau scaffed with Wielogiases
faniliar with FPacifle resources, from universitles or privacs consuleants,

In vurmary, 1 do not belfsve that recent procadural changaz in che drafe ULAKA
Iovirormental Seandatdd, vhich romove regulatery oversight by other U.8.
Gevarnmant burssus, L3 tTus to By interpratation of the spiric of Jectien L6L
of tha Conpact. The ppplication of eavironnental etandards ac USAKA {n a
wannagr not aubsrancielly 4iffsrent than 0.3, standsrds would steem te raquire
dontinuing ovarsight from the traditional sdminiscracors of 1.3, environmantal
laws -- eversight ac & level higher than aimple technical assistancs. Having
sxpresved this opinfen, I' look forvard to reading the final producc of che
Intsxagenay Croup. '

Thank you for the oppaortunity te partlelpats on the USAXA Environnental

g Project Temm Heobers
0.3, Fish and Ulldlife Survias fllas
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REPUBLIC OF THE MARSHALL ISLLANDS

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AUTHORITY

£.0. Box 1322 + Majuro, Marshall lslands MH 96960
Phone: (692) 625-3035/5203 Fax: {692) 625-5202

Deputy Commandar July 1, 1633
U.5. Amy Space and Stretegle Defense Command

Attn: Kennsth R, Sims, CSSD-EN-V ‘

P.O. Box 1500

Huntsville, Alaboma 35807-36801

Fax No; (205) 855-5074

Depr Slr:
Thank you for tha opportunity to review and comment on the following two documents:

1, Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Stalement for Proposed Actions
at U.S. Army Kwajalsin Atofl (March 1833); and

2. Environmaental Standards and Procedures for Unlted States Army Kwajalsln
Atoll (USAKA) Activities In the Republic ol the Marshall {slends.

A numboer of Republic of tha Margha!t Islands (AMI) Ministrles, Govemment oficials, and
agencles have had the oppertunity to review these documents. For purposass of simpllcity
of presentatton, rmany offices hava submittad thelr comments to the Marshall Islands
Environmental Protection Authority (RMIEPA)., Those commesnts are Included In the
present submission, without spacific attribution.

As some (eneral lssues and concarna regerding the two documenta have aelready been
presanted in public statements, es well a3 in testimany al the SEI§ Public Heerings, held
24-27 May 1993, wiitten coplos of thoae etatements are included In the present
eubmlssion for your response.

Woe offer several comments thet appear on the following pages.

Sinceraly,
t

<

iba Kabua
Chafrman
Environmental Protection Autharity
Republic of the Marshall Islands
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L14-1

L14-2

Sactlon |

1. Exeeutive Summary
a} UNITED STATES COMPACT OBUGATIONS

Page 1 of the Executive Summary offers a partial description of Titte One, Article

V1, Sectlon 161 of the Compact of Frea Association Between the United States of Amerlea
end the Rapublio of the Marshall Isfands (Compact). This description neglects to mention
the Compact obligation contalned n Section 161 (a){4), that the United States
Governinent shall develop Judiclafly reviewable standards and procedures prior to
gonducting any sctivity requiring the preparation of an environmental impact statement
pursuant to the U.8. National Environmental Poliay Act. The United States Is curmantty In
vioiation of this Compact requirement. H the United States proceeds with any newly
incraasad acthvties at USAKA before tha Draft Standards are formally adopted,

the U.$ shall continue to violate both the letter and sphit of the Compact's ervironmental

For further comment on this ksus, pleass see Public Testimony by Kasuo
Helgenberger, Attachment |, at end of Saction | Comments.

L

k)  FORMAL ADOPTION

Section 1-8 of tha Executive Summary describes an adoption process for the Draft
Standards without citing the spectific authortty under which they shall coma Into effsct.
Please clarify which authority shafl ba uged, end please state definttively whether or not
the Draft Standards could take effect prior to formal adoption by the United States and
the Republic of the Marshall Islands (RMI). I s AMI's understanding that ority formal
adoption by both countries may bring the Standards into force.

The Draft Standards Project Team entared Into the drafling process under the
assumption that Compact Section 161{a}(4) was to be the authoirizing provision for the
Draft Standards. Is the new U.S. propossl to now promudgate the Standards under
Section 1681 (c), which allows Section 161 (a) and (b) to ba modifisd by mutual agreement
of the (1.8, and AMI?

Response to Comment L14-1: The environmental framework of the Compact
contains provisions for both the U.S. and RMI governments to develop standards and
procedures to protect the environment, In 1989, the RMI endorsed the U.S, Army's
proposed action to proceed with activities described in the 1989 BIS with the
understanding that environmental standards under Section 161 would be developed
as part of the mitigation effort planned for USAKA. It is not the intent of the US.
Army to proceed with the proposed action described in the Final SEIS prior to the
implementation of the Standards without consultation with the RMI, See also the
responses to Comments M-14 and M-18 for a detailed discussion of the process for
developing Standards and the environmental framework of the Compact. For a
discussion of when USAKA can proceed with a proposed activity, see the response to
Comment M-21,

Response to Comment L14-2: The Standards will be adopted under Section
161(a)(4) or Section 161(c}) of the Compact, as deemed appropriate by the U.S.
Department of State. Under the environmental framework of the Compact,
Standards substantively similar to enumerated U.S, statutes could take effect without
formal adoption by agreement of the U.S. and RMI governments. However, if
additional statutes are incorporated Into the Standards, or if the Standards are not
considered to be substantively similar to the enumerated UL.S. statutes, mutual
agreement of the U.S. and the RMI is required before they can be adopted.
Additional statutes have been included in the framework of the current draft of the
Standards requiring the mutual agreement of the U.S. and RMI. It has not yet been
finally determined whether the Standards as a whole are substantively similar to the
cnumerated U.S. statutes.
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If 80, & crucial anforcament weapon Is lost to AML. Ag the Compact Is presently
wardad, only RMI has the power to bring sult against the U.S. Government for violations
of the Compact's environmental sections. That power, the only enforcement powar
provided for environmental aversight, I8 given In Compact Section 182. Saction 182,
hawever, states that AMI may bring B court action against USAKA in the U.S. District
Court for the District of Hawall for violations of Section 181 (8), (d), or (8). As Saction 161
(¢} Is excluded from Section 162's st of subsections, AM! woutd not bs able to enforce
the proposed Standards K the Standards were promuigated under Section 161 (c). The
Compact must be amended to Include Section 161 (c) within AMI's Section 182
enforcemant powers before RMI could consent to formal adoption of the Standards

pursuant to Compact Section 181 (c).
- €) MARSHALLESE LANGUAGE

This voluma of Dreft Standards should be offered to the Marshaflese pecple In
Marshallese as well as in English, No falr and complete review or comment can be

achleved without the eardy circulation of a Marshsfiesa verslon of the Draft Standards.

2. Procegdures
a)  DELETION OF 'LETTER OF AUTHORITY™ IN FAVOR OF "RECORD OF
CONSULTATION®

. In an sbrupt, unllateral reversal of years of consensus discussion and agreemant
by tha Draft Standards Project Team, the LS. has delsted &ll refsrence to the necessity
for & "Letter of Authority® (LOA), or permitting document, from the Draft Standards.
Formearly required to be signed by all affected partles, Including the Republic of the
Marshall Islands Environmental Protection Authority (RMIEPA), LOA's have been partially
replaced with a proposed Record of Consultation (ROC). This change delates the

{ requirement that proposed USAKA activities significertly affecting the environment be

reviewed and approved before they commence. *

Such a change discourages USAKA compllance with the proposad Standards by
prohibiting AMIEPA and ather U.8. environmental egencles from reguiating USAKA
activities. Currently, there are no penatty provisions writtan into the proposad Standards,
Only rigorous oversight by RMIEPA and other agenclas wil adequately encourage
compllance with the final Standards. '

The ROC concapt dramaticalty departs fram U.S. and AMI procadural pmtécﬁons
embodied in environmental statutes and reguiaticns.  Further, the change violates the
Project Team's congensus decision that effective environmental oversight of Kwajaloin

sttacks the national savereignty of the Republic of the Marshall Istands by denyling it the

2

Atofl requires jointly-signad LOA’'s. Most importantly, the move from a LOA 10 & ROG |

Response to Comment L14-3: Although the proposed Standards have not been
translated into Marshallese, there are plans to translate the final Standards into
Marshallese after the RMI and U.S. governments have completed their negotiations
and all changes are made (see also the response to Comment L11-38).

Response to Comment L14-4: The LOA/ROC procedures of the Standards have
been revised to accommodate this concern. Since the Draft SEIS was published, the
review and conflict resolution procedures have been revised to expand the opportu-
nities for all appropriate agencies, including RMIEPA, to be involved in the review of
USAKA activities. Changing the ROC to a DEP provides a greater level of
protection than previously proposed under the ROC process (sce the responses to
Comments E-T and M-10). The procedures in the Standards have been revised to
give all appropriate agencies the opportunity to sign a DEP prior to USAKA
procecding with a proposed action. In addition, the conflict resclution process has
been revised to require the U.S. Army 1o consult with the appropriate agencies
before procecding with an action (see the response to Comment M-21).

The U.S. Army supports the Project Team's approach to drafiing the Standards and
also must adhere to existing policies for operating military instaltations in foreign
nations; the changes in the procedures are currently In compliance with DoD's palicy
for opcrating overseas military installations. With regard to the applicability of U.S,
Army, Burope, policies and procedures to USAKA activities, the U.S, government, in
general, Is not required to apply for or obtain envirenmental permits from host
countries, Under specific agreements that the United States ncgotiates with
individual countries, different specific provisions have been negotiated between the
U.S. government and a host country. These instances, however, are Isolated and
rare, In negotiating-the Compact with the RMI, the U.S. government agreed to
apply certain ULS. environmental statutes to its activities in the RMI, The RMI,
hawever, i not empowered with regulatory authority over environmental activities at
USAKA under the negotiated ¢nvironmental framework of the Compact. In regard
to DoD activities in Germany, the U.S. Army Is developing internal environmental
regulations governing DoD activitles in that country. These regulations have not yet
been approved.
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right to regulate activities within He own boundaries. USAKA hag merely leased parts of
Kwelaleln Atoll. The land and the sea is and siways shall be cwned by the Marshallese
peaple; K s, tharefare, the Marshallese paople's respansiblity to enaure the protection
of their birthright, .

Title One, Article VI of the Compact claarly envislons the active participation of the
RMI In mattera concerning environmental protection measuras for U.S. activities In the
Republlic. Title Three, Gaction 352 of the Compact also requires the U.S. Govemment lo
8ccord due respect to the authority and responsibility of the RMI Government under Titie
One, as wall as respecting RMP's sovereign responalbiity to assure the well-being of ita

| people.

Moreaver, L8, Army reguiations guiding the environmantal activitisg of OVerEEas
faciles recognize the scversign right of host nations to impose standards end
procadires on overseas LS, miltaty nstallations. U.S. Anmy, Europe (USAREUR)
Repulation No. 200-1 may be used as an Hlustration of curent U.§. Army policy oversaas
(we ballsve the regulation 1s in fina! cdordinating dralt and due for signature in mid-1 833).

Reguiation 200-1 establishes USAREUR policy and procedures for protecting
environmental quality on USAREUR installations.  Section 2-2(a) states:

' USAREUR commanders responsible for the tonstruction or oparation of U.S,
oontrolfed faciities in USAREUR shall snsure that such construction or oparation
complles with the anvironmental pofiution control standards of genaral appicability
In the host country or jurdsdiction.

