










Figure 4.3.2.1.9.1-3
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HRC RDT&E Operations 1 
Ongoing RDT&E Operations that can affect noise levels at PMRF/Main Base include missile 2 
defense ballistic missile target flights and THAAD interceptor launch activities.  HRC RDT&E 3 
Operations includes conducting missile launches from PMRF and KTF launch sites.  Potential 4 
impacts will be as described for HRC Training Operations.  The rate of launches will not 5 
increase at PMRF/Main Base due to the No-action Alternative.   6 

Additional sources of noise at PMRF/Main Base include heavy machinery and generators.  7 
Each of these noise sources can generate localized high noise levels.  The heavy equipment, 8 
such as heavy trucks and construction equipment, is a mobile source of noise and typically 9 
causes short-term elevated noise levels.  Generators are generally stationary.  The emergency 10 
generators on PMRF/Main Base typically run only 3 to 4 hours per month to maintain readiness.  11 
Table 3.3.2.1.9-1 list noise levels associated with these noise sources.  Noise associated with 12 
these RDT&E operations does not affect off-base areas.  On-base personnel are required to 13 
wear hearing protection when in noise hazard areas.   14 

Major Exercises 15 
Major Exercises include ongoing training operations, and in some cases RDT&E operations.  In 16 
addition to routine training exercises at PMRF/Main Base, C2, aircraft operations support, 17 
HAO/NEO, missile launches, SPECWAROPS, and underwater demolition exercises are 18 
conducted during Major Exercises.   19 

C2 is achieved through a network of communication devices strategically located at selected 20 
DoD installations around the islands with no impacts to the noise environment.  Potential 21 
impacts on the noise environment from Aircraft Operations Support, HAO/NEO, Missile 22 
Launches, and SPECWAROPS will be similar to those described for the training operations and 23 
RDT&E operations.   24 

Underwater Demolition Exercises will generate noise from the detonation of relatively small 25 
charges (less than 20 lb) of explosive.  Clearance zones will also be used to limit noise levels.  26 
To limit noise impacts, beach access to the areas of the exercises will be restricted for the 27 
duration of the exercise.  PMRF implements safety procedures for personnel in the PMRF-28 
controlled areas, which can include evacuation of non-essential personnel for the duration of the 29 
exercise.  PMRF also coordinates appropriate safety measures with adjacent private land users 30 
to limit noise impacts.   31 

4.3.2.1.9.2 Alternative 1 (Noise—PMRF/Main Base) 32 

Increased Tempo and Frequency of Training Operations and New Training Operation  33 
While training operations and Major Exercises would increase in number, noise levels would be 34 
similar to existing noise levels.  The types of exercises that would occur at PMRF/Main Base 35 
would be similar to those described in Section 4.3.2.1.9.1 and would not occur simultaneously.   36 

Field Carrier Landing Practice 37 
The Navy proposes to conduct an FCLP for half an air wing’s pilots once a year in Hawaii.  An 38 
FCLP is a series of touch-and-go landings that would be conducted during day or night periods, 39 
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each consisting of six to eight touch-and-go landings per pilot.  PMRF/Main Base is one of the 1 
sites proposed for this activity in Hawaii.   2 

The 2006 Noise and Accident Potential Zone Study for PMRF Barking Sands (U.S. Department 3 
of the Navy, Engineering Field Activity Chesapeake, 2006) considered the possibility of 25,486 4 
flight activities in 2009, of which the proposed use of F/A-18 aircraft for FCLPs accounted for 34 5 
percent of those activities.  This proposed level of activity in the Noise and Accident Potential 6 
Study is an increase of approximately 90 percent over current flight activities at PMRF/Main 7 
Base.  Figure 4.3.2.1.9.2-1 depicts the modeled noise levels for the 2009 condition.  The figure 8 
shows that the 65 to 75 dB noise contours would extend off the PMRF/Main Base boundary to 9 
the north, south, and east.  It is anticipated that 727 acres of land off-base would be affected by 10 
the noise levels.  Based on U.S. Census Bureau data, the off-base land in the 65 to 75 dB 11 
contour contains no housing units or population.  The 65 dB contours cuts through at least one 12 
Military Family Housing unit on PMRF/Main Base as well as beach cottages used by transient 13 
personnel.  There would be 168 acres of land off-base within the 75 dB contour.  As shown in 14 
Figure 4.3.2.1.9.2-1, most noise contours are over water.  (U.S. Department of the Navy, 15 
Engineering Field Activity Chesapeake, 2006) 16 

While the proposed FCLPs in the study would account for only 34 percent of the 2009 modeled 17 
activities, the Noise and Accident Potential Zone Study determined that the FCLPs would 18 
account for the majority of the modeled noise levels.  No noise-sensitive land uses would be 19 
affected by noise levels.  (U.S. Department of the Navy, Engineering Field Activity Chesapeake, 20 
2006) 21 

Under Alternative 1, 12 FCLP periods are proposed.  It is anticipated that the noise levels for the 22 
proposed activities would not exceed the levels described in the 2006 Noise and Accident 23 
Potential Zone Study for PMRF Barking Sands (U.S. Department of the Navy, 2006).  Twelve 24 
FCLP periods would account for approximately 1 percent of the modeled flight activities.   25 

Enhanced and Future RDT&E Operations 26 
Increased and future RDT&E operations would include Interceptor targets launched from Wake 27 
Island, Kwajalein Atoll, or Vandenberg AFB into the TOA, High Speed UAV and Surface Vehicle 28 
testing, and Advanced Hypersonic Weapon testing.   29 

Interceptors would be launched from existing launch facilities at PMRF and KTF and the 30 
intercept areas would be in the Open Ocean Area and TOA of the HRC.  It is anticipated that 31 
the proposed launch vehicles would produce similar noise levels to previously analyzed launch 32 
vehicles at PMRF.  Figures 4.3.2.1.9.1-1 through 4.3.2.1.9.1-3 show noise levels produced 33 
during launches the PMRF and KTF launch facilities.  Launch events would be audible for only 34 
short periods of time.   35 

All public, civilian, and nonessential personnel would be required to be outside the ground 36 
hazard area where the expected noise levels would be below the 115 dBA limit for short-term 37 
exposure.  The launches would be infrequent and of short duration and similar to previous 38 
launches.   39 

 40 



Figure 4.3.2.1.9.2-1
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HRC Enhancements 1 
Proposed HRC Enhancements at PMRF/Main Base would include a newly constructed range 2 
operations control building, enhanced range safety for high energy lasers, and an improved fiber 3 
optic infrastructure.   4 

Construction noise levels associated with Alternative 1 activities would result in intermittent, 5 
short-term noise effects that would be temporary, lasting for the duration of the noise generating 6 
construction activities.  Noise-generating construction activities would include excavation and 7 
grading, utility construction and paving, and frame building.  8 

The specific types of equipment that would be used during construction of the range operations 9 
control building and improved fiber optic infrastructure are not known at this time.  Excavation 10 
and grading would normally involve the use of bulldozers, scrapers, backhoes, and trucks.  The 11 
construction of buildings would likely involve the use of pile drivers, concrete mixers, pumps, 12 
saws, hammers, cranes, and forklifts.  Typical sound levels from construction equipment are 13 
listed in Table 3.3.2.1.9-1. 14 

Due to the exclusion of the public from the immediate vicinity of construction, the public would 15 
not be exposed to hazardous noise levels that could cause hearing damage.  To minimize noise 16 
level impacts, personnel or contractors involved in the proposed construction activities would be 17 
required to wear hearing protection in areas where noise levels would exceed limits set by 18 
OSHA.   19 

The use of the Range Operations Control Building would not result in an increase in noise 20 
levels.  The proposed facility would replace existing buildings on PMRF/Main Base used for 21 
similar activities.   22 

Major Exercises 23 
Major Exercises such as RIMPAC and USWEX include ongoing training operations and, in 24 
some cases, RDT&E operations.  PMRF maintains a hearing protection program that includes 25 
monitoring the hearing of personnel exposed to high noise levels and identifying and posting 26 
notification of noise hazard areas.  Personnel who work in noise-hazard areas would be 27 
required to use appropriate hearing protection to bring noise levels within established safety 28 
levels.  In addition, noise impacts to nonessential personnel and the public would be limited 29 
through existing safety procedures.  Procedures would include restricting beach access to the 30 
areas of each of the exercises for the duration of the exercise.  PMRF would also implement 31 
safety procedures for personnel in the PMRF-controlled areas, which can include evacuation of 32 
non-essential personnel for the duration of the exercise.  PMRF would also coordinate 33 
appropriate safety measures with adjacent private land users.  The noise exposure areas of 34 
concern are not anticipated to impact people because of these safety measures.   35 

4.3.2.1.9.3 Alternative 2 (Noise—PMRF/Main Base) 36 

Increased Tempo and Frequency of Training Operations and Additional Major 37 
Exercises—Multiple Strike Group Training 38 
Activities associated with the increased tempo and frequency of training operations that could 39 
occur at PMRF/Main Base would be similar to those described in Section 4.3.2.1.9.1 and would 40 
produce similar noise levels.   41 
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Under Alternative 2, 16 FCLP periods are proposed.  It is anticipated that the noise levels for the 1 
proposed activities would not exceed the levels described in the 2006 Noise and Accident 2 
Potential Zone Study for PMRF Barking Sands (U.S. Department of the Navy, 2006).  Sixteen 3 
FCLP periods would account for approximately 1 percent of the modeled flight activities.   4 

Future RDT&E Operations 5 
The proposed high energy laser would require a 25,000-ft2 building at PMRF/Main Base.  6 
Construction impacts would be similar to those described in Section 4.3.2.1.9.2; however, 7 
separate environmental documentation would be required to analyze the specific location and 8 
operational requirements.   9 

The testing of the Advanced Hypersonic Weapon would include two launches of a Strategic 10 
Target System booster from KTF, and two launches of the Orion 50S XLG first stage and Orion 11 
50S XL second stage weapon from the same site.  The Strategic Target System booster has 12 
been previously launched at KTF, and noise levels would be the same as previous launches.  13 
Testing the Advanced Hypersonic Weapon with an Orion configuration would produce similar 14 
noise levels to launches at KTF (see Figure 4.3.2.1.9.1-1). 15 

Additional Major Exercises—Multiple Strike Group Training 16 
Up to three Strike Groups would be added to the Major Exercises occurring in the HRC.  These 17 
ships would not be home ported in Hawaii, but would be in the HRC area for up to 10 days per 18 
exercise.  Training operations and potential impacts to noise levels associated with this training 19 
that could occur at PMRF/Main Base would be similar to those described in Section 4.3.2.1.9.1 20 
and would produce similar noise levels.   21 

4.3.2.1.10 Socioeconomics—PMRF/Main Base 22 

Socioeconomic characteristics are evaluated by analyzing action alternatives presented in 23 
Chapter 2.0 of this EIS/OEIS.  If any activity associated with an alternative indicates a potential 24 
environmental consequence, it is discussed in the appropriate section below. 25 

4.3.2.1.10.1 No-action Alternative (Socioeconomics—PMRF/Main Base) 26 

Under the No-action Alternative, HRC Training Operations, RDT&E Operations, and Major 27 
Exercises associated with PMRF/Main Base were reviewed.  The No-action Alternative stands 28 
as no change from current levels of training usage, and the Navy will continue its current 29 
activities at the HRC.  PMRF/Main Base is a major contributor to the economy of Kauai County, 30 
particularly on the western side of the island.  PMRF/Main Base employs nearly 1,000 military, 31 
civilian, and contract personnel and has a $130M impact annually on the local economy.  In 32 
FY2005 expenditures for PMRF and other defense initiates on Kauai totaled about $113M.  33 
Additionally, in fiscal year (FY) 2005-06, $5.5 million was provided to improve infrastructure for 34 
Hawaii’s public schools with high enrollments of military children.   35 

Current HRC training operations associated with PMRF/Main Base are Expeditionary Assault, 36 
Swimmer Insertion/Extraction, SPECWAROPS, C2, Aircraft Support Operations, Air Operations, 37 
and HAO/NEO.  Training operations are listed in Table 2.2.2.1-1, and a full description is found 38 
in Appendix D.  A description of current weapon systems is found in Appendix E.  HRC RDT&E 39 
Operations at PMRF/Main Base include Anti-Air Warfare RDT&E, EC/EW, High Frequency, 40 
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Missile Defense and the Joint Task Force Wide Area Relay Network.  Table 2.2.2.4-1 lists the 1 
baseline number for the occurrence of each RDT&E operation.  Types of Major Exercises that 2 
occur within the HRC are the RIMPAC Exercise and USWEX.  Major Exercises associated with 3 
PMRF/Main Base are C2, Aircraft Operation (AIROPS), HAO/NEO), SPECWAROPS, and 4 
Expeditionary Assault.  These training and RDT&E operations are listed on Table 2.2.2.5-1, and 5 
Figure 2.2.2.5-1 shows the areas used by these exercises.  The support provided to HRC 6 
Training Operations, RDT&E Operations, and Major Exercises from PMRF/Main Base will 7 
continue.  The level of employment and defense initiatives on Kauai will continue to benefit the 8 
local economy of Kauai.  9 

4.3.2.1.10.2 Alternative 1 (Socioeconomics—PMRF/Main Base) 10 

Under Alternative 1, PMRF would continue training and RDT&E operations described under the 11 
No-action Alternative; the number of training and RDT&E operations performed per year would 12 
increase.  Additionally, Alternative 1 includes FCLP. 13 

Increased Tempo and Frequency of Training Operations and New Training Operation  14 
Under Alternative 1, the Navy proposes to increase the tempo and frequency of training 15 
exercises in the HRC (see Table 2.2.3.1-1). Under Alternative 1, PMRF/Main Base would 16 
continue current HRC Training Operations and proposes the addition of FCLPs.  Under 17 
Alternative 1, there is no increase in the current HRC training operations.  The socioeconomic 18 
impact on the economy of Kauai from these training operations would be the same as discussed 19 
under the No-action Alternative.  20 

The airfield located on PMRF/Main Base is a proposed site for the FCLP. The proposed FCLPs 21 
would affect a small number of pilots each year in Hawaii.  Under Alternative 1 there are 12 22 
proposed FCLP operations per year.  Normally, four FCLP periods would be required per pilot 23 
(2 day/ 2 night practice landings).  The pilots would be carrier based and would not bring 24 
permanent personnel to PMRF/Main Base. 25 