Host nation standardy of general applicablity are defined as:

{Tihose established directty (faderal framework legistation) or indirectty (stats,
provinclal or local laws and reguiations implemanting the federal legistation and
establishing envirorvnemtal standards) pursuant Lo leglalation or regitation at the
national level. ’

Section 2-2(c) goes on 1o say that host natlon egencies "may require svidence of
compfiance with environmental standerds in connection with approval of project
canstruction.®  Saction 2-2(d) obiigates USAREUR commanders to comply with

OOmpfy with host country procedural requirements, Section 2-2(d)(2) requirea

commarwders to respect host nation substantive slandards and s
Ir tntheeusoofsoﬂdwuiaundhazardouswas!emmagomam
programs. Indeed, in Germany the U.S. Army daes apply for and recelve permits lssued

by the Qaman Qavernment. Should not the Govemment of the Marshall (slands b .

accarded these same rights and privilages?

The U5, Army respects the RMI government and shares its concern for protecting
public health and safety and the environment. Although the Compact does not
extend regulatory authority to the RMI for USAKA's activities (sce the response to
Comment M-14), the U.S. Army believes that a continuing dialogue with the RMI js
essential to implementing Standards providing meaningful protection of the USAKA
environment (see the response to Comment E-13}. The RMI's and the United .
States” Compact obligations at USAKA and the Marshall Islands are discussed in the
responses to0 Comments M-14 and L9-4. The RMI, through its chosen representa-
tives from RMIEPA, has actively participated in the process of drafting the
Standards, In addition, RMJ is encouraged fo participate in the review of proposed
activities through the ROC process {revised to a DEP) and the auditing process (see
1esponses to Comments L11-25 and L11-41).
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Section 2-2(d)(3) of Regulation 200-1 further indicates that there is ample Army
precedant to aflow the Draft Standards 1o create AMI signatory end permitting rights over
USAKA-leasad land on Kwajalaln Atoll:

Whan a parmitis required by host natlon law, the host nation agency sdministering
the raal proparty may apply for such a permit on behalf of the U.S. Forces i the
U.S. Forces agree or have agresd In the past 1o such a procedure...Onco a permit
ks ablalnad by the responsible host nation authority under the procadure agreed
upon with the U.S, Forces, the ASG commander will ensure thet the provisions of
the permit are complled with by tha U.S. Forces.

RMIEPA edministers national ervironmental legistation and regutations requiring
permitting documents, The Draft Standards have ncorporated many U.S. and RMI
prvironmantal laws that require permitting documents In order to effectively conserve and
manage the environmant.  In the Interssts of adequate environmenta! protection for
Kwalalain Atoll, therefore, RMIEPA proposes tha follawing retnsertions to tha present Draft

the consensus, December 1991, Project Team Stendards:

)] Rolnsart the Latter Of Authority, required before USAKA acts,
and dolete the Record of Consuttetion; _

1] Relnsart the applcation process for an LOA, and delste the
*Notice of Proposed Activity”,

M)  Relnsert renewals and terminations of LOA's, and dolete the
"Notice of Continuing Activity™;

)  Reinsert "Notics of Non-compliance® and delete *Notice of
Deficlency” and *Letter of Commbtment”.

For further comment on this lssue, please ses RMIEPA’ Memorandum of
Saplember 16, 1892, Attachment i, arxd Public Testimony by Jiba Kabua, Attachment IIf,
at end of Section | Commants.

b)  CONFLICT RESOLUTION

In tha Interest of protecting the emvironment in a non-adversardal manner (n
keaping with the Pacific Way), RMIEPA has endorsad out-of-court medialion as a
prefarred method of dispute resolution.  Unth the August 7, 1992 Draft Standards
document was proposed, the procedural section of the Standards allowad for out-of-court
administrative review of contested issues by RMIEPA and other affacted agencies. In

AM! and the U.S. would be an Independent panet of thres.

4

Standards. These changos bring the March, 1993, Draft Standards into reslignment with

mid-1891, the Project Team had agresd that the final, third-leve! decision-maker betwean .

Response to Comment LE4-5: The conflict resolution provisions have been revised to
accommodate this concern. The third level (Section 2-19.4.2, Disputes Between the
RMI and the U.S. Government) s revised to replace the review by a court with a

_ three-member Environmental Advisory Panel—one member will be selected by the

RMI government, one by the U.S. government, and the third by muteal agreement of
the two governments.
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The March 1893 Dralt Standards delates thls third level of indepandent review for

AMI, and deletes the pessages requiring that projects be stayed untll administratlve review

Is complete. Al deleted passages should be relnserted. Indepsndent adminiatrative

reviaw, short of court action, makes sense for both the U.S. and RMI. Oversight has no

force ¥ questionable USAKA actions cannot be stopped while conflict resolution goes
forward. i

¢)  EXTERNAL AUDIT

The Procedures Seclion of the Dreft Standards currently require an axtemal
environmental eudlt once every four yoars. The frequency of thesa audits should be
_Increassd from ance every four years to annually. The sarvices of an agency jointly
selocted by RMIEPA and USAKA should be used in order to eliminate the blas that may
" arfea should USAKA be the sole appointor. Tha resutts of the annual audit should be
incorporated Into the environmental managsment practices that USAKA adopts for the

followd .
| fo ng years
d)  TECHNICAL SUFPORT

As recently as October 8, 1982, the Draft Standards had stated that & technical
support agreement betwoen RMIEPA and USAKA was assured. The present Draft
Stardards now only allow the possibifty of such an agreement. RMIEPA requires a
cartain level of yearly funding in order to property kmplement the Standards. Therefore,
wo request that the present language al 2-21.2 be deleted and tha folewing language be
reinserted:

USAKA shall complets a cooperative agreemant with the AMIEPA within 80 days
of the promuigation of these Standards. The agreement ls necessary o ensure
that the RMIEPA has sufficient resources {such as staffing, travel, monitoring funda,
squipment) for providing tachnical support and reviewing the activities resutiing
from thesa Standards. This agreement shall ba reviewed annually by USAKA and
the RMIEPA. Al disputes arsing from this agreemant shall be resolved through
the conflict-rasolution procedures outlinéd In Section 2-16.

8} PERIODIC REVIEW OF STANDARDS

At the third sentencs of Section 2-22.1, add "and procedures® after “standards” to
dlariy the intent of the Project Team that alfl standards and procedures may be reviewsd
annyually. ‘Tha addition of “and procedures' leaves no doubt that the ysarly review may
consider both standerds and procedures that are more etringant, tess stringsnt, naw or
additional.

Rc:!ponse to Comment L14-6: The provisions in the Standards addressing external
audits are consistent with comparable U.S. regulations. The concerns in this
comment are addressed in detail in the responses to Comments 1.11-25 and .11-41,

Response to Comment L14-7: On the basis of this comment, the Standards have
been revised. Existing text in Section 2-21.2 is dejeted and a new section {2-24.2)
addresses the issue of technical support for the RMIEPA as follows:

The RMIEPA might not have sufficient resources for supporting these
Standards. Within 90 days of the effective date of these Standards,
USAKA and RMIEPA will enter into good faith discussions on
financial support to RMIEPA with the intention of reaching sgreement
within 180 days of the effective date of these Standards. Such
agreement will depend on financial resources allocated to USAKA by
DoD.

This change acknowledges both the concerns of RMIEPA to effect an agreement for
obtaining funding to implement the Standards and USAKA’s dependence on funding
allocations from DoD to assist RMIEPA in that request.

Respanse to Comment L14-8: On the basis of this comment, Section 2—22.1' of the
Standards has been clarificd by adding "and procedures” afier "standards” in the third
sentence of this section.
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3. Alr Quality

Sectlon 3-1.5.1(a) erbltrarily sets the date lor eatablishing the Draft Standards alr
quality bassline as the day befora the effectiva data of the Standards, Wa balleve that this
date was chiosen o eflow USAKA Power Plant 1A emisslons to be grandfathered into alr
quality baseline data, 1UUSAKA Power Plant 1A came on Une In 1890; baseline data
Incorporating this power plant's emissions would artficielly allow additiona! emissions from
piannad future power plants to not exceed elr quality standards, Appropriate smission
controla on planned fulure power plants, tharefore, may not ba required § the present
bassline date is acceptod,

The Compact became effective on October 21, 1888. Since that date, under
Compact Section 161{a){4), the U.S. has been obligated to develop judiciatly reviewable
standards and procedures priar to conducting any activity requiring the preparation of an
environmantal knpact statement pursuant to the U.8. National Environmantal Policy Act,
Almost seven years afler the Compact has come into effect, the U.5. has not yet
daveloped such standards, Why, then, should USAKA benefit financlally and the
Kwajaleln atmosphere ba harmed as e result of the U.S. violation of Compact Section
161(8}{4)7 The pristine air quality of Kwgjaleln Atoll should not be degraded. The alr
quality basedine should be sat on the date the Compact became effective: October 21,
19886, .

4. Water Quality

" Section 3-2.7.2 Is the only saction of tha Draft Standards addressing dredging,
quarrying, and discharge of dradged or fill materlals. As atolla are uniqusly vuinerable to
coastal aroslon, this section ks considered inadaquats. The Draft Standards contaln no
dafinitions of *dradging” or "quanykig®; the terms are Insufficlently spacific. Earthmoving,
biasting, and saawall construction, among cther activities, must be reguiated by the Draft
Standards in order to ensure that the fraglle Kwajaiein reef, coastal and maring
ervilonment s not subjected to Increased sedimentation and eroslon,

AMI 18 currently initiating 8 comprehensive coastal zone managament projact. In
kesping with that effort, and in recognition of the importance of coast conservation o the
Repubiic, we request that a separate section ba crealed within the Draft Standards to
specifically address reef and coastal zone protections,

For furthar comment on this lasue, pleass sea Public Testimorty by Cart Jaedri,
Atlachment IV, at and of Section | Commaents.

Response to Comment 1.14-9: Throughout the process of drafting the Standards, the
Project Team has frequently discussed the air quality standards and the date for
establishing the air quality baseline for the Standards. The primary goal of the
Standards is to protect public health and safety and the environment at USAKA (see
the response to Comment E-13). Most of the Team members did not intend for the -
Standards to be applied retroactively.

Response to Comment L14-10: The U.S. Army shares the concern for shoreline
protection of the istands leased by USAKA. The Standards have been revised since
the Draft SEIS was published to address more fully the U.S. Army’s commitment to
protecting the shoreline and marine resources at USAKA. Definitions have been
added for “dredge material" and "fill material” to clarify these concerns and new
sections have been added to the water quality and reef protection standards and the

. executive summary to ensure protection of the coastal reefs and shoreline at

USAKA. The responses to Comments L4-1 and L4-2 discuss several concerns about
coastal and reef protection, including previous studics of the coastal resources at
USAKA and how the Standards have been revised to incorporate more specific
coastal protection language (see also the response to Comment E-2).
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5. Endang d Wildlife aurcas

Standards lists fourteen types of whales and ten types of dolphing which live In the marine
srvironment. On pages 201 - 209, # Is ndicated that marine mammals live only n the
Broad Ocean Areas (BOA). Thig is claarly not the case In the Marshall islands.

Ths Republia la host to two epecific types of dolphins which five In our lagoons.
The Marshaliese namas for thesa animals ere ke erid Keaitok botim. The common English
and gclentific names for these enimals are tha common dolphin (Deiphinls delphinis) and
the spinner dolphin (stellenta longrnstols). Thess enimals have besen a source of
enjoyrnent for our people for many centurles and now, according to your staternents, they
are missing from Kwajelain Atol and the Immadiato areas. What has happened to the ka
and the kebotim in this area? Has the environment been so profoundly disturbed that
whole categorles of anlmals are now missing from the animals iistad as. fving In the
Kwalaleln environment?

The Dreft Slandards do not sufficlently recognize our Marshallese cutural
standards and procedures reganding our marine anvironmsnt. This Is deaply troutiing,
particutarty when compared to U.S. laws n refation to your own Marine Environment. ‘The
Magnuson Fishery Conservation Actindicates that you must take full sccount of *physlcal,
biploglesl and social” effacts of your management dacisions. In your activities which
affect our fisherias and marine emvironment you should st laast use the same standands
by which you measure your own conduct. To be falr and Just in your atiention to truth we
reqire you to take full cognizence of Marshallose cutiure, tradition and our society’s past,
present and future use of tha rescurces of the marine snvironment.

8. Ocean Dumplng
. a) NEED FOR OCEAN DUMPING LOA

Batween 1979 and 1984, USAKA conducted ocean dumping in AMI waters
pursuant to a psrmit Issuad by the United Statas Environmental Protection Agency
{USEPA) under the Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuariss Act, as amendad, 33
U.8.C. 1401 gt saq. In 1589, recognizing that the Compact was naow In effect and that
the Uniied States had not yet promuigated the Section 181(a){4) procedures, USEPA and
USAKA signed a Memorandum of Understanding {(MOU) reguiating USAKA ocean dumps.
At that tima, RMI stranuously protested it's exclusion as a signing party to the MOU, H,
under the current language of the Draft Standards, USAKA merely requires a ROG,
instead of a LOA, in order to undertake ocean dumps, then regulatory oversight of
LISAKA In this area will have significantly end Ineppropriately lessened. U.S. statutes end

should require at least a LOA.

Saction 34 contalns misinformation about the AMI marine environment, The Draft

regulations require ona of four types of parmits for ocean dumps; the Drak Standards .

Response to Comment L14-11: The Standards include the species Delphinis delphis
and Stellenta fongrinsiols (commonly referred to in English as the common dolphin

and the spinner dolphin; and in Marshallese as Ke and Keaitok botim} for protection
in Appendixes 3-4D and 3-4E of the Standards. The U.S. Army agrees that these
marine mammals do not live only in the Broad Ocean Arca. Sightings of one or both |
of these animals have been made on or near the reef.

Response to Comment L14-12: Since the Draft SEIS was published, the procedures
in the Standards have been revised to expand the opportunities for ail appropriate
agencies, including the RMIEPA, to be involved In the review of all USAKA
activities and to be a signing party to a DEP (revised from a ROC—see the response
to Comment E-7). These procedures ate discussed in more detait jn the responses to
Comments M-10, M-21, L11-29, and L14-5, '
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b)  MISSILE TESTING EFFECTS

LOA's or ROC's are not required for routing misslle tests. The Draf Standards do
not address the lasue of whether the material and debris resulting from rowuting tests
present potential poltution problems for the Kwalalein lagoon and reef aystem. The
materlal and debris resulting from the routine tests should be fisted and its potential
knpact aver extended pariods of Yme needs 1o be contidered. Are there toxio or nuclsar
Components that can isach nto the oceanicdagoon systam?

Further, the Impact from failed launches shouid be considered, Will retrisval
operations hava an adversa effect on the reef aysterns? What nformation Is gvallable to
AMI about these routine tests and the Impact from fallad tests?

7. Wastp and Materlels Manegement

Section 3-6.5.3(b)(2) (), at pags 260 of the Draft Standards, permhs installation of
new undarground pstrolaum-product storage tanks upon subnvittal of & ROC in

accordance with 2-17.3.1. The AMIEPA Merine Watar Quality Ragulations, affactive Aprit
10, 1892, prohibit the installation of new buried metallic sloregs tanks at Section 35(4).
in conformance with AMI taw, Section 3-8.6.2(b)(2}(N) should be changed to prohibit
USAKA, from installing any new utidarground tanks. :

8. Cultural Resources

Ploase clarity your posttion regarding the competing lurisdictional dalms and
applicablity to USAKA and USAKA activities of the folowing enactments:

8)  The Cultural Resources Section of the Draft Standards;

b}  The U.S. National Historke Preservation Act, ag recently amended by the
Fowler Amendment; and v

€)  The RMI Hisiorlc Presarvation Act and subaldiary regulations.

The Cultural Resources saction of the Draft Standards must be reexamined and
emonded 1 bring it Into afignment with current .8, and RM) law regarding the protection

of eultura! and historie resources.

8. Noise
The Draft Standards should Inciude a soction regarding nolse poliution and
protectian from the heaith and environmental eltects of nolse poliution. The March 1863

sbatement, Roughly 11,000 Marshallase reside on Kwajalsin Atolf; they deserve

Response to Comment L14-13: Before all Might testing, an impact analysis that
evaluates debris and impact patterns will have been prepared 1o ensure public healtl,
and safety. The potential effects to the reef habitat and marine resources are
evaluated in this SEIS and are considered to be negligible. The material and debris
resulting from routine missile tests at USAKA and the potential effects on marine
resources are discussed in greater detail in the response to Comment M-11.

Response to Comment L14.14: Since the proposed Standards were released for
review in March 1993, they have been revised so that now existing underground
storage tanks are rigidly regulated and the installation of new underground storage
tanks is prohibited.

Response to Comment L14-15: The cultural resources standards for USAKA have
been revised since the Draft SEIS was published ta reflect comparable provisions in
the NHPA, including recent amendments to the act. These revisions are in
compliance with the environmental framework of the Compact. The cultural
resources standards for USAKA, including the concerns expressed in this comment
about competing jurisdictional claims and applicability to USAKA and USAKA
activities, are discussed in greater detail in the responses to Camments L8-1 thiough
L3-3 and L11-30 through L11-33. The application of specific RMI Jaws to USAKA s
discussed i the response to Comment E-8,

Respoase to Comment L14-16: The Standards address noise under the procedures
fof monitoring (Section 2-B25). The US. Army also applies Army Regulation 200-1,
Chapter 7, addressing the U.S. Army’s noise abatement program, to its activitics at
USAKA. The regulations and standards that address naise and are applicable to
USAKA are discussed in greater detail the response to Comment L13-36.



L14-16 | DSEIS has highlighted the potentlal slgnificant Impacts on the hearing of Marshallase
{cont) | psople who might ba within range of certain propased ordnance disposal pits. Standards

must be daveloped to address these impacts.
10.  Radiation

L1417 - Tha Draft Standards should include a section regarding effects of electromagnetic
radiation on the paople and ervironment of Kwalaleln Atol.  Such & section must set
eppropriate safety standards and procetures, and sddress effects of both extremely low

|ind high frequancy radiation.

S
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Response to Comment L14-17: The Standards do not address EMR because the
U.5. and RMI statutes and regulations and the international agreements on which the
Standards are based do not address EMR (see Table 1-3 of the Standards). At
USAKA, EMR is regulated by the U.S. Army Environmental Hygiene Agency's
Guidelines for Controlling Potential Health Hazards from Radio Frequency Radiation
and is addressed under the NEPA process.
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Attachment |
PUBLIC TESTIMONY
USAKA SEIS Public Heartf?;s {May 24, 25, 27, 1993)
| KASUO HE:(;ENBEHGEH
Ganeral Manager
AMI Environmiental Protection Authority
I WISH TO WELCOME THE USAKA HEARINGS TEAM TO MAJURO. MANY OF YOU IN '
THIS ROOM ARE OLD FRIENDS OF OURS,‘WHO HAVE WOVHKED WITH US OVER THE
LAST THHEE YEARS ON THE ENVIRONMENTAL STANDARDS DOCUMENT THAT WE
ARE DISCUSSING TONIGHT. | HOPE THESE FLOWERS EXPRESS A SMALL MEASURE
OF OUR APPRECIATION FOR THE DIFFICULT AND TIME-CONSUMING CONS_ENSUS
WORK ACCOMPLISHED BY THE STANDARDS PROJECT TEAM. WE VIEW THIS
DOCUMENT AS AN [MPORTANT STEP FORWARD FOR THE COOPERATIVE
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE REPUBLIC OF THE MARSHALL ISLANDS AND THE

UNITED STATES.

FOUR YEARS AGO, RMIEPA REPRESENTATIVES STOOD BEFORE YOU AT A PUBLIC
HEARING JUST LIKE THIS ONE TO REMIND YOU OF OUR RIGHTS UNDER THE
COMPACT OF FREE ASSOCIATION. THE ENVIRONMENTAL SECTIONS OF THE
COMPACT REQUIRE THAT YOU DEVELOP STANDARDS TO REGULATE USAKA
ACTIVITIES BEFORE THE AGTIVITIES START UP, ALSD, THESE STANDARDS ARE
AEQUIRED TO REFLECT *"THE SPECIAL GOVERNMENTAL RELATTONSH[P' BETWEEN

THE U.5. AND RMI.

10

Response to Comment Li4-18: Thanrk you for your comment. The concerns you
raise are important and have assisted in developing Standards that are more
responsive to the particular needs of the USAKA enviraonment, The U.S. Army
shares these concerns and has carefully considered the thoughtful comments of the
RMI and others that are addressed in the Final SEIS. Because of information and
suggestions provided by the Marshallese people, both directly at the public meetings

-and through their government and agency representatives, the U.S. Army has a better

understanding and appreciation of the ways in which Marshallese culture and
tradition are inseparable from protection of the environmental resources of the fand
and the sea.

Clearly, the participation of the Marshallese has resulted in standards and procedures
for protecting the environment that are more reflective of the Marshallese’s concerns
than if the Standards had been developed unilaterally by the TLS, Army. In
particular, this participatory process could not have occurred without the personal
attention that you end other members of the RMIEPA gave to initiating a
meaningful and continuous dialogue with representatives of the United States, The
U.S. Army and Team members from other U.S. agencies are appreciative of the
persenal time and dedication that you and other RMIEPA representatives gave to

-make the Standards a more comprehensive and meaningful document.

Although every one of the RMI's recommendations has not been incorporated in the
Standards, when taken as a whole, the Standards will provide opportunitics for a
continued dialogue that exceed the outreach efforts conducted by the U.S. Army in
many other countries. Because the members of the Project Team brought diverse
perspectives to their meetings, the process has taken more time than if the U.S.
Army prepared the Standards in isolation from the concerns of the RM1. Although a
few differences of opinion regarding the procedural aspects remain, the substantive
parts of the Standards will be effective at protecting the environment. It is not the
U.S. Army's intent to proceed with the proposed action described in the SEIS prior
to the implementation of the Standards, without consultation with the RMI: As the
relationship between the U.S. and RMI governments grows and changes to meet new
chalienges, the U.S. Army looks forward to working closely with the dedicated
officials and staff of the RMI to review and update the Standards to ensure
protection of the fragile resources of the RMI.

As noted abave, the U.S. Army has given careful consideration to all the comments
received. The specific written comments about reef protection, air quality, and
underground storage tanks that you reference are discussed in greater detail in the
responses to Comments L14-9, L14-10, and L14-14. These concerns are also
addressed in other tesponses to Comments, most specifically in 14-2, L9-11/12, E-13,
and M-14,
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{com.)