Enhanced and Future RDT&E Operations 26 
The Navy proposes to enhance RDT&E operations from current levels as necessary as shown 27 
on Table 2.2.3.3-1.  Under Alternative 1, PMRF/Main Base would continue ongoing RDT&E 28 
operations listed for the No-action Alternative and proposes additional Chemical Simulant, 29 
testing UAV and Hypersonic Vehicles, construction of a Range Operation Control Building, and 30 
Improving Fiber Optics Infrastructure.  Under Alternative 1 the number of Anti-Air Warfare 31 
RDT&E would increase by approximately 14 percent, EC/EW operations would increase by 32 
approximately 11 percent, High Frequency test and evaluation would increase by approximately 33 
11 percent, and Joint Task Force Wide Area Relay Network activities would increase by 50 34 
percent.  The Navy does not require new construction or an increase in personnel to support the 35 
increase in these RDT&E operations. 36 

The additional Chemical Simulant would be used in target vehicles launched from PMRF.  37 
UAVs, which are remotely piloted or self-pilot aircraft, would be tested at PMRF/Main Base and 38 
storage and ground-support would be provided at PMRF/Main Base.  Hypersonic Vehicles 39 
would be attached under aircraft at PMRF/Main Base.  In support of these RDT&E operations, 40 
the Navy would not require new construction or an increase in personnel.    41 
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The proposed location for a new Range Operations Control Building is on PMRF/Main Base. 1 
The facility would be approximately 90,000 ft2 and constructing the new facility includes 2 
demolishing and conversions of current buildings.  The facility would consolidate activities 3 
currently being performed on PMRF/Main Base.  Range users, who require support in terms of 4 
space equipment and technical services, would vary from small teams working for 3 to 6 months 5 
to as many as 300 individuals visiting for 1 to 2 days to witness and participate in a specific 6 
mission.  The construction (consolidation) of a Range Operation Control Building would bring 7 
transient personnel to PMRF Main Base.  The construction (consolidation) of the new Range 8 
Operations Control Building could positively affect the local economy on Kauai through the 9 
employment of some sectors of the local construction community.  The potential of as many as 10 
300 individuals visiting for one to two days to witness and participate in a specific mission at the 11 
Range Operation Building could also positively affect the local economy of Kauai through 12 
tourism-related-services and the use of lodging facilities.  13 

The proposed upgrade of approximately 23 mi of fiber optic cable would be hung on existing 14 
KIUC poles between PMRF/Main Base and Kokee.  This improvement would not bring transient 15 
or permanent personnel to PMRF/Main Base. However, the installation of the fiber optic cable 16 
could have a positive effect on the local economy on Kauai through the employment of some 17 
sectors of the local construction community.  18 

Major Exercises 19 
The Navy proposes to continue RIMPAC and USWEX exercises as described in the No-action 20 
Alternative.  Appendix D shows the matrix of training operations generally used during a 21 
USWEX exercise by location. The training operations associated with the exercises would be 22 
chosen from the list of training operations in Appendix D.  USWEX and RIMPAC operations 23 
under Alternative 1 would not bring permanent personnel to PMRF/ Main Base, or, require new 24 
construction to complete the training operations.   25 

The FCLPs would be conducted during a Major Exercise and a small number of pilots would 26 
train at the airfield located on PMRF/Main Base.  Although the pilots would be transient, there 27 
could be a positive impact on the local economy of Kauai through tourism-related-services and 28 
the use of lodging facilities during training periods.  29 

4.3.2.1.10.3 Alternative 2 (Socioeconomics—PMRF/Main Base) 30 

Increased Tempo and Frequency of Training Operations  31 
Under Alternative 2, the Navy proposes to increase the tempo and frequency of training 32 
exercises (above Alternative 1 levels) and compress the tempo of training exercises in the HRC. 33 
The Expeditionary Assault would increase by 9 percent, Swimmer Insertion/Extraction would 34 
increase by approximately 10 percent, C2 would increase by 100 percent and Aircraft Support 35 
would increase by 100 percent. The Navy would not require new construction or additional 36 
personnel to support the increases in these training operations.  37 

Sixteen FCLPs operations are proposed to be conducted at the airfield at PMRF/Main Base. 38 
Sixteen FCLPs would be an increase of approximately 33 percent (from 12 to 16 FCLP 39 
operations per year) from the proposed number under Alternative 1.  The Navy would not 40 
require any new construction to support the FCLP operations at the airfield.  The FCLP pilots 41 
would be carrier based and would not bring permanent personnel to PMRF/Main Base. 42 
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Future RDT&E Operations 1 
The Navy proposes to enhance RDT&E operations from Alternative 1 levels as shown on Table 2 
2.2.4.3-1.  Under Alternative 2, PMRF/Main Base would continue RDT&E operations and would 3 
develop the capability to support the Directed Energy and Advanced Hypersonic Weapon 4 
program.   5 

Under Alternative 2, Anti-Air Warfare RDT&E would increase by approximately 26 percent, 6 
EC/EW operations would increase by 23 percent, High Frequency would increase by 22 7 
percent, Missile Defense operations would increase by approximately 9 percent, and Joint Task 8 
Force Wide Area Relay Network activities would increase by 100 percent.  These increases 9 
would not bring permanent or transient personnel to Kauai and no new construction is required.   10 

Additional Chemical Simulant, testing UAV and Hypersonic Vehicles, construction of a Range 11 
Operation Control Building, and improving Fiber Optics Infrastructure are proposed for 12 
Alternative 2.  The details/analysis for these proposed RDT&E operations are discussed under 13 
Alternative 1.   14 

In support of the Directed Energy Test Center a permanent 25,000 ft2 operations building would 15 
be constructed on PMRF and up to 100 personnel would support this program.  The 16 
construction of the building could positively affect the local economy on Kauai through the 17 
employment of some sectors of the local construction community.  If the 100 personnel required  18 
to support the Directed Energy Test Center are permanent additional personnel, this RDT&E 19 
activity could have a positive impact on the local real estate market (renter-occupied homes or 20 
single-family owned homes). Construction of this test center would require separate/additional 21 
environmental documentation.   22 

The Advanced Hypersonic Weapon is an U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command 23 
RDT&E program that would eventually involve launches from the KTF launch site at PMRF/Main 24 
Base.  Launches would average one per year.  This activity would not require new construction, 25 
or, additional personnel.   26 

Additional Major Exercises—Multiple Strike Group Training 27 
Under Alternative 2, up to three Strike Groups would be allowed to conduct training exercises 28 
simultaneously in the HRC (Figure 1.2-3).  The Strike Groups would not be home ported in 29 
Hawaii, but would be in Hawaii for up to 10 days per exercise.  Depending on the Major 30 
Exercise being performed PMRF/Main Base could provide support for training operations.  31 
There are no piers available to support the docking of Strike Groups at PMRF/Main Base; 32 
therefore, sailors or marines are not expected to come ashore.  33 

The potential for requiring FCLPs increases.  These FCLPs would be conducted on PMRF/Main 34 
Base which could bring transient personnel to the airfield who could visit the island of Kauai. 35 
Although the pilots would be transient, they could impact on the local economy of Kauai through 36 
tourism-related-services and the use of lodging facilities.  37 
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4.3.2.1.11 Transportation—PMRF/Main Base 1 

Transportation impacts are evaluated by analyzing training and RDT&E operations associated 2 
with each alternative presented in Chapter 2.0 of this EIS/OEIS.  If any proposed activity 3 
indicates a potential environmental impact, it has been discussed in the appropriate section 4 
below.  Transportation for KTF has been evaluated within PMRF/Main Base.     5 

4.3.2.1.11.1 No-action Alternative (Transportation—PMRF/Main Base) 6 

HRC Training Operations and Support Operations 7 
The No-action Alternative stands as no change from current levels of training usage and the 8 
Navy will continue activities at the HRC. Under the No-action Alternative, HRC Training 9 
Operations are Expeditionary Assault, Swimmer Insertion/Extraction, SPECWAROPS, C2, 10 
Aircraft Support Operations, Aircraft Operations, and HAO/NEO.  HRC RDT&E operations 11 
under the No-action Alternative include Anti-Air Warfare RDT&E, EC/EW, High Frequency, 12 
Missile Defense, and Joint Task Force Wide Area Relay Network.  PMRF takes every 13 
reasonable precaution during planning and execution of training operations.  PMRF transports 14 
ordnance by truck from Nawiliwili Bay to PMRF along Highway 50 (see Figure 2.1-2).  All 15 
ordnance is transported in accordance with U.S. Department of Transportation regulations.  16 
PMRF has established PMRFINST 8023.G, which covers the handling and transportation of 17 
ammunition, explosives, and hazardous materials on the facility. In addition, liquid fuels are 18 
transported to KTF.  These fuels can be shipped to the site by truck.  This transport does not 19 
affect transportation routes on the island of Kauai and there are no road closures during 20 
transport.  Transportation of these materials is conducted in accordance with U.S. DOT 21 
regulations and specific safety procedures developed for the location.  Under the No-action 22 
Alternative, no negative impacts have been identified that affect transportation systems on 23 
PMRF/Main Base or adjacent properties.  24 

4.3.2.1.11.2 Alternative 1 (Transportation—PMRF/Main Base) 25 

Increased Tempo and Frequency of Training Operations and New Training Operation 26 
Under Alternative 1, the Navy proposes to increase the tempo and frequency of training 27 
exercises in the HRC (see Table 2.2.3.1-1).  Under Alternative 1, the Navy is also proposing to 28 
conduct FCLP. Under Alternative 1 there is no increase in the training operations.  With no 29 
increases in these training operations, transportation systems on-base and those off-based 30 
associated with PMRF/Main Base (Highway 50) would not change from the No-action 31 
Alternative, where no negative impacts have been identified that affect transportation systems 32 
on PMRF/Main Base or adjacent properties.  33 

The Navy is proposing to conduct 12 FCLP training operations for a small number of pilots each 34 
year at the airfield on PMRF/Main Base.  Additional personnel are not required for PMRF/Main 35 
Base to support the FCLP training.  The pilots would be operating the aircraft within the PMRF 36 
airspace and Warning Areas.  The airfield currently provides support for Air Operations during 37 
HRC training operations and Major Exercises and is compatible with on-base transportation 38 
regulations and specific safety systems.  The FCLPs would bring only transient personnel to the 39 
airfield.  40 
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HRC Enhancements 1 
The Navy proposes to enhance RDT&E operations from current levels as necessary as shown 2 
in Table 2.2.3.3-1. Under Alternative 1, PMRF/Main Base would continue RDT&E operations as 3 
listed for the No-action Alternative and proposes additional Chemical Simulant, test of UAV and 4 
Hypersonic Vehicles, Construction of a Range Operation Control Building, and improvements to 5 
Fiber Optics Infrastructure.    6 

Under Alternative 1 the number of Anti-Air Warfare RDT&E would increase by approximately 14 7 
percent, EC/EW operations would increase by approximately 11 percent, High Frequency would 8 
increase by approximately 11 percent, and Joint Task Force Wide Area Relay Network would 9 
increase by 50 percent.  The Navy would not require new construction, or, an increase in 10 
personnel to support the increase in these activities.  11 

The additional Chemical Simulant would be used in target vehicles launched from PMRF.  12 
UAVs, which are remotely piloted or self-pilot aircraft, would be tested at PMRF/Main Base and 13 
the storage and ground-support would occur at PMRF/Main Base.  The proposed Hypersonic 14 
Vehicles would be attached under aircraft at PMRF/Main Base. In support of these RDT&E 15 
operations, the Navy would not require new construction or an increase in personnel to perform 16 
these RDT&E operations.    17 

The amount of traffic on Highway 50 and roadways on-base may be affected by the temporary 18 
increase in construction traffic due to the installation of the optic fibers and due to construction 19 
traffic for the Range Operation Control Building.  The improvements of the Fiber Optics 20 
Infrastructure between PMRF and Kokee would not bring permanent personnel to PMRF/Main 21 
Base.  During operational periods of the completed new Range Operation Control Building, the 22 
potential for range users would vary from small teams working for 3 to 6 months to as many as 23 
300 individuals visiting for one to 2 days to witness and participate in a specific mission.  The 24 
amount of traffic on PMRF/Main Base and Highway 50 and potentially other local roadways 25 
could be temporarily affected during these RDT&E operations.  As part of the construction of the 26 
new Range Operation Control Building, roadways on-base would be realigned to provide access 27 
to the new Range Operation Control Building.  Overall, the effect on roadways due to 28 
construction would be temporary and the effect on roadways from enhanced RTD&E operations 29 
on PMRF/Main Base would also be temporary and only occur during the time the activity is 30 
being conducted.  31 

Major Exercises 32 
The Navy proposes to continue RIMPAC and USWEX exercises as described in the No-action 33 
Alternative.  Alternative 1 would include up to six USWEX per year RIMPAC would include two 34 
Strike Groups and FCLPs would occur in association with transiting Strike Groups participating 35 
in Major Exercises.  Appendix D shows the matrix of training operations generally used during a 36 
USWEX exercise by location.  The training operations associated with the exercises would be 37 
chosen from the list of training operations in Appendix D.  The increase in USWEX activities 38 
would not bring permanent personnel to PMRF/Main Base or require new construction.  39 

FCLPs would be conducted during a Major Exercise and a small number of pilots would train at 40 
the airfield located on PMRF/Main Base.  Nominally, four FCLP periods would be required per 41 
pilot (2 day and 2 night training sessions).  The pilots would be carrier based and would not 42 
bring permanent personnel to PMRF/Main Base.   43 
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4.3.2.1.11.3 Alternative 2 (Transportation—PMRF/Main Base) 1 

Increased Tempo and Frequency of Training Operations  2 
Under Alternative 2, the Navy proposes to increase the tempo and frequency of training 3 
exercise (above Alternative 1 levels) and compress the tempo of training exercises in the HRC. 4 
The Expeditionary Assault would increase by 9 percent, Swimmer Insertion/Extraction would 5 
increase by approximately 10 percent, C2 would increase by 100 percent, and Aircraft Support 6 
would increase by 100 percent.  The Navy would not require new construction or additional 7 
personnel to support the increase in these training operations.  The transportation systems on-8 
base or off-base (Highway 50) associated with PMRF/Main Base would remain at the status as 9 
addressed under the No-action Alternative.  10 