IN 1989, AT YOUR FIRST E.I.S. HEARINGS, EVEN THOUGH YOU HADN'T PRODUCED
ANY STANDARDS, WE ALLOWED YOU TO INCREASE YOUR ACTIVITIES. THIS IS
BECAUSE THE MARSHALLESE ARE A PATIENT PEQPLE AND YOU PROMISED THAT
THE STANDARDS WOULD BE DEVELOPED IMMEDIATELY. IT1S NOW 1893, YOU ARE
ASKING TO INCREASE YOUR ACTIVITIES AGAIN, AND WE STILL HAVE NO FINAL
STANDARDSI HOW CAN YOU ASK US TO AGREE TO YOUR IREAS FOR INCREASING
YOUH TESTING WITHOLIT GIVING US AN ACCEPTABLE MECHANISM TO REVIEW THE
ENVIRONMENTAL E_FFECTS OF WHAT YOU ARE DOING? ‘

i
YOUR 1989 PROMISE HAS NOT YET BEEN FULFILLED, AND IT IS OUR ENVIRONMENT
THAT SUFFERS. IT {3 OUR BELIEF THAT BECTION 161 OF THE COMPACT DOES NOT
ALLOW ANY ADDITIONAL INCREASES IN USAKA ACTIVITIES UNTIL THESE

STANDARDS ARE COMPLETED AND PUT INTO EFFECT,

AS TO SPECIFICS iN THE STANDARDS, MANY PAGVISIONS OF AMI LAW HAVE NOT
FOUND THEIR WAY INTO THE DOCUMENT WE SEE NOW. WE WILL BE MAKING
SFECIFIC COMMENTS AND SUGGESTIONS FOR CHANGE (N WRITING, THESE
WAHITTEN COMMENTS WiLL COVER REEF PROTECTION, THE TIMING OF THE AIR
QUALITY BASEUINE, PROHIBMON OF UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS, AND

OTHER DETAILS,

11
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IN GENERAL, § WISH TO RESPECTFULLY ASK THAT WE WOR.K TOGETHER IN A
SPIRIT OF COCPERATION AND OPENNESS. THIS COOPERATION SHOULD ALLOW
USAKA 7O BE OPEN FOR INSPECTIONS BY RMIEPA WHEN ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
ARISE. ALSO, | WISH TO AEMIND YOLUF THAT OUR MONEY I8 VERY SHORT, SO WE
WILL REQUIRE FINANCIAL AND TECHNICAL SURPCRT TO BE ABLE TO CORRECTLY

FOLLOW THESE NEW STANDARDS.

| HAVE SPOKEN MY MIND TONIGHT BECAUSE | KNOW THAT AMERICANS HONOR

THE CONCEPT OF FAEE AND OPEN DEBATE. THANK YOU FOR THE OPPORTUNITY

TO BRE HEARD.

12
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nttachment‘II i

REPUBLIC OF THE MARSHALL ISLANDS '
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AUTHORI I'Y

P.0. Box 1322 + Majuro, MH 96960
Phone: (692-9) 3035/5203 Fax: {692-9) 5202 ,

MEMORANDUM

TO: Randy Gallien
WHorm Lovelaca . .

co-Chairx, USAKA Environmant 4 & Projact Taam
FROM: Jiba Kabua, Chairman, RMIEPA ;.Lﬂ—\
DATE: Septembar 16, 1992

SUBJECT: memﬂmmm

in the Republic of the Msrshall Islends

Jcgue thig Memorandum as n member of the USAKA Environmental
ét:::dardu Project Tesm and on bshalf of the Rspublic of ghe
Marshall Yalands Environmental Protection Authority. As I stated
at a racent gathering of the Project Team and other interasted
parties in Portland, Oregon, held Septemher i-4, 1¥92, the RMIERA
is most conocerned Yy new procedural proposals found in the August
7, 1992 Dratt Envirommentnl Standards. We atrongly object to the
abrupt change in the Unltwd States pesition en tha isaus of the
Republic’s right to effeotive ovarsight of USAKA actlivitiss on

Marshallese sxoll.

two vaars of intensze work and hard-won group ¢ongensus by
:ﬁilgwrigg“ rl'm, we wara swrprized and =addansd by the sudden,
unilataral changas attenpted in the most recant drdft‘s Procedures
Bection, Part 2 of the August 7, 1992 Environmantal gtandardsa
documant. This change is primarily avidenced by a proposed
rejection of the "Latter of Authority" ("LOA") concapt and by the
dllution of country~to—country administrative dispute rezolution
procaduras, .

At cur last meeting, in Juns, 1992, the group consansus remainaed
overvhelmingly in favor of the LOA approach to environmental
ovorsight of UBARA activities, As the U.8. State Departaént and
prpartment of Defense have heen briefed continuously on thie
Project, and as the LOM concept was proposad very early in cur Team
sessions the Btrategic . Defense Initiative Organization

r .
n;ﬁz::amﬁg::: a queaction of gaod falth ig raised by thesas lagt~

Response to L14-19: Thank you for your comment. The U.S. Army Is not unmindfut
of the RMI’s concerns about the revision from an LOA to a ROC. We believe,
however, that the participation of the Marshallese citizens and their representatives
has resulted in a better set of Standards than if the 1).5. Army had developed them
unilaterally, Indeed, the contributions of time and skill made by all the dedicated
professionals that participated as team members, including the RMIEPA, were
invaluable in realizing this monumental effort. The result has been that, because of
the involvement of the RMI government and its representatives, the U.S. Army is
more sensilive to ensuring the protection of public health and safety and the
environment at USAKA. The Marshallese citizens are fortunate to have such
dedicated governmental representatives and enviconmental advocates, All the RMI
participants contributed unique perspectives—-bringing clarity and focusing the process
by continuously advocating the RMI's environmental concerns and relaying the
jmportance of environmental protection through a commitment at the highest levels
of your government. The Marshallese people also expressed eloguently at the public
hearings their respect and concern far the RMU's environmental resources.

In an effort to balance the guidelines under which the DoD conducts its activitics in
other forelgn countries with the commitment to creating procedures and standards
that reflect the special relationship between the RMI and the United States, the
procedures have been revised since receipt of your comment to 8 DEP. The US.
Army believes that this revision provides a more meaningful role for the RMI in
teviewing USAKA activities within the environmental framework that was negotiated
in the Compact. The change to a DEP expands the opportunities for the RMIEPA
and U.S, resource agencies to be involved in the review of USAKA activities. For all
proposed LSAKA activilies, the RMIEPA will be afforded the oppartenity to review
and provide their assessment to the U.S. Army of the potential impacis to the
USAKA environment. After USAKA issucs a Notice of Proposed Activity, the
RMIEPA will have the apportunity to respond through a document called
Environmental Comments and Recommendations (ECR), which formalizes the
revicw process at the early stages of considering an activity. In addition, the conflict
resolution process also has been revised to require the Commander, USAKA, and
the Deputy Commanding General, USASSDC, to consult with the appropriate
agencics, including the RMIEPA, when USAKA makes a detcrmination to procced
with a proposed activity. The procedures you discuss are also addressed in the
responses to Comments E-7, M-10, M-21, and L14-5.
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(cont)

Certainly, such an abrupt change 1ln the United Statee posturs tlies
in..the raca of two years of Iintensive work and Projeat Team
agreament., He in the Marshall Iélands hava taken this work very
sariously. With far fewer resources at our disposal than any other
Project Team membar, wc have committed a great deal of time and
affort in order to participate actively in these deliberations.

Af you well know, RMIEPA representatives to this lengthy progesms
have always considered tha right of RMI to =ign msaningful
anvironmental oversight documents to ha a central isesua. Early in
the course of our delibarations, the Project Taam agread that LOA‘s
werae appropriate oversight documents for both RMIEPA and U.5.
regulatory agencies. It would sadden us now to retreat frow the
Pacific way, the consensus approach, an approach which has produced
such recent goodwill betwean USARKA and RMI.

Bection 161 of the Compact of Frac Asscciation declaree that it ic
the joint policy of tha Governmants of the United States and the
Marshell Islands to promote efforts to prevent or eliminate damage
te the anvironmant and biosphere and to enrich understanding of the
natural rasocurces of the Harshall Islands, The USAKA Environmental
gtandards Project Team has mads great strides toward bringing those
words to reality. WHe respact the work of the Projact Team. We
reapect tha spirit of cooperatien that has raflectad the esnence of
the Compact. Wé therafors requaat that the concept of Latters of
Authority, ineluding the applicaticn, xenewal, termination, and
variance of LOA’a, a5 wall am the lsgitimate RMIEPA anforcemant and
conflict resclution procedures which have recently been changad ox
deletud, be reinesrted into the nexwt draft Standards documant,

| Pleans do not aviscerate the first environmental document to amarge

betvaen tha United States and the Republic of tha Marshall Talands
mince tha hirth of the Republic and the mcceptance of the Compact.
We do not wigh to ba forced to pursus other legal or diplomatic
channala in this matter. Wa remain adamant, howavar, that our
right to affactive ovéraight of UBAKA activities on Marshallese
a0ll, avidenced by tha proposed LOA process,’ rmeins inviaiate and

undiluted.

It has baan our pleasura to work with the Project Taam, both in tha
Unitead ftates and in the Karshall Islanda, during the courss of
this endaavor. A number of dacisicne have yat to be reached,
including a fundamontal decisien concerning the choice of Compant
mactions under whioch thesa Standards shall ba enacted and how tha
formal adoption process shall proseed. As discussions prograss, we
hope to ba able to continue a frank, open, and cooperative dialegus
with both 6ld and nev participants to this significant affort.

cc: Projact Teaxm Hembers ]
Particlpants st USARA Standarda Meeting .
Portland, Cregon, Sapt. 2-4, 1592
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Attachment Il Response to L14-20: This comment js idz?ntical 'lo Comments E-34 qnd L3; please
see the responses 1o those comments, which teview the process leading to the
develapment of the proposed Standards, issues related to the procedural aspects of
the Standards, and the role of the government of the RMI in reviewing proposcd

PUBLIC TESTIMONY ‘ USAKA activities,
for
USAKA SEIS public Hearings (May 24, 25, 27, 1993)
by
JIBA B. KABUA
Chafrman

RMI Environmental Protection Authiority

I WISH TO WELCOME THE USAKA HEARINGS TEAM TO .EEEYE. SPEAKING ON
BEHALF OF THE MARSHALL ISLANDS ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AUTHORITY
AND AS A MEMBER OF TH'E LISAKA ENVIRONMENTAL STANDARDS PROJECT TEAM,
! ALSO WISH TO EXPRESS OUR APPRECIATION FOR THE DIFFICULT‘A.ND TIME:

. CONSUMING WORK ACCOMPLISHED BY THE PROJECT TEAM DURING THE PAST

THREE YEARS. THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL STANDARDS DOCUMENT REFLECTS
THE DEPTH OF COMMi'TMENT BY EVERY MEMBER OF THE TEAM. WE VIEW THIS
DOCUMENT AS AN {MPORTANT AND MEANINGFUL CONTRIBUTION TO THE
ENVIRONMENTAL. DIALOGUE BETWEEN AMI AND THE UNITED 8TATES.

15
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{ MUST.STATE, HOWEVER, THAT WE ARE DEEPLY TROUBLED BY THE ABRUPT

| CHANGE IN THE U.8. POSITION ON THE ISSUE OF RMI'S RIGHT TO EFFECTIVE

QVERSIGHT QF USAKA AGTIVITIES ON MARSHALLESE SOiL  THE PROPOSED
PROCEDURAL CHANGE FROM A 'LETTER OF AUTHORITY* {LOA) CONCEPT TO A
“RECORD OF CONSULTATION" {(ROC) 3 INAPPAQPRIATE AND UNACGEPTABLE. THIS
PRCPOSED DILUTION OF OUR ENVIRONMENTAL OVERSIGHT OF USAKA REFLECTS
A LAST-MINUTE, UNILATERAL CHANGE [N THE U.S. APPROAGH THAT APPEARS TO
FLY IN THE FACE OF THREE YEARS OF GOOD FAITH NEGOTIATIONS.

WHY WILL YOU NOT HONOR OUR SOVEREIGNTY AS AN INDEPENDENT NATION AND
ALLOW US OVERSIGHT OF OUR OWN LANDS FOR THE PROTECTION OF OUR OWN

PEOPLET WHAY 1S THERE TO FEAR? PLEASE EXPLAIN THIS TO ME,

MARSHALLESE AT THE HIGHEST LEVELS HAVE BEEN BRIEFED FOR THE PAST
THREE YEARS ON A POLICY DIRECTION THAT INCLUDES LETTERS OF AUTHORITY,
AS HAVE THE U.5. STATE DEPARTMENT AND DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE. THIS
ISSUE HAS ALWAYS BEEN CENTRAL TO US, AND WE HAD BEEN VERY PLEASED BY
THE COOPERATIVE SETTLEMENT OFFERED EARLY IN THE PROJECT TEAM
MEETINGS BY U.8. MILITARY REPRESENTATIVES. ALLOW ME TO QUOTE FROM AN

AUGUST, 1691, PROJECT TEAM DOCUMENT:

16
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"' order to prevent unwirranted Itigation and to foster eooperatlan In the
resalition of anvironmental issuas, the etandards and procedures ghvo the RMI co-
equal status In the regulation and oversight of activities at USAKA. The Team
beiloves that thig partnarshlp In environmental decision-making Is dmportant and
conslstent with the &pirit of tha spaclal political relationship batwean the US and
RML"

IT IS A MISTAKE FOR THE U.S. TO TUAN AWAY FROM THE LOA CONCEPT AND
REJECT THREE YEAR'S WORTH OF WORK, EFFORT AND COMPROMISE. - WE WISH
TO MOVE BEYOND MISPLACED MANEUVERING AND AHGUING, AND GIVE FULL
MEANING TG QUR SPECM(_ RELATIONSHIP AS CO-HABITANTS OF KWA.J.ALEIN WE
DESIRE A SPECIAL COMMITMENT OF COOPERATION FROM THE UNITED STATES TO
WORK TOGETHER WITH US o) PROTECT PRESENT AN FUTURE GENERATIONS ON

MARSHALLESE SO

WE HAVE BEEN INFORMED THAT PRESENTLY, IN GEHMANY U.S. MILITARY BASES
ARE HONORING THE HOST COUNTRY'S ENVIRONMENTAL REQUIHEMENTS AND
AAE APPLYING FOR PERMITS FROM THE GERMAN ENVIRONMENTAL AUTHORITIES.
WHY THEN ARE WE DENIED THE RESPECT YOU SHOW TO OTHER ALLIES? PLEASE
RECONSIDER YOUR POLICY TO DENY US OVERSIQHT OF QUR OWN LANDS. THE
U.8. JUST (EASES THIS LAND, BUT CAN NEVER OWN IT. THE LAND BELONG§ TO
US; THE LAND IS QUR FUTURE.

17
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WE MIJST BE OPEN TO A NEW GLOBAL REALITY, RECENT WORLD EVENTS,
INCLUDING THE BREAK-UP QF THE FORMER SOVIET UNION, SUPPORT THE VIEW
THAT THE NATIONS OF THE WORLD MAY NOW WORK TOGETHER TQ ADVANCE
CAUSES IN THE BEST INTEREST OF ALL THE PEOPLES ON EARTH. t# DOES NOT
PROFIT ANY MAN TO PLAY POLITICS IN THE FACE OF THE REAL WORK WE HAVE

BEFORE US.

COMMANDER HAZEL, YOU MUST LIVE AS A MAN IN THE MARSHALL ISLANDS
ENVIRONMENT. REINSTATING THE LOA APPROACH WILL NOT DIMINISH OR
COMPROMISE ANY UNITéD STATES RAIGHT TO MAINTAIN FOREIGN DEFENSE
POLICY. PLEASE JOIN WITH US, IN THE CONSENSUS APPROACH THAT THE
PECPLES OF THE PACIFIC HAVE TAUGHT THE WORLD, TO BRING THE STANDARDS
BACK TO THE FORM THAT WAS AGREED TO BY THE PROJECT TEAM LAST YEAR.

SUCH A SET OF COMPREHENSIVE REGULATIONS REFRESENTS A MILESTONE IN
THE HISTORY OF THE MARSHALL ISLANDS, AS FOR THE FIRST TIME OUR TWO
COUNTRIES HAD PUT ASIDE COMPETING INTERESTS AND HAD WORKED TOGETHER
FOR THE PRESERVATION AND PROTECTION OF THE KWAJALEIN ENVIRONMENT,
PLEASE DO NOT DESTROY THAT EFFORT.

18
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FOR HERE AND NOW, THERE IS NO DENIAL OF THE FACT THAT AN OPPORTUNITY
HAS PRESENTED ISELF FOR MUTUAL USE, FROM THE STANDPOINT OF
COOPERATION. WE JUST SIMPLY HAVE TO AECOGNIZE IT, AND UKE
PRAGMATISTS, USE IT. IN AREAS WHERE THE ORIGINAL INTENTS OF THE
COMPACT FAILED (BECAUSE THEY MET THE SAME FATE OF BEING SELECTEb
UNILATERALLY), THIS PRESENT OPPORTUNITY THAT | SFEAK ABOUT SHOULD AT
LEAST MAKE UP FOR THE FORMER LACK OF GRACE AND INABILITY TO TRANSFORM
MEN'S IDEAS INTO DOGUMENTS THAT BEAR TRUTHFULLY GN THE AVERAGE MAN'S

DESTINY.

COliONEL HAZEL, MEMBERS OF THE 1.5. DELEGATION, DON'T EMBARRASS US.
WHEN WE JOINED THE TEAM TO WRITE UP STANDARDS, AND | SPOKE FOR THE
TEAM BEFORE THE CABINET, iN 1891, | CONVEYED TO THE CASINET THE SENSE
THAT THE PRODUCT OF OUR WORK COULD BE A PRODUGT OF CONSENSUS AND

COQPERATION,

AS T IS, IT MAKES ME WONDER. | THEREFQORE SPEAK HERE TONIGHT TO
REGISTEA A COMPLAINT, WHETHER THIS COMPLAINT BECOMES A PROTEST, |

SHOULD LIKE TO BELIEVE THAT A TIME FOR MAKING ONE HAS NOT OR WILL NOT

HAPPEN.
THANK YOL,

19
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Attachment 1V

PUBLIC TESTIMONRY
for
USAKA SEIS Public Haarings (May 24, 25, 27, 1893)
by
CARL JAEDRIK
Board Msmber

AMI Environmeantal Protection Authority

OUR COASTLINES ARE VERY IMPORTANT TO US. SEA LEVEL RISE, ACCELERATED
EROSION FAOM BUIDING, AND SEDIMENTATION ON THE CORAL ALL THREATEN
OUR WAY OF LIFE, COASTAL EROSION ALSO THREATENS QUR FOOD SUPPLY BY
UMITING FiSHING AND BREEDING GROUNDS. BECAUSE THE COASTLINE MAKES
UP SUCH A LARGE PART OF AN ATOLL, WE SHOULD HAVE A SEPARATE SECTION

OF THE STANDARDS JUST TO DEAL WITH COASTAL DEGRADAﬁON ISSUES.

AND, THE ONLY WAY TO PROTECT THE CQAST 1S TO GIVE RMIEPA THE RIGHT TQ
ISSUE LETTERS OF AUTHORITY BEFORE USAKA CAN BEGIN ANY PROJEGTS THAT

CQULD ERCDE OUR SHORELINE.

THANK YOU.

20

Response to 114-21: This comment is the same as the oral comment made at the
Ebeye hearing (Comment E-17) and also the written statement submitted in hand
writien and later in typed form at the same hearing (Comment Letters L4 and L6).
Please see the response to Comment [A4-1, which addresses the way the proposed
Standards address coastal management.

1001360 PDX 4.50
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Section 2

COMMENTS REGARDING
DBAFT SUPPLEME VIRO MPACY STATEMENT (DSEIS)

FOR PROPOSED ACTIONS AT U 8. ARMY KWAJALEIN ATOLL (MARCH 1893)

1. Mgrshﬁiﬁi&!&ﬂgﬁﬁﬂﬂ
The Importance of custom in tha e of tha Marshalless people cannot be

comment kn English, with only the Executive Summary transiated into Marshellese, In
order o accuratsly review the comtents of the DSEIS, tha paople of the Marshal Istands
must recaiva the DSEIS and Final £1S in both Engfish and Marshallose.

2. Chapter 3 - Affected Environment

®)  EFFECTS OF USAKA ACTIVITIES ON THE NATURAL RESOURGES ANG

POPULATION OF THE ENTIRE ATOLL OF KWAJALEIN

of Incraasad USAKA acthvitias on tha resources and Marshallass E?pdaﬁon aof Kwalalsin

Pacts created on the
USAKA-sased lands from aflecting the alr, land and water fesources of the rest of
Kwajalein Atofl. These eflects, whether direct or Indirect, must ba kncluded in the DSEIS
analysis,

eccalerated eroslon as an indirect effect of USAKA bullding activities? Wil quarrying
operalions create kraversible adverse sffects on the corals, fish, and Invertebrates of norn-
leasshold 'slands? How wil radar system radiation and missile launch debris affect the
haalth of tha population?

Indeed, the direct and indirect effect of USAKA activities on the population growth
of Ebeya Island Is quite significant. A startling 21 percant of RM|'s popuiation resides on
tiny Ebeye. 822 households, avaraging 10 people per household, are packed together
on a denuded, wholly urban Iglat. Population denstty on Ebeye s 58,456 people per
square mila, maldng Ebeya one of the maost ktansaly overcrowded communities on the
planet.

21

Response to L14.22: “Thank you for your comment. As stated in the public hearings,
individdual fetters of comment received from agencies and the public and the
Tesponses to these comments will be transhated into Marshallese and printed as g

Response to LI4-2%: The Draft SEIS and the 1989 E1S it supplements recognize the
potential for environmental impacts to extend beyond the limits of the USAKA
islands. Al of the environmental analyses documented in the SEIS have involved
evaluation of all potential effects, both direct and indirect, of the proposed actions
and alternatives, wherever they eould ocour. The marine biologicatl resources and
rare, threatened, or endangered species sections (3.7, 3.8, 4.7, and 4.8), for example,
evaluate the patential for impacis to marine mammals in the open ocean; the land

exposure to electromagnetic fields by all humans, no matter where they are located,

The relocation of Marshallese people 10 Ebeye by the 11,5, govcmmcﬁt preceded the
activitics that are evaluated In this EIS by many years. That historical fact is outside
the scope of this document, which addresses proposed activities at USAKA.