Sixteen FCLPs operations are proposed to be conducted at the airfield at PMRF/Main Base. 11 
Under Alternative 2, 16 FCLPs would be an increase of approximately 33 percent (from 12 to 16 12 
FCLP operations) from Alternative 1.  FCLPs are not conducted under the No-action Alterative.  13 
The airfield currently provides support for Air Operations and Aircraft Support during HRC 14 
training operations and Major Exercises.  The Navy would not require any construction to 15 
support the FCLP operations.  The FCLPs would bring transient personnel to the airfield, but 16 
they would only be on PMRF/Main Base for a short amount of time.   17 

Future RDT&E Operations 18 
The Navy proposes to enhance RDT&E operations from Alternative 1 levels as shown on Table 19 
2.2.4.3-1.  PMRF would also develop the capability to support the Directed Energy and 20 
Advanced Hypersonic Weapon programs.  21 

Under Alternative 2, Anti-Air Warfare RDT&E would increase by approximately 26 percent, 22 
EC/EW operations would increase by 23 percent, High Frequency would increase by 22 23 
percent, Missile Defense activities would increase by approximately 9 percent, and Joint Task 24 
Force Wide Area Relay Network activities would increase by 100 percent. These increases 25 
would not bring permanent or transient personnel to Kauai.   26 

The Navy would not require new construction or an increase in personnel for the additional 27 
Chemical Simulant, testing the UAVs, and Hypersonic Vehicles.  The effects on roadway traffic 28 
for the construction of the new Range Operation Control Building and the installation of the fiber 29 
optics are discussed under Alternative 1.  30 

In support of the proposed Directed Energy Test Center, a permanent 25,000 ft2 operations 31 
building would be constructed on PMRF and up to 100 personnel would support this program. 32 
The amount of traffic on Highway 50 and roadways on-base may be affected by the temporary 33 
increase in construction traffic during the construction of the test center.  If the 100 personnel 34 
needed to support the Directed Energy Test Center are permanent, this RDT&E activity would 35 
increase the amount of traffic on-base and off-base (Highway 50) of PMRF/Main Base.  A Basic 36 
Facility Requirements report has not being completed for this proposed center.  Construction of 37 
this test center would require separate/additional environmental documentation.   38 

The Advanced Hypersonic Weapon is a U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command 39 
RDT&E program that would eventually involve launches from the KTF Strategic Target System 40 
at PMRF/Main Base.  Launches would average one per year.  This RDT&E operation would not 41 
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require new construction or additional personnel.  This proposed RDT&E operations would not 1 
affect roadway traffic on PMRF/Main Base or off-base (Highway 50).  2 

Additional Major Exercises—Multiple Strike Group Training 3 
Under Alternative 2, up to three Strike Groups would be allowed to conduct training exercises 4 
simultaneously in the HRC (Figure 1.2-3).  The Strike Groups would not be home ported in 5 
Hawaii, but would be in Hawaii for up to 10 days per exercise.  Depending on the Major 6 
Exercise being performed PMRF/Main Base could provided support.  There are no piers 7 
available at PMRF/Main Base to support the docking of Strike Groups; therefore, sailors or 8 
marines are not expected to come ashore on Kauai during Multiple Strike Group Training   9 

The potential for requiring FCLPs increases during additional Major Exercises.  These FCLPs 10 
would be conducted on PMRF/Main Base and would require a small number of pilots to be 11 
trained each year.  The pilots would be carrier based and would not bring permanent personnel 12 
to PMRF/Main Base. 13 

4.3.2.1.12 Utilities—PMRF/Main Base 14 

Impacts on utilities were evaluated by analyzing training and RDT&E operations associated with 15 
each alternative presented in Chapter 2.0 of this EIS/OEIS.  Utilities associated with KTF 16 
Utilities have been evaluated within PMRF/Main Base.     17 

4.3.2.1.12.1 No-action Alternative (Utilities—PMRF/Main Base) 18 

The No-action Alternative stands as no change from current levels of training operations, and 19 
the Navy will continue its current activities at the HRC. Under the No-action Alternative, HRC 20 
Training Operations are Expeditionary Assault, Swimmer Insertion/Extraction, SPECWAROPS, 21 
Aircraft Support Operations, Aircraft Operations, and HAO/NEO.  RDT&E operations under the 22 
No-action Alternative include Anti-Air Warfare RDT&E, EC/EW, High Frequency, Missile 23 
Defense, and Joint Task Force Wide Area Relay Network.  Major Exercises associated with 24 
PMRF/Main Base are C2, Aircraft Operation (AIROPS, HAO/NEO, SPECWAROPS, and 25 
Expeditionary Assault. 26 

The No-action Alternative will not require a change to ongoing utilities demands to continue 27 
current baseline for HRC Training Operations (Table 2.2.2.1-1), RDT&E operations (Table 28 
2.2.2.4-1), or Major Exercises (Table 2.2.2.5-1) at PMRF/Main Base.  Water will continue to be 29 
supplied by the Mana Well and the Kauai County Water Department.  Electrical power will 30 
continue to be purchased from the KIUC, and wastewater and solid waste will continue to be 31 
processed by current procedures (see Section 3.3.2.1.12).  32 

4.3.2.1.12.2 Alternative 1 (Utilities—PMRF/Main Base) 33 

Increased Tempo and Frequency of Training Operations and New Training Operation 34 
Under Alternative 1, the Navy proposes to increase the tempo and frequency of training 35 
exercises in the HRC (see Table 2.2.3.1-1). Under Alternative 1, PMRF/Main Base would 36 
continue HRC Training Operations listed for the No-action Alternative and the proposed addition 37 
of FCLP.     38 
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Under Alternative 1 there is no increase in current HRC Training Operations at PMRF/Main 1 
Base.  The utilities demand would remain the same as discussed under the No-action 2 
Alternative.  3 

Under Alternative 1, the Navy is proposing to conduct 12 FCLP training operations for a small 4 
number of pilots each year at the airfield on PMRF/Main Base.  This training operation would 5 
not require new construction or additional personnel.   Nominally, four FCLP periods would be 6 
required per pilots (2 day and 2 night training session).  Under Alternative 1, this increase in 7 
training operations would be short-term and intermittent and would not expect to have a 8 
significant effect on current utilities demand on PMRF/Main Base.  9 

HRC Enhancements  10 
The Navy proposes to enhance RDT&E operations from current levels as necessary as shown 11 
in Table 2.2.3.3-1.  Under Alternative 1, PMRF/Main Base would continue RDT&E operations as 12 
listed for the No-action Alternative and proposes the use of additional Chemical Simulant, test of 13 
UAVs and Hypersonic Vehicles, construction of a Range Operation Control Building, and 14 
Improvements to Fiber Optics Infrastructure.   15 

Under Alternative 1 the number of Anti-Air Warfare RDT&E would increase by approximately 14 16 
percent, EC/EW operations would increase by approximately 11 percent, High Frequency would 17 
increase by approximately 11 percent, and Joint Task Force Wide Area Relay Network activities 18 
would increase by 50 percent.  This increase would not bring permanent or transient personnel 19 
to PMRF Main Base and the Navy would not require new construction for the increase in these 20 
RDT&E operations.  The increase on utilities demand for these increases would occur during 21 
the RDT&E operation periods, which are discrete and intermittent.   22 

The additional Chemical Simulant would be used in target vehicles launched from PMRF.  23 
UAVs, which are remotely piloted or self-pilot aircraft, would be tested at PMRF/Main Base and 24 
the storage and ground-support would also occur at PMRF/Main Base.  Proposed Hypersonic 25 
Vehicles would be attached under aircraft at PMRF/Main Base.  In support of these RDT&E 26 
operations, the Navy would not require new construction or an increase in personnel to perform 27 
these activities.  There is no indication that there would be any additional demands on utility 28 
systems to complete these RST&E operations.  29 

The utility upgrade of installing 23 mi of fiber optic cable from PMRF/Main Base to Kokee does 30 
not require construction or an increase in personnel. All equipment and installation activities 31 
would be expected to occur along existing public and KIUC access roads. The installation of the 32 
fiber optic cable would not affect the utilities demand on PMRF Main Base.  33 

PMRF would construct a new 90,000 ft2 building to consolidate range operations.  Range users, 34 
who require support in terms of space equipment, and technical services, would vary from small 35 
teams working for 3 to 6 months to as many as 300 individuals visiting for 1 to 2 days to witness 36 
and participate in a specific mission.  Range operations currently occur in 13 buildings (Figure 37 
2.2.3.5.4-5).  The 13 buildings have a combined space of 55,000 ft2 and would be demolished.  38 
The construction of a new building would add approximately 35,000 ft2 of additional space that 39 
would require utilities (electrical, water, wastewater, solid waste disposal).  The demand factor 40 
for electrical service for the proposed Range Operation Control Building would be 1,727 41 
kW/hour whereas the current demand for the range operation buildings is 700 to 800 kW/hour.  42 
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Also as part of the project for the new Range Operation Control Building is a 4,200 ft2 1 
dehumidified warehouse that would replace Building 106.  Building 106 currently measures 2 
4,000 ft2; therefore, 200 additional square feet would require utilities.  The KIUC service to 3 
PMRF/Main Base comprises 12.47 kV of electricity (overhead), originating from the KIUC Mana 4 
Substation.  An emergency generator would not be provided since the power plant is deemed to 5 
be reliable power during mission activities.  The 12.47-kV power supply would remain sufficient 6 
for the additional 35,200 ft2 associated with the proposed Range Operation Control Building and 7 
the dehumidified warehouse.  Additionally, there are three 320-kW generators and two 600-kW 8 
generators on PMRF/Main Base that could be used for backup power.  The current power 9 
supply from KIUC is sufficient to support the new Range Operation Control Building and 10 
associated building conversions or relocations.  Domestic waterlines would be added to 11 
accommodate increases in demand and the wastewater treatment system would be constructed 12 
and connected to the current system.  (Naval Facilities Engineering Command, 2004) 13 

The total number of civilian and contractor personnel assigned to the range operations is 14 
anticipated to grow by 34 percent (from 120 to 161).  This increase in personnel would have an 15 
effect on the utilities demand for water and wastewater treatment.  An existing 2-inch waterline 16 
is available to provide both potable and fire protection water service for the new Range 17 
Operation Control Building.  A new 2-inch waterline would be installed to provide domestic water 18 
service to the Range Operation Control. The current capacity of the water systems on 19 
PMRF/Main Base is sufficient for the increase.  Sanitary sewer system does not exist in the 20 
central portion of PMRF where the new Range Operation Control Building and the new 21 
(replacement) dehumidified warehouse would be located.  Sanitary sewer service would be 22 
provided by a gravity sewer line connection to an existing sewer line that is located north of the 23 
proposed project side. A new gravity sewer for the new dehumidified warehouse would be 24 
provided.  (Naval Facilities Engineering Command, 2004) 25 

The proposed Range Operation Control Building would block the line of sight for the current Q1 26 
radar; therefore, a new site target for the Q-1 radar would be constructed.  Also, the Building 27 
105 annex would be converted into an electrical and electronic system laboratory.  There is no 28 
indication that additional utilities would be required to support the replaced Q1 radar tower site 29 
or the conversion for Building 105.  (Naval Facilities Engineering Command, 2004) 30 

Major Exercises 31 
The Navy proposes to continue RIMPAC and USWEX exercises as described in the No-action 32 
Alternative.  The training operations associated with the exercises would be chosen from the list 33 
of training operations in Appendix D.   The RIMPAC and USWEX operations under Alternative 1 34 
would not bring permanent personnel to PMRF/Main Base.   35 

FCLPs would be conducted during a Major Exercise and a small number of pilots would train at 36 
the airfield located on PMRF/Main Base.  These pilots would be transient and nominally, four 37 
FCLP periods would be required per pilot (2 day and 2 night training sessions).  Under 38 
Alternative 1, this increase in training operations would be short-term and intermittent and would 39 
not be expected to have a significant effect on current utilities demand on PMRF/Main Base.  40 
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4.3.2.1.12.3 Alternative 2 (Utilities—PMRF/Main Base) 1 

Increased Tempo and Frequency of Training Operations  2 
Under Alternative 2, the Navy proposes to increase the tempo and frequency of training 3 
exercises (above Alternative 1 Levels).  Table 2.2.4.1-1 list the number of training operations 4 
proposed under Alternative 1. Under Alternative 1, PMRF/Main Base would continue HRC 5 
Training Operations listed for the No-action Alternative and the proposed addition of FCLP.  6 

Under Alternative 2 the Expeditionary Assault exercises would increase by 9 percent, Swimmer 7 
Insertion/Extraction would increase by approximately 10 percent, and Aircraft Support would 8 
increase by 100 percent.  The Navy would not require new construction or additional personnel 9 
to support the increase in these training operations. 10 

Sixteen FCLPs operations are proposed to be conducted at the airfield at PMRF/Main Base.  11 
Under Alternative 2, 16 FCLPs would be an increase of approximately 33 percent (from 12 to 16 12 
operations) from Alternative 1.  The airfield currently provides support for Air Operations and 13 
Aircraft support during HRC training operations and Major Exercises.  The Navy would not 14 
require any construction or additional personnel to support the FCLP operations at the airfield.  15 
In addition, the pilots would be carrier based and would not bring permanent personnel to 16 
PMRF/Main Base.  Under Alternative 2, this increase would be short-term and intermittent and 17 
would not expect to have a significant effect on current utilities demand on PMRF/Main Base.  18 

Future RDT&E Operations 19 
The Navy proposes to enhance RDT&E operations from Alternative 1 levels as shown on Table 20 
2.2.4.3-1.  PMRF would develop the capability to support the Directed Energy and Advanced 21 
Hypersonic Weapon programs.  22 

Under Alternative 2, Anti-Air Warfare RDT&E would increase by approximately 26 percent, 23 
EC/EW operations would increase by 23 percent, High Frequency would increase by 22 24 
percent, Missile Defense would increase by approximately 9 percent, and Joint Task Force 25 
Wide Area Relay Network activities would increase by 100 percent.  These increases would not 26 
bring permanent or transient personnel to PMRF/Main Base.   27 

The Navy would not require new construction, nor any increase in personnel for use of the 28 
additional Chemical Simulant, test of the UAVs, and the Hypersonic Vehicles.  There is no 29 
indication that there would be any additional demands on utility systems to complete these 30 
RDT&E operations. In support of the proposed Directed Energy Test Center a permanent 31 
25,000 ft2 operations building which would require 30 megawatts of power would be constructed 32 
on PMRF/Main Base.  Up to 100 personnel would be needed to support this center.  A Basic 33 
Facility Requirements report has not being completed for this proposed center.  Construction of 34 
this test center would require separate/additional environmental documentation.  The effect of 35 
this center on the utilities demand on PMRF/Main Base would be determined during the 36 
separate documentation process.  37 