Although population growth is typically correlated to employment growth, the
population growth experienced on Ebeye for the 5 years since 1988 pas apparently
Geeurred independently of growth in USAKA contractor employment. Marshallese
employment at USAKA has been stable at about 1,000 jobs but population on Ebeye
has increased from 8,324 1o an estimated 10,100 persons, (RMI Office of Planning
and Statistics, 1993) The age distribution data for Ebeye residents in 1988, with 51
percent of the population being below 15 years of age, suggest that the growth since
1988 was related to a high natural birth rate rather than USAKA employment related
in-migration,
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Ebsye's population hes increased dramatically In the years of the United States
occupation of Kwajaleln Atoll, moving from about 7 percent of the ration's total In 1958
1o 21 parcent in 1988, Ebeye's popuiation in 1988, 8,324 people, Is 89.4 percent of the
total paputation in Kwajaleln (9,311 poople), desplte Ebaye’s minuscule land mass of 14
square miles.

It Is clear that the primary undedying reason for Ebeya's overcrowding Is the
American millitary presenca at Kwajaleln. Virtually uninhabhtad from the end of Word War
11 to 1951, 650 Marshalioss ware refocated to Ebeye In that year from thelr labor camp
on Kwajalein Island by the U.S. Navy. When Kwajalain was chosen ag a testing she for
U.S. Inter-continanta! ballistic missfles In 1559 and 1664, tha peopls of Roi-Nemur ware
removed to Ebeys and Ennublrr Island. One year lator, the Lib Islanders were also
removed to Ebaye. In 1965, the Mid-Corridor bacame a new targst wrea and
approximataly 200 residents of the mid-corridor Islands wera removed 10 cement housing

units on Ebaye.

Durng the mid-1960's, the U.S. miltary recrulted several hundred more
Marshallese ta work at the Kwajaleln bass, further increasing Ebays’s population woes.
The tataf populacs of Ebsye numbered 500 in 1951, and Ineraasad to 4,500 by 1067.

Thio relocation of the Marshallese peopls 1o Ebeye, as well ag the surges In
population resulting from urban migrators in search of employment, may only be
witrinnted to the prasence of the USAKA base on Kwajalein Atoll. Yet the DSEIS is
nappropriately sflent regarding the enormous advarse environmental and public health
eifacts causad by these population movemants. Tha DSEIS must be expandad Lo take
the antire population and ervironvmant of Kwejalaln Atofl intg full account.

—.

b) IMPACTS ON FiSHING

DSEIS Section 3.7.1, page 360, s @ wholly nadequate statemant regarding the
fishermen and fishing practices of Kwajaleln Atoll, Tha Saction does rot take into account
the eoclal, traditional and future usas of the blological resources of the marine
environment In Kwalaleln Atoll by the Marshalese people.

1t la most disconcerting that the DSEIS onty cltes one article conceming the
relationship of fishing to proposad USAKA activities and to the environmant of Kwajalsin
Aloll. The total amount of effort axpendad on this toplc has resuted In only one short
paragraph. This paragraph saems to indicate that USAKA activites create no lmpact or
only nominal impact on fishing in Kwajalein Atoll. The Marshiafloss perspective is quite
different,

The DSIES states that there are no full-ime fisharmen In Kwasfaleln Atoll, This
statement is most perplexing snd troubling. Every Marshallase parson, from amall children
1o adult wamnen and men, fs » person who fishes. Fishing is how Marshallege find protein
to live. it Is impossibie for human [ife to exist on our Islands if we da not fish for a fhing.

22

Up 10 150 new jubs far Marshallese could be creatcd st USAKA (in the 1ligh Level
of Aclivity). The 1989 Dralt EIS estimated that there were 684 individuals at
Kwajalein Atoll (331 unemployed and 353 econamicaily inactive) that could be
available for these new jobs. Using more recent estimates of population and an
assumed currem unemployment rate of }7 percent of the economically active
workforce (RMI Office of Planning and Statistics, 1993), it is currently estimated that
there are 925 individuals on Ebeye (470 unemployed and 455 econamically inactive}
that could be available for these new jobs.

Based on the ratio of new jobs to individuals available for emplayment, and the
KALGOVY control of employment, new in-migration to Ebeye refated (o increased
levels of USAKA activity appears to be unlikely, and thus the likelihood of significant
impacts on population growlh is minor, Please see also the responses to Comments
L10-2 apd L10-3.
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Traditional Marshallase fishing activities depand on an snvirenmant which has not
been disturbed by human hands. For examplg, & coral head sarves as a homa far
animals In the mering snvironment. The coral head Is close ta the surlace of the lagoon
and can ba used as a focug of fishing activity bacause of the nature of the maring
eavironment. Over the ysars of USAKA occupation of the KwaJaleln 1agoon, not only have
Marshallese been excluded from the use of the marine snvirohment on a regidar baals,
but USAKA has routinaly used explosives to demolish fiving eco-systems.  Exploded
elther 8s an ald to navigation or to creats land, these explosives have adversely affactad
the coral centers for our fishing aciivitles,

We 8ls0 understand that Kwajslein Atofl once contalned significant populations of
Glarit Glam. The kabwor have tesn remaved by USAKA personnel over tha years and
taken back fa the Industrialized world as souvenira. There Is no mentian of this practice
In the DSEIS. Parhaps i we started naw to work together, we could replant fhs fagoon
with kabwor and in time we might have heatthy populations fiving in the Atoll.

The Marshallese people have given use rights over our istands to the U.8. for
miliitary purposes, snd we have been campeansated for this loan of our property. We also
889M to have gliven up the rights to our marine emdronment. At certain times, USAKA
closas whole arens of the Kwajalein marine smironment from uss becausa of testing
activites.  During thase times the Marshalless people are prevanted from carrying out
traditional fishing ectivities and preverted from empioying ‘modem” fishing technology.
Haw can &} be claimed that USAKA activities hava rig impact when such ciosures are
common and have bsan golng on for decades? Perhups the resson that USAKA
perceives no “full-time* fisherran at Kwajaieln ia that the conditions of access to the
marine srvironment are ga Imited that it may indaed ba difficult for Yull-time” activities to
take place.

The DSEIS has not yat given full and accurate considaration to the Marshallesg use
of the Kwalaleln madne envronment, Pisase expand your analysls to include the Impacts
of USAKA activities on the human utiilzation of the marine srmvironment of Kwajaleln Atgil.

A proper EiS would Include a discussion of the number of tmes certaln marina
ereas of Kwajalein Atoll have been or wil ba closed to the Marshallase people. This
discussion should addiass how thesa closures will affect the potentlal for waditional,
current and future fishing activities. As m final nots, the concapt of “full-ime” fishing
reflects an Inappropriate blas besed on assumptions about work pattems in the
Industrialized world.  Marshalless patterns of “work” and times for fishing M Into &
completaly different cuitural framework.

3. Chapler.4 - Fiber Optle Cable

On page 4-80 the DSEIS mentlons that Undersea Flber Optic Cable may be placed
In the environment of kwaljalein Atoll, The DSEIS states that reef dredging will ba
necessary to place these cables. Have other atternetives, such as drlliing or coting

23

Response to L14-24: The 1) S, Army recognizes that fishing is an important part of
the life and the culture of the Marshall Islands. Section 3.6 of the 1989 EIS, which is
jncorporated into this SEIS by reference, has several pages describing the role of
fishing, fishing grounds, and the incidence of ciguatera fish poisaning. The effecis of
explosives on the marine envitonment, as well as the appropriate mitigation for those -
eflfects, are discussed in the SEIS {page 4-131). In short, the effects arc localized and
short-term and efforts will be made 1o ensure that sea turtles and piant clams will nat
be directly affected by such aclivities.

Declining populations of the giant clam (kabwor) at Kwajalein Atoll are probably
maost strongly associated with the continual harvest, consumption, and sale of this
animal, rather than USAKA activities. As the comment states, some kabwor may
have been removed by USAKA personnel. USAKA concurs thai encouraging the re-
establishment of healthy kabwor Populations at Kwajalein Atoll would be a positive
joint activity to undertake, and USAKA would be pleased to discuss opportunities to
achieve this goal with the RMI government.

The closure of the Mid-Atoll Corridor is for the protection of human life and is .
provided for in MUORA. The activities analyzed in the SEIS would not affect the
frequency or duration of such closures. The closures reduce the amount of
subsistence and recreational {ishing available in the areas closed 10 Marshallese
fishermen. At the same time, however, closure also acts 1o allow fish populations to
tecover from fishing pressure and setves to buffer the fisheries resource from
overuse. In addition, USAKA persunne! are not permitted 1o visit USAKA islands
other than Rof-Namur and Kwajalein without written authorization; thercfore, most
of the USAKA isfands receive far lower numbers of human visitors than the non-
USAKA islands, also helping to reduce pressure on the fisheries resource.

Response to L14-25: The Environmental Assessment Jor the U5, Army Kwajalein Atall
Submarine Fiber Optic Transmission System (Environmental Consulting and
Technology, 1992) addresses alternatives {o the fiber optics cable system. USAKA
recognizes the jurisdiction of MIMRA over the Exclusive Economic Zone of the
RML, and would cootdinate reviews and permitting with MIMRA,.
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L14.27

L14-28

thraugh the coral reef substrates, been considsred so as to minimize the eftects on the
IvMng components of the coral rest?

The Marshaliisiands Marine Hesources Authority [MIMRA) has sxciusive ovmership
rights over the seabed in 8 large area of the seabed between Kwalateln and Wake Island.
It I3 necossary for USAKA to cbtaln permission from MIMRA before conducting activitles
within this section of tha environmant,

4, ngral Comment
a) GBR-X

Radlated power, beam direction and beam size are compiter controfled. Itis qulte
Possible on en experiments! device such Bs thls, which will be undergoing field
maodifications for an exiended period of time, to experfance computer malfunctions and
software problems unknowingly crested by software modifications, It is therefors possibla
1o lay & high power density beam right dawn on the surface elmed at Ebeye, Kwajaleln,
Cerlos, Carlson, and others, What controls and guarantess are in place to insure that

such an evant would be make known 1o all concernad?

b) ABORTYED INTERCEPTORS

' With all the atternatives prasented, thers Is no discussion of aborted Interceptors,
An aborted lntercoptor can impact the Kwalalein lagoon and teland area with & large
quantity of hazerdous material ¥vtacl. Flaass addrass recovery and clean-up procedures
for this type of occumencs.

c) WATER CGONTAMINATION

Kwajaleln has exparlanced a highar that recommended level of Trihalomethanes
in the water syslem in the past. This contamination was revealsd only efter independant
tealing was performed by a Kwajalsin resident. Pleasa clartty the procedures by which
accurate contamination reporting ls made avallabls to the concarned population.

L

For further genarel commenté ontha DSEIS, as well as specific comments directed
to the Figures conalned In the DSEIS Exscutive Summary, please sees Attachment v,
locatad et and of Section 2 Comments.
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Response to L14-26: Regarding the measures that will be taken to ensure public
health and safety from the GBR-T radar at USAKA, the commenter is referred 1o
revised material in Section 4,16 of the Final SEIS, which incorporates information
from the Ground Based Radar (GBR) Family of Strategic and Theater Radars
Environmental Assessment (U.S. Army Program Executive Office, Missile Defense,
1993}, Controls would include a minimum beam elevation limit of 2 degrees above
horizontat for normal operations, computer operating rules to limit antenna grating
lobes and side lobes radiation on the ground, a separate safety computer to calculate
antenna grating and side lobe emissions, and EMR measurement equipment to verify
predicted EMR levels and to monitor actual levels, :

Response to L14-27: USAKA observes the requirements of MUORA, which states in
part (Section 2) that:

In conducting its activities in the defense sites, the Governpient of the United
States shall use its best efforts 10;

(a) Avoid interference with commercial activities including the exploitation of
fiving and non-living resources of the sea;

(b} Avoid interference with na vigation, aviation, communication, and land or
water travel in the Marshall Islands;

(c) Minimize damage to ihe terrain and so reef areas;

(d) Avoid ham to the environment, including water areas;

Please see the responses to Comments L14-29 and M-11 regarding the debris from
ashorted intercepts or launches. In the Final SEIS, new information regarding failed
launches fram Meck has been added to Section 4.15. :

Response ta L14-28: Trihalomethane reporting follows the protocol established by the
US. EPA. Exceedances of 100 mg/L (running average for the previous three
Quarters plus the current report, as tested quarterly by the U.S. Army Environmental
Hygiene Agency) are reported by notice in three successive issues of the local paper,
The Hourglass. The intent is to alert all residents of Kwajatein that the exceedance
occurfed and to advise them as ta what steps they should take to reduce the TTHM
content of the potable water they drink.
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ATTACHHMENT V¥

KWAJALEIN TESTING PROGRAM

General Environmentnt Questions

Recognizing that: (1) The Ground Based Interceptor, (GBI)
Missiles contain solid propclant boosters, and initiatly
dummy warheads, (but possibly some tests must include
explosive warheads), and that at Jaunch the

propellant will be buming at a high rate to produce

the thrust needed to accelerate to target intcrcept,

followed by intercept explosion (In case of explosive
warhcad); and (2) that many Ground Based Intercepts

{GBI) are golng to be launched from Meck. at targets coming

from the East, and possibly, in cases of conflict, coming
from the West; what air and water poliution preveative
measures have been taken under the fallowing conditions?

a. A GBI Missile launched to the East malfunctions, and must be
distracted within 0-5 seconds after Iaunch with the resultant dispersion
of flaming and non-Aaming propellant theough the aic and over the water
surfaces back toward the atoll istands since winds and currents
are East to West. The resulting debris (partially bumed
and salt water soaked solid propettandwill reside on shoreline and
coral crevices.

b. A GBI Missile launched to the Bast malfunctions, and tust be
destructed within 5 - 10 seconds sfler lsunch, and prevailing winds
carty flaming propelland (and unbumed propellant) back West over
the Northern islands and into the lagoon.

2. What envitonmental contamination tests have been conducied

by the Army and its contractors of the GBI Missile regarding
the possible hazardous chemical contaminate effects in salt
water {0 coral, sea lifc, and possible human contact under
condltions of question 1.

3. In that the CEP (Entry Point) radars will require very high

radiated power to acquire the incoming target at great

ne

Response to L14-29: In response 1o this comment, a new figure has been added in
Scction 4.15 of the Final SEIS showing the debris footprint of a terminated launch
from Meck. GBI missile Jaunches from Meck could not endanger a populated island
for the first 20 seconds of flight because no populated islands are located within such
a distance; therefore, it is unlikely that a termination command would be issued
during the first seconds of the mission. In the unlikely evemt that a missile
malfunctioned and the acrodynamic stresses tare it apart, the destruct systemn would
then function and mast of the propellant would be consumed. Every effort would be
made to recover and appropriately dispose of any debris that did come back onto the
island, into the lagoon, or onto the reef, maintaining the “clean lagoon policy”
discussed in the response to Comment L14-27,

It should be noted that Meck has served as the Jaunch location for a large number of
missile tests beginning with the Safeguard Ballistic Missile Defense Test Program in
the 1960s. Seventy missile tests were conducted for the Safeguard system at USAKA.
Of these seventy launches, 12 failed and were destroyed in the BOA. Some of the
boosters impacted in the lagoon, as well as approximately ten of the target reentry
vehicles. None of these incidents resulted in Injuries or damage to non-USAKA

praperty.

Response to L14-30:  As stated in the response to Comment [L14-29, the likelihood of
such an evenl is remote,
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114-32

L14-33

L14-34

L14-35

enough distances for the GBI Missife to be effectively

Jaunched, rise 1o meel incoming target, and receive mid
course correction from the CEP radars, what protection
measures for personne! on adjacent islands have been taken to
prevent possible high encrgy radiation confamination under
the following clrcumstances:

a.. Radars at full power and have mount azimuth and/or
elevation motor drive failuce resulting In downward
plunge in clevation and possible corresponding slew in
azimuth toward inhabited islands not involved in the
tesfing.

Detall Comments - EPA Draft Supplemental EIS, March 1993
Figure ES-1, Pg 1, Pg ES-4, Lands and Reefs, Intermediate Lovel

Omelek land and recfs can be seveérely affected by possible
_sounding rocket and Meck Island GBI early launch range safety
missile destruiret nctions. Add ESt impact for Omelek, Gelllnam,
Ennewctak, Intermediate Level Block,

Figute ES-1, Pg 1, Pg ES.4, Alr Quality, Noise

(BI] Missile launch nojse will affect alf life forms on the
islands of Meck, Ennewctak, and Omelek, both sea and area, plus air blown sound
will trave! rapidly to inhabited islands of
Legan, Mann, and Torutji across lagoon approximately 10 miles away because of
prevalling East - West winds, ”

Figure ES-I, Pg 2, Pg ES-5, Range Safety

There will be range safety capabilities for GBI on Meck and Kwajalein in
addition to Ennuparret and these islands will be impacted also. Add islands Range
Safety, Intermediate Level Impact column,

S

Figure ES-1, Pg 2, ES-5, Electromagnetic Rodiation

In addition to Kwajalcin and Rol-Nemur, Meck will have both acquisition,
GBI missile Contro] and tracking, ranpe safety destruct, and CEP radars on Island
all with sufficiemt narrow beam width radiated transmitted energy to jeopardize
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Response to L14-31: Additional analysis of the GEP operation and associated EMR
hazards has been conducled since the preparation of the Draft SEIS. These analyses
indicated that the GEP transmitter power would not exceed 200 walls and the EMR
produced would not require a salety exclusion zone for personnel. This is a
significant difference from the 1,400-foot safety exclusion zone mentioned in the
Draft SEIS. The lack of a safety exclusion zone is primarily because the GEP
operates in bursts that last less than a second. The pointing of the antenna would be .
controlled by software, but mechanical stups would also be provided 10 constrain
mainbeam pointing.

Response to 1.14-32: Significant impacts to land and reef environments from early
flight terminations are unlikely because, if the missile had to be terminated on the
launch pad, explosive debris would largely be contained within the launch site. [t is
unlikely that launch termination would occur in the precise second or two that a
rocket passes over the reef margin twward the open ocean; it is far more likely that a
rocket launch termination would occur over the open ucean. Please see also the
response to Comment L14-19.

Response te L14-33: [a Subscction 4.6.1 of the SEIS, the effect of launch vehicle and
operational noise on wildlile is addressed, with the conclusion that significant impacts
to wildlife are unlikely.

The effect of wind on sound propagation depends on the frequency of the sound.
Wind has the maost effect on noises in the mid and upper frequencies (500 Hz to
5,000 kHz) (Harris, 1979), while rocket launch noise has its primary sound
components below 500 Hz. As a result, wind will have less of an effect on the
propagation of noise from rocket launches and should not increase the noise levels by
a substantial amount. Furthermore, the calculations for the noise levels of launch
vehicles assume worst-case conditions. The loudest noise levels expected under any
of the altermnatives are for the simultaneous faunch of six M55A1-M57At launch
vehicles in the High Level-of-Activity Alternative. This scenatio would result in an
estimated noise level of 82 dBA at a distance of 52,500 feet (approximately 9.9 miles)
(see Table 4.5-4, Subsection 4.5.1}. The nearest island across the lagoon from the
launch site at Meck is Legan, at a distance of approximately 52,800 feet {10 miles),
where the maximum noise levels are expected to be 82 dBA. At the other nearby
uninhabited islands of Mann (62,830 feet or 11.9 miles) and Toruitj (67,740 feet or
13.2 miles) the noise levels for the six-vehicle launch are expected 4o be less than 80
dBA.

Response to L14-34: Ennugarret is affected only because it is a possible alternative
site for an EOD facility. No range safety modifications or upgrades for GBI are
planned for either Kwajalein or Meck that would have any significant impact on the
environment related to range safety. For this reason, it would be inappropriate to
identify significant range safety impacts at those istands.
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L14-35
(com.)

L13-36

L14.37

L14-38’

personnel if appropriate Azimuth and Elevation angle mechanicat lockouts and
drive motor fail safes arc not provided to control dircction of beums an to Meck,
Kwalcb, and Omelek, and possibly Ennewctak. Add significani adverse radiation
hazard symbol in new islands added list and Intermediate Level column.

Page ES-6, First Paragraph, Waste Water/Freshwater

Paragraph only addresses Ewajalein possible waste water impser. Meck
Island will see a tripling (at least) of daily use personne! as the new launch control
cenler, missile sites, and island extension program gets underway, scvercly tasking
existing fresh, salt, and waste waler, waste trcatment «facilities presently there.
What provisions have been made for the upgrade of these facilities for the
increased personnel support during the construction and testing activilies?

L

Page ES-6, Air Quality

On Mcek, at launch time of onc to two of the planned GBI missifes, a
significant air potlution Impact will bo evident on the island for perlods up to 15
minutes, as the booster burning exhaust gases surround the launch site and rdsc to
drift South West ward across lagoon towards Legan, What is sir contaminant
content in cloud and kow much of this contaminant will settle back, or lle retalned
on Meck, &nd then be transmitted and settle to other South West islands as the
windblown gases arc laden with moist air particles forcing the gas cloud back
down?

Page ES-6, Noise

As stated previously, noise impact on Meck, Encwetak, Emeclik, and
Gellianm at GBI launch will be significant and will be wind carricd across the
lagoon 10 mifc corridor to inhabited West atoll Isfands. The EOD blasts at
Ennugarret will also affect the inhabited islands from Roi-Namur down to at least
Edggen down the East atoll islands while the EOD blasts st Legan will penetrate
Mann, Toruitj and possibly Ellel. Cennot use Legan as EOD destruct facility.
Blasts shake jsland and affect sensltive tracking instrument action.

A,

Response to L14-35: As described in Sections 3.15 and 4.15 of the 1989 EIS and
Sections 3.16 and 4.16 of this SEIS, all existing and proposed radars at USAKA are
operated to meet ANSIAEEE and U.S. Army standards, which are designed to
protect human health and safety. Radars operated at Meck will be designed with
mechanical, software, and aperational controls to ensure that these standards are met
and that no one on Meck or any other island is exposed to hazardous levels of EMR,

Response to L14-36: It should be remembered that, because no personnel live at
Meck and staff working at Meck would do so only during work shiits, water and
wastewater use would not increase as much as on istands where there would be
increases in resident populations. As stated on pages 4-212 and 4-220 of the SEIS,
potable water demands and corresponding wastewnater flows from the daily use peak
population on Meck expected under the High Level-of-Activity Alternative would
both rise by 3,900 gallons per day (gpd) over the No-Action Alternative. This
increase can be accommodated by the existing catchment (with supplementation by
water transported from Kwajalein during periods of drought) and septic tank/
leachfield systems on Meck, resulting in a nonsignificant impact. As indicated in the
analyses presented in Section 4.13, these facilities would not need to be upgraded to
suppart increases in personnel during the construction and testing activities on Meck.