The Advanced Hypersonic Weapon is a U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command 38 
RDT&E program that would eventually involve launches from the KTF launch site at PMRF/Main 39 
Base.  Launches would average one per year.  This RDT&E operation would not require new 40 
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construction, or, additional personnel.  This proposed RDT&E operation is not expected to have 1 
a significant effect on current utilities demand on PMRF/Main Base.  2 

Additional Major Exercises—Multiple Strike Group Training 3 
Under Alternative 2, up to three Strike Groups would be allowed to conduct training exercises 4 
simultaneously in the HRC (Figure 1.2-3).  The Strike Groups would not be home ported in 5 
Hawaii, but would be in Hawaii for up to 10 days per exercise.  There are no piers available at 6 
PMRF/Main Base to support the docking of Strike Groups; therefore, sailors or marines are not 7 
expected to come ashore on Kauai.  However, the potential for requiring FCLPs increases. 8 
FCLPs would be conducted during a Major Exercise and a small number of pilots would train at 9 
the airfield located on PMRF/Main Base.  These pilots would be transient and nominally, four 10 
FCLP periods would be required per pilot (2 day and 2 night training sessions).  Under 11 
Alternative 2, this increase in training operations would be short-term and intermittent and would 12 
not expect to have a significant effect on current utilities demand on PMRF/Main Base.  13 

4.3.2.1.13 Water Resources—PMRF/Main Base 14 

4.3.2.1.13.1 No-action Alternative (Water Resources—PMRF/Main Base) 15 

Under the No-action Alternative, training and RDT&E operations that can affect water resources 16 
include expeditionary assault and ground maneuvers, areas that are used for handling materials 17 
in support of training, and HAO/NEO exercises. 18 

HRC Training Operations and Support Operations 19 
Expeditionary assault and ground maneuvers, areas that are used for handling materials in 20 
support of training operations, and HAO/NEO exercises have minimal direct impact on the 21 
beach and inland areas.  Surface drainage is not affected because there are no surface water 22 
features that exist in the areas that are used for the training operations.  In addition, training 23 
operations are generally restricted to existing roads and/or previously disturbed areas.  24 
Therefore, there are no impacts to water resources.  25 

HRC RDT&E Operations 26 
Analysis of launch-related impacts is covered in the Strategic Target System EIS (U.S. Army 27 
Strategic Defense Command, 1992).  The EIS evaluated the potential impacts of launch 28 
emissions, spills of toxic materials, and early flight termination.  The analysis concluded that 29 
hydrogen chloride emissions would not significantly affect the chemical composition of surface 30 
or groundwater; that there would be no significant increase in aluminum oxide in surface waters 31 
due to launches; that sampling of surface waters in the vicinity of the launch site showed that 32 
hydrogen chloride, potentially deposited during past launches, has not affected surface water 33 
quality on PMRF or adjacent areas; and that contamination from spills of toxic materials would 34 
be highly unlikely.   35 

Subsequent sampling and analysis, prior to and following a 26 February 1993 Strategic Target 36 
System target launch, showed little or no evidence that the launch produced any adverse impact 37 
on water, soil, or vegetation (U.S. Army Space and Strategic Defense Command, 1993a).  38 
Based on the Calendar Year 2005 Annual Site Environmental Report for Tonopah Test Range 39 
and Kauai Test Facility (U.S. Department of Energy, 2006), there were no reportable releases at 40 
the Kauai Test Facility under EPCRA or CERCLA in 2005.  In addition, there were no 41 
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compliance issues with respect to any state or federal water pollution regulations in 2005.  As 1 
reported in the Annual Site Environmental Report, a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 2 
System (NPDES) permit is not required due to the lack of significant storm water runoff 3 
discharging into “Waters of the U.S,” as defined in 40 CFR 122.  Soil sampling, conducted every 4 
five years, was not conducted in 2005.  Previous sampling has not identified constituents in the 5 
soil that would have an adverse impact on water resources.  As described in Chapter 3.0, 6 
sampling for perchlorate was conducted at PMRF in October and November 2006 and the 7 
results indicated perchlorate levels were within guidelines.   8 

Based on previous analysis and sampling, HRC RDT&E operations do not adversely affect 9 
water resources.  10 

Major Exercises 11 
Major Exercises under the No-action Alternative, such as RIMPAC and USWEX, include 12 
combinations of ongoing training operations.  Therefore, potential impacts from Major Exercises 13 
will be the same to those described above for HRC training operations.   14 

4.3.2.1.13.2 Alternative 1 (Water Resources—PMRF/Main Base) 15 

Increased Tempo and Frequency of Training Operations and New Training Operation 16 
Under Alternative 1, training associated with expeditionary assault and ground maneuvers, 17 
areas that are used for handling materials in support of training operations, and HAO/NEO 18 
exercises would increase.  Proposed increases in training operations would have minimal direct 19 
impact on the beach and inland areas. Surface drainage is not affected because there are no 20 
surface water features that exist in the areas that are used for the training operations.   In 21 
addition, training operations are generally restricted to existing roads and/or previously 22 
disturbed areas. 23 

Enhanced and Future RDT&E Operations 24 
Under Alternative 1, RDT&E operations that could affect water resources include high speed 25 
UAV and surface vehicle testing and hypersonic vehicle testing.  These launches would produce 26 
some additional exhaust emissions; however, the level of impacts to water resources would not 27 
be expected to increase above those identified for the No-action Alternative.  Based on previous 28 
analysis and sampling programs, the emissions from enhanced and future RDT&E operations 29 
would be similar to existing RDT&E operations and would not adversely affect water resources. 30 
 31 
HRC Enhancements 32 
Under Alternative 1, activities that could affect water resources include installation of Automatic 33 
Identification System and Force Protection equipment, and construction of a new Range 34 
Operations Control Building.  If construction of a facility results in a total area disturbed greater 35 
than 1 acre, a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan would be prepared and submitted prior to 36 
construction.  The plan would specify all of the measures to be used during construction to 37 
minimize and avoid adverse water quality impacts.  The dry climate, level topography, and high 38 
permeability of the soils results in limited runoff and erosion during construction projects, 39 
reducing the potential for impacts to water resources from construction activities. 40 
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In addition, all construction activities would follow Spill Prevention, Control, and 1 
Countermeasures Plans and transportation safety measures; therefore, potential effects on 2 
surface and groundwater resulting from accidental spills of hazardous materials would be 3 
minimized. 4 

Major Exercises 5 
Major Exercises include combinations of ongoing training operations.  Under Alternative 1, the 6 
intensity and number of these exercises would be increased; however, since no new areas are 7 
proposed for training, impacts would be the same to those described under the No Action 8 
Alternative.  9 

4.3.2.1.13.3 Alternative 2 (Water Resources—PMRF/Main Base) 10 

Increased Tempo and Frequency of Training Operations 11 
Under Alternative 2, training associated with expeditionary assault and ground maneuvers, 12 
areas that are used for handling materials in support of training operations, and HAO/NEO 13 
exercises would increase.  Proposed increases in training operations would have minimal direct 14 
impact on the beach and inland areas.  Surface drainage is not affected because there are no 15 
surface water features that exist in the areas that are used for the training operations. In 16 
addition, training operations are generally restricted to existing roads and/or previously 17 
disturbed areas. 18 

Enhanced and Future RDT&E Operations 19 
Under Alternative 2, RDT&E operations that could affect water resources include those 20 
described under Alternative 1 and the development of a Maritime Directed Energy Test Center 21 
at PMRF/Main Base and launches of an Advanced Hypersonic Weapon from the KTF launch 22 
site.  23 

Under Alternative 2, if development of a facility results in a total area disturbed greater than 1 24 
acre, a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan would be prepared and submitted prior to 25 
construction.  The plan would specify all of the measures to be used during construction to 26 
minimize and avoid adverse water quality impacts.  The dry climate, level topography, and high 27 
permeability of the soils result in limited runoff and erosion during construction projects, 28 
reducing the potential for impacts to water resources from construction activities. 29 

HRC Enhancements 30 
Under Alternative 2, all HRC enhancements would be the same as those described under 31 
Alternative 1; therefore impacts would be the same. 32 

Major Exercises 33 
Major Exercises include combinations of ongoing training operations.  Under Alternative 2, the 34 
intensity and number of these exercises would be increased; however, since no new areas are 35 
proposed for training, impacts would be the same as those described under the No-action 36 
Alternative.   37 
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4.3.2.2 MAKAHA RIDGE 1 

Table 4.3.2.2-1 lists ongoing training and RDT&E operations for the No-action Alternative and 2 
proposed training and RDT&E operations for Alternatives 1 and 2 at Makaha Ridge.  Alternative 3 
2 is the preferred alternative. 4 

Table 4.3.2.2-1.  Training and RDT&E Operations Occurring at Makaha Ridge 

Training Operations  Research, Development, Test, and Evaluation 
(RDT&E) Operations  

• Special Warfare Operations (SPECWAROPS) • FORCEnet Antenna (Alternative 1) 

 • Enhanced Auto Identification System and Force 
Protection Capability (Alternative 1) 

 5 

A review of the 13 resources against offshore program training and RDT&E operations under 6 
the No-action Alternative, Alternative 1, or Alternative 2 was performed for Makaha Ridge.  7 
Initial analysis indicated that the proposed alternatives would not result in either short- or long-8 
term impacts to airspace, geology and soils, land use, noise, socioeconomics, transportation, 9 
utilities, and water resources.   10 

Any impacts to air space that are associated with Makaha Ridge are included within the 11 
PMRF/Main Base discussion.  Use of this site would not require control of the airspace.  12 
Planned construction or alterations at either Makaha Ridge or Kokee would not affect land 13 
forms, geology, and associated soils.  Training and RDT&E operations associated with this site 14 
would adhere to policies and regulations governing noise, as discussed in Appendix C.  There 15 
would be no impact to Kauai’s socioeconomics, transportation, utilities, or land use because the 16 
training population is transient, all services (food, transportation, lodging, fuel) are supplied by 17 
the military, and training sites remain the same for each alternative.  Training and RDT&E 18 
operations at the site would not generate any hazardous waste streams that could impact local 19 
water quality.   20 

4.3.2.2.1 Air Quality—Makaha Ridge 21 

4.3.2.2.1.1 No-action Alternative (Air Quality—Makaha Ridge) 22 

HRC Training Operations and Major Exercises 23 
Existing training operations will continue at Makaha Ridge, and there will be no increase in air 24 
emissions.  Existing sensor activities includes the minimal use of diesel power generators, 25 
which are operated under a “Non-Covered” Source Air Permit issued by the state.   26 

SPECWAROPS at PMRF includes reconnaissance and survey inserts at Makaha Ridge.  These 27 
training operations cause a short-term elevation in mobile source emissions from off-road 28 
vehicles; however, these air emissions are intermittent and will increase proportionally to the 29 
additional number of trainees.   30 

C2 is achieved through a network of communication devices strategically located at Makaha 31 
Ridge and other locations around Kauai with no impacts to the regional air quality.  Increased 32 
training operations will have no impact. 33 
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4.3.2.2.1.2 Alternative 1 (Air Quality—Makaha Ridge) 1 

Increased Tempo and Frequency of Training Operations and Major Exercises 2 
Training operations and Major Exercises would increase in number, as described in Chapter 3 
2.0; however, mobile emissions would be similar to existing emission levels.   4 

HRC Enhancements 5 
Proposed HRC enhancements at either Makaha Ridge or Kokee include:   6 

• The Proposed FORCEnet integration laboratory, which would use an existing 7 
building or portable trailer.   8 

• An antenna would be added to Building 720 as part of the Enhanced AIS and Force 9 
Protection Capability.   10 

Construction emissions would include emissions generated from privately owned vehicles of 11 
construction workers, and stationary and mobile equipment related to construction. The principal 12 
air emissions would be nitrogen oxides and carbon monoxide from operating equipment and 13 
commuting during construction.  None of the emissions generated by the enhancements to 14 
facilities would exceed Clean Air Act de minimis or “conformity threshold” levels, which do not 15 
apply to Hawaii but are a useful comparison to assess the principal air quality concerns during 16 
construction.    17 

4.3.2.2.1.3 Alternative 2 (Air Quality—Makaha Ridge) 18 

Increased Tempo and Frequency of Training Operations and Additional Major 19 
Exercises—Multiple Strike Group Training 20 
While training operations would increase in number, emissions would be similar to existing 21 
levels.  The types of exercises that would occur at Makaha Ridge were described in the No-22 
action Alternative.  Air Emissions would continue to be within the existing limits of the “non-23 
covered” source Air Permit.   24 

4.3.2.2.2 Biological Resources—Makaha Ridge 25 

4.3.2.2.2.1 No-action Alternative (Biological Resources—Makaha Ridge) 26 

HRC Training Operations and Major Exercises 27 
Existing sensors at Makaha Ridge will continue to be used for HRC training operations and 28 
Major Exercises.  The potential for impacts to birds, including threatened and endangered 29 
species, on Makaha Ridge will be minor and similar to those discussed in Section 4.3.2.1.3.  30 
The protection provided by the restricted access and grassy habitat within Makaha Ridge will 31 
continue to have a positive effect on the small population of nene (Hawaiian goose) (Pacific 32 
Missile Range Facility, 2000). 33 

SPECWAROPS at PMRF include reconnaissance and survey activities at Makaha Ridge.  34 
Existing cleared areas, trails, and roads are used.  All participants will be briefed on current 35 
guidelines to avoid undue impacts to vegetation and wildlife, including sensitive biological 36 
resource areas.  Makaha Ridge will also continue to provide sensor support for MISSILEX and 37 
Air Support Operations.  In terms of the potential for EMR impacts to wildlife, the main beam of 38 
the radars during missile flight tests will not be directed toward the ground and will have a lower 39 
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limit of at least 4 to 5 degrees above horizontal, which precludes EMR impacts to terrestrial 1 
species.  As discussed in Section 4.3.2.1.3, it is also unlikely that a bird, such as a nene, will 2 
remain within the radar beam for any considerable length of time.  (Missile Defense Agency, 3 
2004) 4 

Existing radars will not radiate lower than 5 degrees above horizontal, which precludes EMR 5 
impacts to wildlife on the ground.  It is also unlikely that a bird will remain within the radar beam 6 
for any considerable length of time.  (Missile Defense Agency, 2004) 7 

4.3.2.2.2.2 Alternative 1 (Biological Resources—Makaha Ridge) 8 

Increased Tempo and Frequency of Training Operations and Major Exercises 9 
Under Alternative 1, training operations would increase as shown in Table 2.2.3.1-1.  Major 10 
Exercises would continue to be supported at Makaha Ridge.  While training operations would 11 
increase in number, the likelihood of a similar increase in impacts to biological resources on or 12 
adjacent to Makaha Ridge would be minimal due to implementation of guidelines established for 13 
the exercises as described below. 14 

Vegetation 15 
Training operations and exercises would continue to take place at current locations; no 16 
expansion of the area would occur.  All participants would continue to be briefed on current 17 
guidelines to avoid undue impacts to vegetation.  SPECWAROPS troops would avoid sensitive 18 
biological resources, such as the dwarf iliau, when possible.  Training operations would comply 19 
with relevant Navy policies and procedures (e.g., blow/wash down of vehicles and equipment 20 
between locations), which should limit the potential for introduction of invasive plant species.   21 

Wildlife 22 
Impacts to wildlife would be similar to those described previously for the No-action Alternative.  23 
It is unlikely that a listed species or other wildlife would be injured or killed as a result of 24 
increased training operations at Makaha Ridge.  The additional training operations would 25 
comply with relevant Navy policies and procedures, which would minimize the potential for 26 
effects on wildlife.  This would include the briefing of all participants on current guidelines to 27 
avoid undue impacts to wildlife.  Radars would not radiate lower than 5 degrees above 28 
horizontal, which precludes EMR impacts to wildlife on the ground.  It is also very unlikely that a 29 
bird would remain within the radar beam for any considerable length of time.  (Missile Defense 30 
Agency, 2004) 31 

HRC Enhancements 32 
Enhanced Cooperative Engagement Capability  33 
A site would be chosen at Makaha Ridge (Figure 2.2.3.5.4-3) or Kokee (Figure 2.2.3.5.4-4) to 34 
be the location of a FORCEnet integration laboratory.  The laboratory would be sited in an 35 
existing building or in a portable trailer located in a previously disturbed area.  Effects on wildlife 36 
from the noise and presence of additional personnel during this activity would be minimal. 37 

Enhanced Automatic Identification System and Force Protection Capability 38 
As part of the enhanced AIS and Force Protection Capability, antennas would be added to 39 
Building 720 on Makaha Ridge, resulting in temporary elevated noise levels.  No vegetation 40 
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clearing or ground disturbance would be required for this effort.  Because construction-related 1 
noise would be localized, intermittent, and occur over a relatively short-term, the potential for 2 
impacts on biological resources would be minimal. 3 

4.3.2.2.2.3 Alternative 2 (Biological Resources—Makaha Ridge) 4 

Increased Tempo and Frequency of Training Operations  5 
Under Alternative 2, the tempo of training exercises would be increased and the frequency of 6 
exercises could also increase.  As stated in Section 4.3.2.1.3.3, the intensity and duration of 7 
wildlife startle responses decrease with the number and frequency of exposures.  The tendency 8 
of a bird to flush from a nest declines with habituation to the noise, although the startle response 9 
is not completely eliminated (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 2003c). 10 

Additional Major Exercises—Multiple Strike Group Training 11 
The exercises proposed could require additional support from the sensors at Makaha Ridge.  12 
However, effects to birds and other wildlife would be minor and similar to those occurring during 13 
current Major Exercises, as described above. 14 

4.3.2.2.3 Cultural Resources—Makaha Ridge 15 

4.3.2.2.3.1 No-action Alternative (Cultural Resources—Makaha Ridge) 16 

HRC Training Operations and Major Exercises 17 
Makaha Ridge has been surveyed for archaeological, historical, and Native Hawaiian resources 18 
and none have been identified.  As a result, No-action Alternative training operations will not 19 
affect cultural resources. 20 

4.3.2.2.3.2 Alternative 1 (Cultural Resources—Makaha Ridge) 21 

Increased Tempo and Frequency of Training Operations and Major Exercises 22 
Makaha Ridge has been surveyed for archaeological, historical, and Native Hawaiian resources, 23 
and none have been identified.  As a result, an increase in tempo and frequency of training 24 
operations would not affect cultural resources.   25 

HRC Enhancements 26 
Enhanced Cooperative Engagement Capability 27 
A new integration laboratory for FORCEnet would be established at Makaha Ridge.  The 28 
proposed location for the new facility is shown on Figure 2.2.3.5.4-3.  The laboratory would use 29 
an existing facility or may be a portable trailer.  Because Makaha Ridge has been surveyed for 30 
cultural resources and there are none present, no effects are expected.  If archaeological or 31 
Native Hawaiian resources are unexpectedly encountered as the new facility is established (i.e., 32 
if ground disturbance occurs), then the Hawaii SHPO would be notified in accordance with the 33 
Programmatic Agreement described in Appendix H.   34 

Enhanced Automatic Identification System and Force Protection 35 
The AIS provides a ship-to-ship and ship-to-shore communications capability.  To enhance the 36 
existing system, new antennas would be added to Building 720 on Makaha Ridge (see Figure 37 
2.2.3.5.4-3).  Building 720 has not been recommended as eligible for inclusion in the NRHP 38 
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either on individual merit or as an element of a historic district; therefore, installation of a new 1 
antenna on this building would not affect cultural resources (International Archaeological 2 
Resources Institute, Inc., 2005).   3 

4.3.2.2.3.3 Alternative 2 (Cultural Resources—Makaha Ridge) 4 

Increased Tempo and Frequency of Training Operations 5 
Makaha Ridge has been surveyed for archaeological, historical, and Native Hawaiian resources 6 
and none have been identified.  As a result, an increase in tempo and frequency of training 7 
operations would not affect cultural resources.   8 

4.3.2.2.4 Hazardous Materials and Waste—Makaha Ridge 9 

4.3.2.2.4.1 No-action Alternative (Hazardous Materials and Waste—Makaha Ridge) 10 

HRC Training Operations and Major Exercises 11 
Existing training operations at Makaha Ridge will continue.  No increase in hazardous material 12 
used or generated will occur.  PMRF has appropriate plans in place to manage hazardous 13 
materials and waste at Makaha Ridge.   14 

Existing sensor activities will continue to use small amounts of hazardous materials.  15 
Reconnaissance and survey inserts associated with SPECWAROPS will continue to have a 16 
minimal impact on the hazardous materials used at Makaha Ridge.  These materials are 17 
handled in accordance with PMRF hazardous materials and hazardous waste plans described 18 
in Chapter 3.0.  Past handling of these materials at Makaha Ridge has not resulted in any 19 
impacts to the environment around the facilities.   20 

4.3.2.2.4.2 Alternative 1 (Hazardous Materials and Waste—Makaha Ridge) 21 

Increased Tempo and Frequency of Training Operations and Major Exercises 22 
While the number of training operations and Major Exercises would increase, the types of 23 
hazardous materials consumed would be similar to existing types and levels currently at 24 
Makaha Ridge.  The types of hazardous materials used would not result in any changes to the 25 
existing hazardous materials management plans currently in place.   26 

HRC Enhancements 27 
Proposed HRC Enhancements at Makaha Ridge include a FORCEnet integration laboratory 28 
and an antenna for AIS and Force Protection Capability.  The proposed FORCEnet integration 29 
laboratory would use an existing building or portable trailer.  An antenna would be added to 30 
building 720 as part of the Enhanced AIS and Force Protection Capability.  Any construction 31 
activities would occur under existing PMRF spill plans, and all hazardous materials and waste 32 
would be handled in accordance with State and Federal regulations.  No impact from hazardous 33 
materials and waste would be anticipated.  Due to the exclusion of the public from the 34 
immediate vicinity of construction, the public would not be exposed to any hazardous materials 35 
or waste. 36 
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4.3.2.2.4.3 Alternative 2 (Hazardous Materials and Waste—Makaha Ridge) 1 

Increased Tempo and Frequency of Training Operations and Additional Major 2 
Exercises—Multiple Strike Group Training 3 
While the number of training operations and Major Exercises would increase, it is anticipated 4 
that the level of hazardous materials used would continue to be managed by PMRF under 5 
appropriate State and Federal requirements.   6 

4.3.2.2.5 Health and Safety—Makaha Ridge 7 

4.3.2.2.5.1 No-action Alternative (Health and Safety—Makaha Ridge) 8 

HRC Training Operations and Major Exercises 9 
Existing training operations at Makaha Ridge, including use of tracking radars and the primary 10 
PMRF telemetry station, will continue and PMRF will take every reasonable precaution during 11 
planning and execution of training operations to prevent injury to human life or property.   12 

Hazards to health and safety stemming from existing sensor operations that can potentially 13 
occur include generation of EMR at Makaha Ridge.  Hazards of EMR to personnel and fuel 14 
(called HERP and HERF, respectively) are the primary concerns at Makaha Ridge.  To ensure 15 
conditions are safe, the site is regularly surveyed for hazardous radiation, and all systems have 16 
warning lights to inform personnel when the radar units are operating and to remain outside of 17 
the personnel exclusion area.  SPECWAROPS at PMRF will include reconnaissance and 18 
survey inserts at Makaha Ridge.  In addition, Makaha Ridge is located at the end of a ridge and 19 
away from the public; therefore, there are no adverse public health and safety issues.  All 20 
hazardous materials used and hazardous waste generated at the site will be handled according 21 
to Federal and State requirements.   22 

4.3.2.2.5.2 Alternative 1 (Health and Safety—Makaha Ridge) 23 

Increased Tempo and Frequency of Training Operations and Major Exercises 24 
The number of training operations would increase.  However, health and safety concerns would 25 
be similar to existing concerns.  Established SOPs and procedures would be used.   26 

HRC Enhancements 27 
Proposed HRC Enhancements at Makaha Ridge include a FORCEnet integration laboratory 28 
and an antenna for AIS and Force Protection Capability.   29 

The proposed FORCEnet integration laboratory would use an existing building or portable 30 
trailer.  An antenna would be added to Building 720 as part of the Enhanced AIS and Force 31 
Protection Capability.  Construction would be conducted in accordance with the USACE Safety 32 
and Health Requirements Manual.  Construction is routinely accomplished for both military and 33 
civilian activities, and presents safety and health concerns for workers involved in the 34 
performance of the construction activity.  The siting of facilities would be in accordance with 35 
DoD standards, taking into account HERO, HERP, HERF, ESQD, and other facility compatibility 36 
issues.   37 
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4.3.2.2.5.3 Alternative 2 (Health and Safety—Makaha Ridge) 1 

Increased Tempo and Frequency of Training Operations and Additional Major 2 
Exercises—Multiple Strike Group Training 3 
While the number of exercises occurring at Makaha Ridge would increase, current health and 4 
safety procedures would continue to be used to ensure that every reasonable precaution is 5 
taken to prevent injury to human life or property. 6 
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4.3.2.3 KOKEE 1 

Table 4.3.2.3-1 lists ongoing RDT&E operations for the No-action Alternative and proposed 2 
RDT&E operations for Alternatives 1 and 2 at Kokee.  Alternative 2 is the preferred alternative. 3 

Table 4.3.2.3-1.  RDT&E Operations Occurring at Kokee 

Research, Development, Test, and Evaluation 
(RDT&E) Operations   

• FORCEnet Antenna (Alternative 1) • Improve Fiber Optics Infrastructure (Alternative 1) 

 4 

A review of the 13 resources against offshore RDT&E operations under the No-action 5 
Alternative, Alternative 1, or Alternative 2 was performed for Kokee.  Initial analysis indicated 6 
that the proposed alternatives would not result in either short- or long-term impacts to airspace, 7 
cultural resources, geology and soils, land use, noise, socioeconomics, transportation, utilities, 8 
and water resources.   9 

Any impacts to airspace that are associated with Kokee are included within the PMRF/Main 10 
Base discussion.  Use of this site would not require control of the airspace.  Kokee has no 11 
prehistoric and historic artifacts, archaeological sites (including underwater sites), historic 12 
buildings or structures, or traditional resources that would be affected by HRC RDT&E 13 
operations.  Planned construction or alterations at either Makaha Ridge or Kokee would not 14 
affect land forms, geology, and associated soils.  RDT&E operations associated with this site 15 
would adhere to policies and regulations governing noise, as discussed in Appendix C.  There 16 
would be no impact to Kauai’s socioeconomics, transportation, utilities, or land use because the 17 
training population is transient, all services (food, transportation, lodging, fuel) are supplied by 18 
the military, and training sites remain the same for each alternative.  RDT&E operations at the 19 
site would not generate any hazardous waste streams that could impact local water quality.   20 

4.3.2.3.1 Air Quality—Kokee 21 

4.3.2.3.1.1 No-action Alternative (Air Quality—Kokee) 22 

HRC Training Operations and Major Exercises 23 
Existing training operations will continue at Kokee, and there will be no increase to existing 24 
emissions.  Kokee will also continue to provide support for MISSILEX and Air Support 25 
Operations through use of sensors.  Existing sensor activities will continue to include the 26 
intermittent use of diesel power generators, which are operated under a “Non-Covered” Source 27 
Air Permit issued by the state.  Since their operating time is usually minimal, these emergency 28 
generators will have minimal impact on the air quality of Kokee.   29 

C2 is achieved through a network of communication devices strategically located at Kokee and 30 
other sites around Kauai with no impacts to the regional air quality.  Increased training 31 
operations will have no impact.   32 
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4.3.2.3.1.2 Alternative 1 (Air Quality—Kokee) 1 

Increased Tempo and Frequency of Training Operations and Major Exercises 2 
Emissions anticipated from the proposed additional exercises would stem from the use of 3 
existing sensors at Kokee.  Emissions from the generators used to power the sensors are 4 
covered under the current non-covered source permit.   5 

HRC Enhancements 6 
Proposed HRC Enhancements to be sited at either Kokee or Makaha Ridge include:   7 

• Proposed FORCEnet integration laboratory, which would use an existing building or 8 
portable trailer.   9 

• An antenna would be added to Building 720 as part of the Enhanced AIS and Force 10 
Protection Capability.   11 

• Improved fiber optic infrastructure would require the cable to be hung on existing 12 
KIUC poles between PMRF/Main Base and Kokee.   13 

•  14 

Construction emissions would include emissions generated from privately owned vehicles of 15 
construction workers, and stationary and mobile equipment related to construction. The principal 16 
air emissions would be nitrogen oxides and carbon monoxide from operating equipment and 17 
commuting during construction.  None of the emissions generated by the enhancements to 18 
facilities would exceed Clean Air Act de minimis or “conformity threshold” levels, which do not 19 
apply to Hawaii but are a useful comparison to assess the principal air quality concerns during 20 
construction.    21 