Response to L14-37: Thirty-minute maximum concentrations of criteria and non-
criteria pollutants were evaluated for this SEIS. The SR-119 rocket booster was
madeled because it is the largest strategic launch vehicle anticipated for usc at
USAKA. Although the rocket inotors have not yet been identified for the GBI
booster, it is expected to have a solid rocket motor that would be smaller than the
SR-119 but similar in chemical composition; therefore, it would not be expected to
have impacts greater than the impacts from the SR-119 rocket. The maximum
predicted concentrations from the SR-119 modeling are well below the relevant
standards at all reporting points for the air quality model, For this reason, patential
fmpacts on all other islands, including Legan, which is approximately 10 miles away,
would be well below relevant standards.

The model output makes it difficult 1o determine what the ambient air quality
concentrations would be in areas immediately adjacent to the launch site. Impacts
around the launch site are a range safety issue. As stated in Subsection 4.15.1, all but
essential personnel would be evacuated from Meck during Jaunches. Those
personnel who remain would be sheltered,

Response to L14-38: For the effects of windblown noise, please see the response to
Comment L14-33. Regarding EOD activities on Ennugarret, as stated in Subsection
4.5.1, EOD activities on Ennugarret could result in short-term naise levels of up to
140 dB at a distance of 320 feet (98 meters). This results in levels of 125 dB within
1,800 feet (549 meters), or 92 dB within 80,300 feet (24,475 metets) of the
detonation, Because of the infrequency of EOD activities and distance to the closest
inhabited island, no noise-sensitive receptors are expected to exceed the U.S. EPA- )
recommended limits for blast noise. Construction of the EOD facitities could resuit
in 8 short-term, nonsignificant impact on working personnel.
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The type of noise associated with EOD) activities is not normally evaluated in the
same manner as other loud, short-term noises. The reasoning is that noise from
EOD activitics is very short term (i.e,, less then 10 seconds) and is very infrequent.
The U.S. EPA has established maximum sound levels depending on the number of
blasts per day, and relates these levels to the likelihood of community annoyance.

Nearhy islands that may be affected by the EOD noise on Bnnugarret include Roi-
Namur (2,500 feet, or 0.5 mile), Ennubirr (6,900 feet or 1.3 miles), and Edggen
(18,200 feet or 3.4 miles). Maximum noise levels of 122 dBA on Roi-Namur, 113
dBA on Ennubicr and 105 dBA on Edggen could occur during the disposal of large
ordrance (c.g., 500-pound bombs). Noise levels of this type do not exceed the U.S.
EPA guidelines for community annoyance if the number of blasts are kept below the
daily maximum (i.e., no more than twa daily for worst case). Actual noise levels are
expected ta be lower as a result of shielding from the EOD pit. Potential mitigation
for EOD activities is presented in Subsection 4.5.1.

Regarding EOD activities at Legan, ncarby uninhabited istands that may be affected
by the EOD activities on Legan include Ellei (10,680 feet, or 2 miles), Mann (22,600
feet or 4.3 miles), and Toruitj (35,170 feet or 6.7 miles). Maximum noise levels of
110 dBA on Ellei, 103 dBA on Mann, and 99 dBA on Toruitj could occur during the
disposal of large ordnance (¢.g,, 500-pound bombs). Noise levels of this type da not
exceed the U.S, EPA guidelines for community annoyance if the number of blasts are
kept below the daily maximum (ie., no mote than 32 daily for worst case). Actual
noise levels are expected to be tower as a result of shielding from the EOD pit.

Potential vibration impacts on the sensitive electronics equipment at Legan would be
addressed and mitigated during facility design and instaltation.
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Randy Gallien .

U.3 Army Strategic Defense Command
ATTNt CSSD-EN-V

P.0. Box 1500

Huntsville, Alabama 35807

RE: Supplemental EIS for Prouposed Actions at Xwajalain

. Atoll

Dear Mr. dGallien,

We are responding to the Notice of Intant
("NOI") for tha praparation of a Supplemental
Envirenmantal Impact Statement (“EIS") on proposed
actions at Xwajalein Atoll. We have serious concerns
over the impacts assoclated with the proposad actions
outlined in tha NOI. Pravious environmental
documentation prepared for engoing and proposed
activitias at Kwajalein Atoll have revealed aigniricant
environmental impacts associated with these activities.
¥e ara concerned that an escalation of SDI tast
activities may result in further enviromsental
degradation and exacarbata already seriaus
environnantal impacts. .
Although time constraintsa pravant us-from
preparing complete comments at this time, our
reliminary review has revealed the following specific
sauas which wa balieva must ba addressed in the

Supplemental EIS.

- The Supplemental EIS must contain a full
analysis of current Congressional directives for
deployment of a ballistic missile defense systaem, of
thae technological feasibility of developing such a
systan, and of the resultant urgency of the escalation
of Strategic Defense Initiative ("SDI") activities at
Kwajalein Atoll. The *USAKA Fact Sheet" provided by
igur office indicates that-the proposed action is

tended to allow the Department of Defense to cowply
with the Missile Defensa Act of 1991. The Act called
for development of a ballistic missile defensa system
by 1996, or when technically feasible. This deployment
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Mr. Randy Gallien
January 8, 1992
Paga 2

date was modified, however, by the Fiscal Year 1993 military
budget, which delayed construction of a misasile defense system to
the year 2002. In addition, there is significant cause to
believa deploymant would not in any case be posaible in 1996, due
to tachnolcgical problems and higher than anticipated risks
assoclated with deployment. ' :

For example, Deputy Sscratary of Defanse Donald Atwcod
teetified befora the Senate Armed Services Commitiaa on June 4,
1992, that planned cperation dates for ground-based intarceptors
would ba dalayed due to risks asscciated with thalr deployment.
AS a result Senateor Nunn, Chairman of tha Senata Azmed Services
Committea, stated that tha Congress had bean "substantially
misled" in pravious testimony regarding the timing and risk of &
1996 daployment date, calling it “totally erronecus and false."
Significant doubts as te the tachnical feasibility of critical
alements of the missile defense system have also baen raised by
the GAO in its report GAO/IMTEC-32-18: "Stratagic Dafensa
Initiativa -cnanczng Dasign and Technological Uncertainties
Creata Significant Risk."

The supplemental EIS should evaluate the need to
procaeed with tha Proposed Action at this time. Impacts to
Strategic Defense Initiative Organization ("SDIOY) programs
associatad with galaection of the No-Actlion and Low level of

. Activity Alternatives should ba fully evaluated, in the context
of both the ravised congressional mandate and ongeing
tachnological problems. In addition, bensfits that could be
realizad by not increasing the level of SDI activity at Xwajalsin
Atoll should be thoroughly evaluatad.

5 v ! |
Xwaialein Atoll -

: We ars concerned that the impacts to human health and
safety and to the enviromment, which ars already significant,
will inorease substantially if the pacs or scope of 8DI
activities at Kwajalein Atoll are increased. A full assessment

_ of the impact of increased activities must include an assessment
of existing impacts on health and safety and the anviromment, and
a realistic prediction of additional impacts resulting from an
increasad leval of 8DI activity.

Recaent 8DI tast falilures undexscore the fact that tests
not only can but will experience failuras. Thus the assesament
must inciude tne impacts assoclatad wlth uvalawlzuphic fallurs of
launch vahicles, during both single launch vehicle tasts and
multiple launches. .

We ars particularly concerned with impacts on fresh and
marine water quality, on air quality and nolse, of the impacts of
luadeyuate sulid, hacardous and tesio vacto dicpacal and
handling, and with the impacts of high levels of elactromagnetic
radiation. The Supplemental BIS must include sufficiently
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detailed background and technical information to allew the publig
to fully analyze tha axpected impacts, and to review the analysis

contained within the EIS.

co ne
Comments aubmitted by the U.S. Envirommental Protection
Agency on the 1989 EIS indicated that US Army sclid wasta and
hazardous matarial handling procedures were not consigtant with
the Clean Air Act, the Clean Watar Act, and ths Rasource
Conservation and Recovery Act. Information in the 198% EIS also

indicated that tha level of activity preposad at that time
(corresponding to the current No Action Altsrnative) would have
nagativa effects on nmarine water quality, with periodic
axceedances of suspanded solids and BOD standards. Incrsased
exceedences of air quality standards were als¢ foreseen by tha

1989 EIS.

. The 13989 EIS stated that the Army "beliaved® full
cempliance with thae applicable U.8. environmental standards would
be achisved through adoption of appropriate mitigation and the -
finalization of &peciric standards that would addrass the
envirormental issues applicable to Kwajalein Atoll. We note that
until such standards are adopted, existing US environmental
standards apply. : . :

: The Supplemental 2IS should fully discuas existing
environmental regulatiaons and atandards and the degree to which

those atandards are currently met; this should be compared with

moamnliaman w{dh aha neanacad TCAYL Bawvd vanwmantal déandarda. amAd
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procedures. Tha analysis should also be axtended to discuss how
the propoesed altarnatives involving an escalation of 5DI test
activities would ocomply with both existing regulations and those
propoaaed for USAKA. _

Whan egonomic or social and natuzal or g&ysical
snvironmental effects are interrelated they must discussed
within an envirommental impact statement. As & result the
cumulativs sacio-economic impacts of ongoing and proposed
activitiea at Xwajalein Atoll on the residents of the Marshall :
Islands must be fully analyzed in the Supplamental EBEIS. The '
direct and indiraect impacts include but are not limited to the
sflects of crowding, poor sanitation, inadequate medical care,

vk b mmlu sl bhmseced v awmd moardedmirdimor Adslammird am
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Mitigation ‘

A full review of the mitigative measures associated
with the 1989 EIS and ROD must he inoluded in the Supplemental

RIZ, Tha Baceard &€ Dandasian (MRODMSY containad within tha Final
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1989 EIS statad that significant negative impacts “are occurring
or will occur ., . . in the following arsas: groundwater quality;
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marine watar gquality; air quality: island flora; marine
biological rasources; rare speclies; archaeoclogical, cultural, or
historical rescurcesa: housing; wastewatar treatment:; molid and
hazardous wasta handlings and drinking water.® The ROD indicated
that existing environmental deficliencies would he corrected as
part of the ovarall mitigation plan, and that some mitigation
would take the forn of studies designed ¢to fully define the
extent of specific environmental procblems. The ROD stated that
additional mitigative measures alght be required as a result of
these studiss. In addition, the ROD indicated that the adoption
of alternats environmantal standards {as gropoaed in the December
11, 1993 NOI) could affect the ultimate mitigation implemented
under the 1989 ROD, :
Tha Supplemental BIS'should include the following:

- a racord of all mitigation implemented as a result of the 1989
ROD7¢
- an anslysls af the effect of these mitigative meagures,
distinct from other analyses of environmental impacts, so that
the effactiveness of specific mitigation can be assessed;
- a completa raview of all mitigation which took the form of
studies, with nnalzsis of the study results, and of any
addigional nitigative measures which wera implemented as a
result;

= an analycis of hew the mitigatinn {mplamentad to date have been
affacted by the alternate standards proposed in the 1992 NOI.

Seqmantation
We are concerned that the cumilative impacts associated

with military activities at Xwajalein atoll may be abscured due
o segmantation of both activities and mitigation. The
Supplemental EIS should include a raviev of all ongoing military
activities at Kwajalein Atoll, of the cumulative envirommental
effacts of past and prasant activities, and of the effectivaness
of mitigation proposed to reduca those impacta.,

Thank you for the opportunity to participats in the
scocping process for tha Supplemental EIS for propoesad actions at
Ewajalein Atall. We request that wa be placed on the
distribution list for all materials relating to this proposed
action, Please feel frea to contact us if we can be of any

further assiastance,
EiX::;:jZi 'EZt Z/ﬂi
Mark Snaaldﬁf:;;;vuh ‘

Ragource Anqust
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