4.3.2.3.1.3 Alternative 2 (Air Quality—Kokee) 22 

Increased Tempo and Frequency of Training Operations and Additional Major 23 
Exercises—Multiple Strike Group Training 24 
The increased tempo and frequency of training operations and additional Major Exercises 25 
proposed would be similar to those described in the No-action Alternative for Kokee.  While 26 
training operations would increase, emissions would be similar to existing levels.  Emissions 27 
would continue to be within the limits of the existing “Non-Covered” Source Air Permit.   28 

4.3.2.3.2 Biological Resources—Kokee 29 

4.3.2.3.2.1 No-action Alternative (Biological Resources—Kokee) 30 

HRC Training Operations and Major Exercises 31 
Existing sensors at Kokee will continue to be used for HRC training operations and Major 32 
Exercises.  The potential for impacts to birds, including threatened and endangered species, at 33 
Kokee will be minor and similar to those discussed in Section 4.3.2.1.3.  Existing radars will not 34 
radiate lower than at least 4 to 5 degrees above horizontal, which precludes EMR impacts to 35 
wildlife on the ground.  It is also very unlikely that a bird will remain within the radar beam for 36 
any considerable length of time.  (Missile Defense Agency, 2004)  Kokee will continue to 37 
provide sensor support for MISSILEX, Air Support Operations, and RDT&E programs.  This 38 
support is generally non-intrusive in nature. 39 
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4.3.2.3.2.2 Alternative 1 (Biological Resources—Kokee) 1 

Increased Tempo and Frequency of Training Operations and Major Exercises 2 
Under Alternative 1, training operations would increase as shown in Table 2.2.3.1-1.  Major 3 
Exercises would continue to be supported at Kokee.  While training operations would increase 4 
in number, the likelihood of a similar increase in impacts to biological resources on or adjacent 5 
to Kokee would be minimal due to implementation of guidelines established for the exercises as 6 
described below. 7 

Vegetation 8 
Training operations and exercises would continue to take place at current locations; no 9 
expansion of the area would occur.  All participants would continue to be briefed on current 10 
guidelines to avoid undue impacts to vegetation.  Training operations would comply with 11 
relevant Navy policies and procedures (e.g., blow/wash down of vehicles and equipment 12 
between locations), which should limit the potential for introduction of invasive plant species.   13 

Wildlife 14 
Impacts to wildlife would be similar to those described previously for the No-action Alternative.  15 
It is unlikely that a listed species or other wildlife would be injured or killed as a result of 16 
increased training operations at Kokee.  The additional training operations would comply with 17 
relevant Navy policies and procedures, which would minimize the potential for effects on wildlife.  18 
This would include the briefing of all participants on current guidelines to avoid undue impacts to 19 
wildlife.  Radars would not radiate lower than 5 degrees above horizontal, which precludes EMR 20 
impacts to wildlife on the ground.  It is also very unlikely that a bird would remain within the 21 
radar beam for any considerable length of time.  (Missile Defense Agency, 2004) 22 

HRC Enhancements 23 
Enhanced Cooperative Engagement Capability  24 
A site would be chosen at Makaha Ridge (Figure 2.2.3.5.4-3) or Kokee (Figure 2.2.3.5.4-4) to 25 
be the location of a FORCEnet integration laboratory.  The laboratory would be sited in an 26 
existing building or in a portable trailer located in a previously disturbed area.  Effects on wildlife 27 
from the noise and presence of additional personnel during this activity would be minimal. 28 

Improve Fiber Optic Infrastructure  29 
To improve communications and data transmission, PMRF would install fiber optic cable 30 
between the Main Base and Kokee.  The cable would be hung on existing KIUC poles between 31 
PMRF/Main Base and Kokee; however, it is possible that additional poles might need to be 32 
installed in some areas where exceptionally long spans are encountered.  To minimize ground 33 
disturbance and impacts to vegetation, it is expected that all equipment and installation activities 34 
would occur along existing public and KIUC access roads.  Effects from the noise and presence 35 
of additional personnel during this activity would be similar to those discussed in Section 36 
4.3.2.2.2, PMRF/Main Base. 37 

4.3.2.3.2.3 Alternative 2 (Biological Resources—Kokee) 38 

Increased Tempo and Frequency of Training Operations  39 
Under Alternative 2, the tempo of training exercises would be increased and the frequency of 40 
exercises would also increase.  As stated in Section 4.3.2.2.2.3, the tendency of a bird to flush 41 
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from a nest declines with habituation to the noise, although the startle response is not 1 
completely eliminated (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 2003c). 2 

Additional Major Exercises–Multiple Strike Group Training 3 
The Major Exercises proposed might require additional support from the sensors at Kokee.  4 
However, effects to birds and other wildlife would be minor and similar to those occurring during 5 
current Major Exercises, as described earlier. 6 

4.3.2.3.3 Hazardous Materials and Waste—Kokee 7 

4.3.2.3.3.1 No-action Alternative (Hazardous Materials and Waste—Kokee) 8 

HRC Training Operations and Major Exercises 9 
Existing training operations at Kokee will continue and there will be no increase in hazardous 10 
materials used or any hazardous waste generated.  PMRF has appropriate plans in place to 11 
manage hazardous materials and waste at Kokee.  Existing sensors at Kokee will continue to 12 
use small amounts of hazardous materials.  Kokee will also continue to provide support for 13 
MISSILEX and Air Support Operations through use of sensors.  These materials will continue to 14 
be handled in accordance with PMRF hazardous materials and hazardous waste plans.   15 

4.3.2.3.3.2 Alternative 1 (Hazardous Materials and Waste—Kokee) 16 

Increased Tempo and Frequency of Training Operations and Major Exercises 17 
While the tempo and frequency of training operations and the number of Major Exercises would 18 
increase, the types of hazardous materials consumed would be similar to existing types and 19 
levels at Kokee.  The types of hazardous materials used would not result in any existing 20 
changes to the hazardous materials management plans currently in place.   21 

HRC Enhancements 22 
Proposed HRC Enhancements at Kokee include a FORCEnet integration laboratory and 23 
improved fiber optic infrastructure.   24 

The proposed FORCEnet integration laboratory would use an existing building or portable 25 
trailer.  Fiber optic cable would be installed on existing KIUC poles between PMRF/Main Base 26 
and Kokee; however, it is possible that additional poles might need to be installed in areas with 27 
long spans.  Construction activities would be handled under existing PMRF spill plans, and all 28 
hazardous materials would be handled in accordance with State and Federal regulations.  In 29 
addition, use of the proposed FORCEnet laboratory would not use new types of hazardous 30 
materials, and appropriate plans are in place to handle these materials.   31 

4.3.2.3.3.3 Alternative 2 (Hazardous Materials and Waste—Kokee) 32 

Increased Tempo and Frequency of Training Operations and Additional Major 33 
Exercises—Multiple Strike Group Training 34 
The increase in tempo and frequency of training operations and additional Major Exercises 35 
proposed would use hazardous materials similar to those described for the No-action 36 
Alternative.  While the number of training operations and exercises would increase, it is 37 
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anticipated that the level of hazardous materials used would continue to be managed by PMRF 1 
under appropriate State and Federal requirements.   2 

4.3.2.3.4 Health and Safety—Kokee 3 

4.3.2.3.4.1 No-action Alternative (Health and Safety—Kokee) 4 

HRC Training Operations and Major Exercises 5 
PMRF will continue to take every reasonable precaution during planning and execution of 6 
training operations to prevent injury to human life or property at Kokee.   7 

Hazards to health and safety can potentially occur as a result of EMR generated at the site 8 
during HRC Training Operations.  The main concerns at Kokee are HERP and HERF.  The only 9 
fuel stored at the site (diesel fuel for the electrical generators) is located outside of any EMR 10 
generating areas, so there are no HERF issues at the site.  Appropriate sector blanking, 11 
filtering, and the elevation of the radar units above the ground have eliminated any potential 12 
HERP issues at Kokee.  In addition, radiation hazards are contained within the boundaries of 13 
the sites.  To ensure conditions are safe, the site is regularly surveyed for radiation hazards, 14 
and all systems have warning lights to inform personnel when the radar units are operating.  15 
The public is not exposed to any unsafe EMR levels.  All hazardous materials used at the site 16 
are handled according to Federal and State regulations.  Kokee will also continue to provide 17 
support for MISSILEX and Air Support Operations through use of sensors.   18 

4.3.2.3.4.2 Alternative 1 (Health and Safety—Kokee) 19 

Increased Tempo and Frequency of Training Operations and Major Exercises 20 
The number of Major Exercises and the tempo and frequency of training operations would 21 
increase, however, the health and safety concerns would be would be similar to existing 22 
concerns.  Existing SOPs and procedures would be used to prevent injury to human life or 23 
property.   24 

HRC Enhancements 25 
Proposed HRC Enhancements at Kokee include a FORCEnet integration laboratory and 26 
improved fiber optic infrastructure.   27 

The proposed FORCEnet integration laboratory would use an existing building or portable 28 
trailer.  Any construction would be conducted in accordance with Corps of Engineers Safety and 29 
Health Requirements Manual.  The siting of facilities would be in accordance with DoD 30 
standards, taking into account HERO, HERP, HERF, ESQD, and other facility compatibility 31 
issues.  All hazardous materials used and hazardous waste generated during construction 32 
would be handled according to Federal and State requirements.   33 

34 
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4.3.2.3.4.3 Alternative 2 (Health and Safety—Kokee) 1 

Increased Tempo and Frequency of Training Operations and Additional Major 2 
Exercises—Multiple Strike Group Training 3 
The increased tempo and frequency of training operations and additional Major Exercises 4 
proposed would be similar to those described for the No-action Alternative for Kokee, and health 5 
and safety procedures would be similar.  Current health and safety procedures would be used to 6 
ensure that every reasonable precaution is taken to prevent injury to human life or property.   7 
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4.3.2.4 HAWAII AIR NATIONAL GUARD KOKEE 1 

Hawaii Air National Guard Kokee provides operation and maintenance of the Hawaii Digital 2 
Microwave system and a radar site.  Microwave systems at PMRF provide voice and data 3 
communications between PMRF/Main Base and support facilities, including Hawaii Air National 4 
Guard Kokee.  The Hawaii Digital Microwave System also links the Hawaii Air National Guard 5 
facility at Kokee to the Hawaii regional Operations center facility at Wheeler Army Airfield, Oahu.  6 
The Hawaii Air National Guard Wing's 150th Aircraft Control and Warning Flight operate the 7 
radar site.  The radar site is linked to the Hawaii Region Air Operations Center at Wheeler Army 8 
Airfield, Oahu, where 24-hour air surveillance of the Hawaiian island chain is provided.  Training 9 
operations at the Hawaii Air National Guard Kokee radar site follow all applicable regulations 10 
and procedure established by the Air Force and the Navy to protect human health and the 11 
environment.  These facilities would continue to be used during ongoing training operations for 12 
the No-action Alternative and proposed training operations for Alternatives 1 and 2.  Alternative 13 
2 is the preferred alternative.   14 

A review of the 13 resources against offshore training operations under the No-action 15 
Alternative, Alternative 1, or Alternative 2 was performed for the Hawaii Air National Guard 16 
Kokee. Initial analysis indicated that the proposed alternatives would not result in either short- or 17 
long-term impacts to air quality, airspace, cultural resources, geology and soils, hazardous 18 
materials and waste, health and safety, land use, noise, socioeconomics, transportation, 19 
utilities, and water resources.   20 

There are no air emission sources introduced by the alternatives proposed at the Hawaii Air 21 
National Guard Kokee.  Any impacts to air space that are associated with Hawaii Air National 22 
Guard Kokee are included within the PMRF/Main Base discussion.  Use of this site would not 23 
require control of the airspace.  Hawaii Air National Guard Kokee has no prehistoric and historic 24 
artifacts, archaeological sites (including underwater sites), historic buildings or structures, or 25 
traditional resources that would be affected by HRC training operations.   There is no planned 26 
construction or alterations that would affect land forms, geology, and associated soils. Training 27 
operations associated with this site would adhere to policies and regulations governing noise 28 
and health and safety, as discussed in Appendix C.  There would be no impact to Kauai’s 29 
socioeconomics, transportation, utilities, or land use because the training population is transient, 30 
all services (food, transportation, lodging, fuel) are supplied by the military, and training sites 31 
remain the same for each alternative.  Training operations at the site would not generate any 32 
hazardous waste streams that could impact local water quality 33 

4.3.2.4.1 Biological Resources—Hawaii Air National Guard Kokee 34 

4.3.2.4.1.1 No-action Alternative (Biological Resources—Hawaii Air National Guard 35 
Kokee) 36 

HRC Training Operations and Major Exercises 37 
Existing sensors at Hawaii Air National Guard Kokee will continue to be used for HRC training 38 
operations.  There have been no reports of birds being affected by EMR from the existing 39 
sensors located in the Hawaii Air National Guard Kokee complex.  Impacts to threatened and 40 
endangered birds will be minor and similar to those discussed in Section 4.3.2.1.3.   41 
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Support for MISSILEX provided by the sensors will continue as part of Major Exercises.  Due to 1 
the non-intrusive continuing nature of these training operations, no additional impacts to 2 
biological resources are anticipated. 3 

4.3.2.4.1.2 Alternative 1 (Biological Resources—Hawaii Air National Guard Kokee) 4 

Increased Tempo and Frequency of Training Operations  5 
Alternative 1 would include up to six USWEX per year, the RIMPAC biennial exercise, including 6 
two Strike Groups conducting training exercises simultaneously in the HRC, and other 7 
continuing training exercises (See Table 2.2.3.1-1), an overall increase of approximately 9 8 
percent.  While sensor usage would increase, the likelihood of a similar increase in impacts to 9 
biological resources is minimal.  Training operations would take place at existing locations; no 10 
expansion of the sensor operating area would occur. 11 

4.3.2.4.1.3 Alternative 2 (Biological Resources—Hawaii Air National Guard Kokee) 12 

Increased Tempo and Frequency of Training Operations  13 
Under Alternative 2, the tempo of training exercises would be increased and the frequency of 14 
exercises could also increase.  Thus, the frequency of sensor operation is expected to increase 15 
as well.  However, effects to birds and other wildlife would be minor and similar to those 16 
occurring during current Major Exercises, as described earlier. 17 

Additional Major Exercises—Multiple Strike Group Training 18 
The Major Exercises proposed may require additional support from the sensors at Hawaii Air 19 
National Guard Kokee.  However, effects to birds and other wildlife would be minor and similar 20 
to those occurring during current exercises, as described above. 21 
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4.3.2.5 KAMOKALA MAGAZINES 1 

The Kamokala Magazines provide secure storage of ordnance material.  The magazines are in 2 
continuous use by PMRF, the Hawaii Air National Guard, and the Department of Energy.  Other 3 
commands conducting exercises and needing storage are also accommodated at the facility 4 
intermittently.  These facilities would continue to be used during ongoing training and RDT&E 5 
operations for the No-action Alternative and proposed training and RST&E operations for 6 
Alternatives 1 and 2.  Alternative 2 is the preferred alternative. 7 

A review of the 13 resources against training and RDT&E operations under the No-action 8 
Alternative, Alternative 1, or Alternative 2 was performed for the Kamokala Magazines. Initial 9 
analysis indicated that the proposed alternatives would not result in either short- or long-term 10 
impacts to air quality, airspace, biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, land 11 
use, noise, socioeconomics, transportation, utilities, and water resources.  Use of the Kamokala 12 
storage magazine does not require control of the air space above this land area.  Any air quality, 13 
biological, cultural resources, geology and soils, land use, noise, socioeconomics, 14 
transportation, utilities, and water issues are included within the PMRF/Main Base discussion. 15 

4.3.2.5.1 Hazardous Materials and Waste—Kamokala Magazines 16 

4.3.2.5.1.1 No-action Alternative, Alternative 1, and Alternative 2 (Hazardous Materials 17 
and Waste—Kamokala Magazines) 18 

Under the No-action Alternative existing training and RDT&E operations at Kamokala 19 
Magazines will continue.  New hazardous materials will not be used, and new hazardous waste 20 
will not be generated.  Training and RDT&E operations proposed for Alternative 1 and 21 
Alternative 2 would not result in the need for additional hazardous materials to be used and no 22 
hazardous waste to be generated at Kamokala Magazines.  Storage and transportation of 23 
ordnance would be conducted in accordance with established DOT, DoD, and Navy safety 24 
procedures.  PMRF has appropriate plans in place to manage existing and future hazardous 25 
materials and waste levels at Kamokala Magazines.   26 

4.3.2.5.2 Health and Safety—Kamokala Magazines 27 

4.3.2.5.2.1 No-action Alternative, Alternative 1, and Alternative 2 (Health and Safety—28 
Kamokala Magazines) 29 

Under the No-action Alternative, Alternative 1 and Alternative 2, there would be no change in 30 
the type of ordnance stored at the Kamokala Magazines and no increased safety risks.  Storage 31 
and transportation of ordnance are conducted in accordance with established DOT, DoD, and 32 
Navy safety procedures.  The storage magazines have appropriate ESQD arcs for the amount 33 
and type of ordnance stored (Figure 3.3.2.1.7-1).  The existing uses around the magazine and 34 
within the ESQD arcs are considered compatible.  If a mishap should occur, the hazard 35 
associated with the explosion would be contained within the ESQD arcs.   36 
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4.3.2.6 PORT ALLEN 1 

Port Allen is a small, fully developed industrial seaport that supports PMRF’s Range Support 2 
Boats and maintenance facilities.  Port Allen also provides pier space, protected anchorage, and 3 
small boat launch facilities.  In addition, PMRF leases warehouse space at the facility.   4 

A review of the 13 resources against program training operations determined there were no 5 
impacts from training operations under the No-action Alternative, Alternative 1, or Alternative 2 6 
at Port Allen.  There are no reports of emission from Navy training operations affecting the air 7 
quality for Port Allen.  Use of Port Allen does not require control of the airspace above this land 8 
area.  Because no ground disturbance or building modifications would occur, there would be no 9 
impact to biological resources, cultural resources, or geology and soils.  Additionally, there are 10 
no known significant archaeological sites at Port Allen.   11 

Training operations at this site would require small amounts of hazardous materials for 12 
maintenance and would generate small amounts of hazardous waste.  All hazardous materials 13 
used and hazardous waste generated would continue to be managed in accordance with 14 
PMRF’s hazardous materials management plans as described under PMRFINST 5100.2c and 15 
all other applicable regulations.  No noise-sensitive land receptors are affected by existing noise 16 
levels at the site.  All training operations at Port Allen are conducted in accordance with OSHA 17 
and OPNAVINST 5100.23D, Navy Occupational Safety and Health Program Manual; there are 18 
no public health and safety issues.   19 

Port Allen is compatible with existing surrounding land uses, and land use does not conflict with 20 
recreational activities occurring in or adjacent to the harbor.  Any transportation and utility issues 21 
associated with Port Allen are included within the PMRF/Main Base discussion.  There is no 22 
socioeconomic impact from training operations at the site.  Training operations at the site would 23 
not generate any waste streams that could impact local water quality. 24 
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4.3.2.7 KIKIAOLA SMALL BOAT HARBOR 1 

Kikiaola Small Boat Harbor hosts PMRF Range Support Boats and small-boat launch facilities.  2 
PMRF’s Seaborne Powered Targets are launched from Kikiaola.   3 

A review of the 13 resources against program training operations determined there were no 4 
impacts from training operations under the No-action Alternative, Alternative 1, or Alternative 2 5 
at the Kikiaola Small Boat Harbor.  Any emissions from training operations associated with the 6 
use of range support boats and small-boat-launch facilities would not affect the air quality of the 7 
area.  The Navy would not require control of the airspace above this land area.  Additionally, all 8 
training operations would adhere to Navy policy, statutory and regulatory requirements for 9 
hazardous materials and hazardous waste, range safety guidelines, and noise, as discussed in 10 
Appendix C.   11 

There would be no ground-disturbing activities or building modifications that could affect 12 
biological and geology and soils resources at Kikiaola Small Boat Harbor.  Additionally, there 13 
are no training operations that could affect the land-based use, including recreation and tourism-14 
related-activities.  The work force assigned to the site would not affect local transportation levels 15 
of service or utilities.  There is no socioeconomic impact from HRC training operations.  16 
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4.3.2.8 MT. KAHILI 1 

Training operations at Mt. Kahili consist of existing telemetry towers and communications.  A 2 
review of the 13 environmental resources against program training operations determined there 3 
would be no impacts from training operations under the No-action Alternative, Alternative 1, or 4 
Alternative 2 at Mount Kahili.  Alternative 2 is the preferred alternative.   5 

No air emissions would be generated from training operations at Mt. Kahili unless use of diesel 6 
generators would be required for backup power for Command and Control operations at this 7 
site.  The site does not affect the existing airspace structure in the region.  Because no ground 8 
disturbance or building modifications would occur, there would be no impact to biological 9 
resources, cultural resources, or geology and soils.  Training operations at this site would 10 
require small amounts of hazardous materials for maintenance and would generate small 11 
amounts of hazardous waste.  All hazardous materials used and hazardous waste generated 12 
would continue to be managed in accordance with applicable regulations.  There is no 13 
electromagnetic radiation generated at the site; therefore, there are no public health and safety 14 
issues.   15 

Mt. Kahili is compatible with existing surrounding land uses.  No noise is generated by activities 16 
at the site.  The site, which is only manned during activities, employs two to four persons.  Such 17 
a small work force would not affect local transportation levels of service or utilities.  There is no 18 
socioeconomic impact from use of the site. Training operations at the site would not generate 19 
any waste streams that could impact local water quality. 20 
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4.3.2.9 NIIHAU 1 

Table 4.3.2.9-1 lists ongoing training and RDT&E operations for the No-action Alternative and 2 
proposed training and RDT&E operations for Alternatives 1 and 2 at Niihau.  Alternative 2 is the 3 
preferred alternative. 4 

Table 4.3.2.9-1.  Training and RDT&E Operations Occurring at Niihau 

Training Operations Research, Development, Test, and Evaluation 
(RDT&E) Operations 

• Special Warfare Operations (SPECWAROPS)  
• Humanitarian Assistance/Non-combatant 

Evacuation Operations (HAO/NEO)  

• Electronic Combat/Electronic Warfare (EC/EW) 
• Enhanced Electronic Warfare Training  

(Alternative 1) 

 5 

A review of the 13 resources against onshore training and RDT&E operations under the No-6 
action Alternative, Alternative 1, or Alternative 2 was performed for Niihau.  Initial analysis 7 
indicated that the proposed alternatives would not result in either short- or long-term impacts to 8 
air quality, airspace, cultural resources, geology and soils, land use, noise, socioeconomics, 9 
transportation, utilities, and water resources.   10 

Air emissions from HRC training and RDT&E operations would not change the regional air 11 
quality surrounding Niihau.  Any impacts to airspace that are associated with Niihau are 12 
included within the PMRF/Main Base discussion.  Use of this site would not require control of 13 
the airspace.  Niihau has no prehistoric and historic artifacts, archaeological sites (including 14 
underwater sites), historic buildings or structures, or traditional resources that would be affected 15 
by HRC training and RDT&E operations.  Planned construction or alterations would not affect 16 
land forms, geology, and associated soils.  Training and RDT&E operations associated with this 17 
site would adhere to policies and regulations governing noise, as discussed in Appendix C.  18 
There would be no impact to Kauai’s socioeconomics, transportation, utilities, or land use 19 
because the training population is transient, all services (food, transportation, lodging, fuel) are 20 
supplied by the military, and training sites remain the same for each alternative.  The 21 
transportation infrastructure on Niihau is rudimentary and is not used during HRC training and 22 
RDT&E operations.  There is no central utility system on the island. Training and RDT&E 23 
operations at the site would not generate any hazardous waste streams that could impact local 24 
water quality.   25 

4.3.2.9.1 Biological Resources—Niihau 26 

4.3.2.9.1.1 No-action Alternative (Biological Resources—Niihau) 27 

HRC Training Operations and Major Exercises 28 
PMRF remotely operates a radar unit at Paniau (northeast corner of the island) and the Niihau 29 
Perch site electronic warfare system.  In addition, PMRF flies AEGIS drone targets along the 30 
east coast of the island away from inhabited areas.  These training operations will continue 31 
intermittently under the No-action Alternative with minimal impacts to biological resources.  In 32 
terms of the potential for EMR impacts to wildlife, the main beam of the Paniau radar during 33 
missile flight tests, will not be directed toward the ground and will have a lower limit of at least 4 34 
to 5 degrees above horizontal, which precludes EMR impacts to terrestrial species on the beach 35 
at PMRF.  The potential for main-beam (airborne) exposure thermal effects to birds exists.   36 
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Helping to alleviate this concern is the fact that radar beams are relatively narrow and operate 1 
non-continuously; that is, radars generate EMR in a rapid pulse as opposed to other EMR 2 
sources that radiate continuously (e.g., microwave antennas).  The beam will also normally be 3 
in motion.  To remain in the beam for any period requires that birds fly directly along the beam 4 
axis or hover within the beam for a significant time.  Thus, the probability for the Paniau radar to 5 
harm birds or other flying wildlife with any frequency is judged to be low.  (U.S. Department of 6 
the Navy, 1998a) 7 

Helicopters are airborne with buckets during nearland/overland activities occurring on or near 8 
Niihau to deal with potential fire hazards. 9 

SPECWAROPS training operations on Niihau will use existing openings, trails, and roads.  10 
Helicopter landings will be in areas designated as suitable and absent of biological resources.  11 
SPECWAROPS troops avoid sensitive biological resource areas when possible.  HAO/NEO 12 
activities at Niihau will be similar to SPECWAROPS training operations.   13 

Vegetation 14 
Vegetation on Niihau is dominated by non-native plant species and plant communities.  No 15 
threatened or endangered species have been identified.  Training operations comply with 16 
relevant Navy and USFWS policies and procedures (e.g., blow/wash down of vehicles and 17 
equipment) during these training operations and Major Exercises, which should limit the 18 
potential for introduction of invasive plant species.   19 

Wildlife 20 
Wildlife on Niihau is dominated by non-native species such as feral pigs, sheep, cattle, and 21 
horses.  Noise and movement of personnel, vehicles, helicopters, and landing craft during these 22 
training operations can temporarily displace sensitive species, such as the green turtle and 23 
Hawaiian monk seal if they are basking on the island.  However, all ocean vessel landings are 24 
first checked to ensure the sites are clear of monk seals.  Also, training operations will avoid any 25 
beach area with green turtle nests, as they occasionally nest on Niihau beaches.   26 

Environmentally Sensitive Habitat 27 
An area of 357 acres on the northern portion of Niihau has been designated as critical habitat 28 
for the endangered alula (Federal Register, 2003a).  Training operations will not affect this area, 29 
and current transmitter sites are not located within the critical habitat. 30 

4.3.2.9.1.2 Alternative 1 (Biological Resources—Niihau) 31 

Increased Tempo and Frequency of Training Operations and Major Exercises 32 
Alternative 1 would include up to six USWEX per year, the RIMPAC biennial exercise, including 33 
two Strike Groups conducting training exercises simultaneously in the HRC, and other 34 
continuing training exercises (See Table 2.2.3.1-1).  While training operations would increase in 35 
number, the likelihood of a similar increase in impacts to biological resources is small as 36 
discussed below. 37 
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Vegetation 1 
Training operations at Niihau would take place at existing locations; no expansion of the area 2 
would occur.  All participants would continue to be briefed on current guidelines to avoid undue 3 
impacts to vegetation.  Training operations would comply with relevant Navy policies and 4 
procedures (e.g., blow/wash down of vehicles and equipment between locations), which should 5 
limit the potential for introduction of invasive plant species.   6 

Wildlife 7 
Impacts to wildlife would be similar to those described previously for the No-action Alternative.  8 
It is unlikely that a listed species or other wildlife would be injured or killed as a result of 9 
increased training operations on Niihau since the additional training operations would still 10 
comply with relevant Navy policies and procedures, which would minimize the potential for 11 
effects on wildlife.  This would include the briefing of all participants on current guidelines to 12 
avoid undue impacts to wildlife.  EMR impacts to birds or wildlife on the ground would be 13 
minimal as described in Section 4.3.2.1.3.1.  (Missile Defense Agency, 2004) 14 

4.3.2.9.1.3 Alternative 2 (Biological Resources—Niihau) 15 

Increased Tempo and Frequency of Training Operations 16 
Impacts to wildlife would be similar to those described previously for the No-action Alternative 17 
since the additional training operations would be performed throughout the HRC and not 18 
confined to one particular area.  While Electronic Combat Operations would double, the 19 
activities would not necessarily increase on Niihau.  It is unlikely that a listed species or other 20 
wildlife on Niihau would be injured or killed as a result of increased training operations since the 21 
additional training operations would continue to comply with relevant Navy policies and 22 
procedures.   23 

Additional Major Exercises—Multiple Strike Group Training 24 
Up to three Strike Groups would be added to the Major Exercises occurring in the HRC.  These 25 
ships would not be home ported in Hawaii, but would be in the area for up to 10 days per 26 
exercise.  The exercises proposed would be similar to those occurring during current Major 27 
Exercises, in various areas of the HRC, with impacts to biological resources being similar to 28 
those described above. 29 

4.3.2.9.2 Hazardous Materials and Waste—Niihau 30 

4.3.2.9.2.1 No-action Alternative (Hazardous Materials and Waste—Niihau) 31 

HRC Training Operations 32 
Under the No-action Alternative, PMRF will continue ongoing HRC Training Operations at 33 
Niihau.  The hazardous material/used oil issues associated with these training operations are 34 
the fueling and maintenance of diesel generators which are operated intermittently to power 35 
remotely operated radar and the electronic warfare facility.  These materials will continue to be 36 
handled by Niihau Ranch.  Past handling of these materials at Niihau has not resulted in any 37 
impacts to the environment around the facilities.  PMRF only brings hazardous materials onto 38 
the island when required for maintenance.  Diesel fuel required for fueling is stored in a portable 39 
fuel trailer.   40 
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Target drones are currently flown along the east coast of the island away from inhabited areas.  1 
The drones do not fly over occupied areas; however, there is the potential for a drone to crash 2 
and deposit hazardous waste onto the island.  The PMRF Hazardous Material Spill Response 3 
Team will be dispatched to the crash site of any mishap to ensure proper removal of all 4 
hazardous material/hazardous waste.   5 

Major Exercises 6 
Major Exercises at Niihau include HAO/NEO training exercises.  These exercises will use 7 
helicopters, trucks, Landing Craft, Air Cushioned (LCAC), Landing Craft, Utility (LCU) and/or 8 
Combat Rubber Raiding Craft (CRRC) to shuttle supplies.  Any diesel fuel required for fueling 9 
vehicles will be provided by Niihau Ranch.   10 

4.3.2.9.2.2 Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 (Hazardous Materials and Waste—Niihau) 11 

Increased Tempo and Frequency of Training Operations and Major Exercises 12 
While the tempo and frequency of training operations and the number of Major Exercises would 13 
increase, the types of hazardous materials consumed would be similar to existing types and 14 
levels at Niihau.  The types of exercises that would occur at Niihau would be similar to those 15 
described in Section 4.3.2.9.2.1.  The types of hazardous materials used would not result in any 16 
procedural changes to the hazardous materials management plans currently in place.   17 

HRC Enhancements 18 
Proposed HRC Enhancements at Niihau include the installation and use of an antenna for AIS 19 
and Force Protection Capability.  Potential construction impacts for this antenna would be 20 
minimal.  Construction would be conducted in accordance with the USACE Safety and Health 21 
Requirements Manual.  Hazardous materials used during construction could include engine oil, 22 
oil filters, paint, paint thinners, and solvents generated during maintenance of equipment.  23 
Construction activities would be handled under existing PMRF spill plans, and all hazardous 24 
materials and hazardous waste would be handled in accordance with State and Federal 25 
requirements.   26 

Use of the AIS and Force Protection antenna would require minimal use of hazardous materials.  27 
However, materials would continue to be handled in accordance with PMRF hazardous 28 
materials and hazardous waste plans.  Past handling of hazardous materials and hazardous 29 
waste at Niihau has not resulted in any impacts to the environment.   30 

31 
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4.3.2.9.3 Health and Safety—Niihau 1 

4.3.2.9.3.1 No-action Alternative (Health and Safety—Niihau) 2 

Under the No-action Alternative existing activities at Niihau will continue and there will be no 3 
adverse impacts to health and safety.  PMRF takes every reasonable precaution during 4 
planning and execution of training and RDT&E operations to prevent injury to human life or 5 
property at Niihau.   6 

HRC Training Operations 7 
Under the No-action Alternative, HRC Training Operations will continue on Niihau.  The primary 8 
health and safety issues associated with these training operations are the generation of EMR 9 
emissions from radar and electronic warfare operations.  The covert penetration activities only 10 
involve military personnel trying to avoid detection by ground observers and do not involve any 11 
hazardous activities to the public.   12 

EMR emissions do not represent a health and safety risk to the island residents because the 13 
radar and Perch site electronic warfare sites are located away from the island village.  The radar 14 
unit is located on top of a facility and presents no HERP hazards at ground level where any 15 
island residents could be affected.  During use of the Perch site, appropriate warning lights and 16 
signs are placed around the facility.   17 

Target drones are flown along the east coast of the island away from inhabited areas.  Because 18 
the drones do not fly over occupied areas, there is no direct health and safety risk; however, 19 
there is the potential for a drone to crash and start a brush fire on the island.  During activities 20 
that present the potential for fires, a ground fire-fighting crew and helicopters with water buckets 21 
are airborne to minimize any fire hazard.   22 

Major Exercises 23 
Training operations at Niihau that are a part of Major Exercises include HAO/NEO training 24 
exercises.  These exercises will use helicopters, trucks, LCAC, LCU and/or CRRC to shuttle 25 
supplies.  Every reasonable precaution is taken during exercises to prevent injury to human life 26 
or property at Niihau; therefore no adverse impacts will occur during ongoing Major Exercises.   27 

4.3.2.9.3.2 Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 (Health and Safety—Niihau) 28 

Increased Tempo and Frequency of Training Operations and Major Exercises 29 
The number of training operations would increase in tempo and frequency and the number of 30 
Major Exercises would increase, however, the health and safety concerns would be similar to 31 
existing concerns and existing SOPs and procedures would be used.  The types of exercises 32 
that would occur at Niihau would be similar to those described in Section 4.3.2.9.3.1 and would 33 
not occur simultaneously. 34 

HRC Enhancements 35 
Proposed HRC Enhancements at Niihau includes the installation and use of an antenna for AIS 36 
and Force Protection Capability.  Construction would be conducted in accordance with the 37 
Corps of Engineers Safety and Health Requirements Manual.  It is the policy on Niihau to 38 
minimize the contact between island residents and workers brought to the island.  This policy 39 
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would continue under the proposed construction activities, which would minimize the potential 1 
for an island resident to contract any illnesses that personnel may have.  Transportation of 2 
hazardous materials on Niihau would be conducted under DOT regulations, and any generation 3 
of hazardous waste would be in accordance with Federal and State requirements.   4 

Operation of the AIS and Force Protection antenna would result in no adverse impacts to health 5 
and safety risk to the island residents; it would be located away from the island village.   6 
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4.3.2.10 KAULA 1 

Table 4.3.2.10-1 lists ongoing training operations for the No-action Alternative and proposed 2 
training operations for Alternatives 1 and 2 at Kaula.  Alternative 2 is the preferred alternative. 3 

Table 4.3.2.10-1.  Training Operations Occurring at Kaula 

Training Operations  
• Bombing Exercises   

• Air-to-Ground Gunnery Exercise (GUNEX)  

 4 

A review of the 13 resources against onshore program training operations under the No-action 5 
Alternative, Alternative 1, or Alternative 2 was performed for Kaula. Initial analysis indicated that 6 
the proposed alternatives would not result in either short- or long-term impacts to air quality, 7 
hazardous material and waste, noise, socioeconomics, transportation, utilities, and water 8 
resources.   9 

Air emissions from HRC training operations would not change the regional air quality 10 
surrounding Kaula. Training operations associated with this site would adhere to policies and 11 
regulations, including the Military Munitions Rule, governing hazardous materials and waste, as 12 
discussed in Appendix C.  Because access to the island is restricted, no noise impacts to 13 
civilian or military personnel would occur.  Potential noise impacts to wildlife are addressed 14 
under the biological resources section.  There would be no impact to Kauai’s socioeconomics, 15 
transportation, or utilities because access to the island is restricted.  There are no facilities, 16 
transportation, or utility systems on the island.  Training operations at the site would not 17 
generate any hazardous waste streams that could impact local water quality.   18 

4.3.2.10.1 Airspace—Kaula 19 

4.3.2.10.1.1 No-action Alternative, Alternative 1, and Alternative 2 (Airspace—Kaula) 20 

HRC Training Operations and Major Exercises 21 
The ongoing, continuing BOMBEX and GUNEX at Kaula will have no impact on controlled and 22 
uncontrolled airspace or special use airspace.  Restricted Area R-3107 and the surrounding 23 
Warning Area W-187 were specifically designed to accommodate these kinds of hazards to 24 
non-participants' activities. 25 

En route airways and jet routes will not be affected.  The closest airway, V16, is located 18 nm 26 
north of Kaula.  There are no airports or airfields in the area.  The use of the airspace at Kaula 27 
will be coordinated with the FAA and PMRF prior to use for BOMBEX, GUNEX, and Major 28 
Exercises such as RIMPAC and USWEX. 29 

The increased training operations under Alternative 1 (29 percent increase above No Action) 30 
and Alternative 2 (48 percent increase above No action) would still not impact the controlled and 31 
uncontrolled airspace or special use airspace at Kaula.  The advance planning and coordination 32 
with the FAA and PMRF prior to the use of Kaula for BOMBEX, GUNEX, and Major Exercises 33 
such as RIMPAC, USWEX and the Multiple Strike Group exercise results in minimal impacts on 34 
airspace. 35 



 
Kauai, 4.0 Environmental Consequences 
Kaula 

 

4-320 Hawaii Range Complex Draft EIS/OEIS  July 2007 
 
  

4.3.2.10.2 Biological Resources—Kaula  1 

4.3.2.10.2.1 No-action Alternative (Biological Resources—Kaula) 2 

HRC Training Operations and Major Exercises 3 
The Navy uses the southeastern tip of Kaula for aircraft gunnery, inert ordnance target practice, 4 
Strike Warfare Exercises (STW), and Close Air Support Exercise (CASEX).  Potential effects on 5 
biological resources are discussed below. 6 

Vegetation 7 
Vegetation on Kaula is very sparse, and there are no known threatened or endangered plant 8 
species.  Because of the sparse vegetation, brush fires occurring from gunnery and inert 9 
ordnance practice are unlikely to occur and no fires have ever been reported from prior training.  10 
Thus, any vegetative impacts on the southeastern tip of the island will be minimal.   11 

Wildlife 12 
Under the No-action Alternative, current GUNEX and STW training operations will continue.  13 
Pursuant to a previous Section 7 Consultation and Biological Opinion (National Oceanic and 14 
Atmospheric Administration, 2007), the Navy agreed to mitigations that reduce or eliminate any 15 
potential impacts to humpback whales.  No live fire is used.  Mitigations agreed to include 16 
seasonal use during periods when humpback whales are not present, surveying the waters off 17 
Kaula to ensure that no whales are present, and limiting the impact area to the southern tip of 18 
the island.  These mitigation measures are also used for other marine species including 19 
Hawaiian monk seals and sea turtles.  Impacts to marine mammals were discussed in the Open 20 
Ocean Section (4.1.2). 21 

Some individual migratory seabirds may be lost to GUNEX training operations in the designated 22 
impact area.  Gunnery rounds that may occasionally miss the designated impact area may also 23 
result in the loss of some individuals elsewhere on the island.  However, current migratory 24 
seabird populations appear to be healthy and reproducing normally.   25 

RIMPAC exercises use non-explosive rounds on Kaula.  However, impacting and ricocheting 26 
projectiles likely will startle nesting birds, and can result in the loss of a few individuals.  Spotting 27 
charges from practice bombs will likely startle birds nesting near the targets.  Birds frightened off 28 
their nests may abandon the nest and not breed again that season.  Nest abandonment is 29 
highly species dependent.  If the nest is abandoned, the bird may re-nest during the breeding 30 
season or not, depending in large part upon the species and the point in the breeding season at 31 
which the nest is abandoned.  RIMPAC exercises occur biennially and USWEX operations will 32 
occur only up to six times per year, for a maximum of 4 days per exercise.  Since these 33 
exercises will affect less than 10 percent of the island over less than 10 percent of the year, its 34 
effects on seabirds will be reduced to the extent practicable. 35 

Small numbers of Hawaiian monk seals now haul-out on a small limestone bench on Kaula.  36 
USWEX/RIMPAC operations may cause monk seals to temporarily leave this haul-out site and 37 
enter the water temporarily.  Based on the Navy’s level of use of Kaula and the number of 38 
Hawaiian monk seals continually sighted at Kaula, it is likely that monk seals will return once the 39 
disturbance from USWEX operations had ended.  USWEX thus will have only an occasional, 40 
short-term effect on monk seals at this site. 41 
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Environmentally Sensitive Habitat 1 
Critical habitat that has been designated for sea turtles and other listed species is outside the 2 
region of influence and will not be affected by current training and exercises (National Oceanic 3 
and Atmospheric Administration, 2007).   4 

4.3.2.10.2.2 Alternative 1 (Biological Resources—Kaula) 5 

Increased Tempo and Frequency of Training Operations and Major Exercises 6 
Under Alternative 1, training operations would increase as shown in Table 2.2.3.1-1.  Major 7 
Exercises, such as STW and GUNEX, would continue to be supported at Kaula.  While training 8 
operations would increase in number, the likelihood of a similar increase in impacts to biological 9 
resources on or adjacent to Kaula would be minimal due to implementation of guidelines 10 
established for the exercises as described below. 11 

Vegetation 12 
No rare, threatened, or endangered plant species are known to occur on Kaula.  Training 13 
operations would continue to take place at current locations; no expansion of the area would 14 
occur.  All participants would continue to be briefed on current guidelines to avoid undue 15 
impacts to vegetation.  Training operations would comply with relevant Navy, National Marine 16 
Fisheries Service (NMFS), and USFWS policies and procedures during these increased training 17 
operations.  18 

Wildlife 19 
Impacts to wildlife would be similar to those described previously for the No-action Alternative.  20 
The additional training operations would comply with relevant Navy, NMFS, and USFWS 21 
policies and procedures, which would minimize the potential for effects on wildlife.  All 22 
participants would continue to be briefed on current guidelines to avoid undue impacts to 23 
wildlife.     24 

4.3.2.10.2.3 Alternative 2 (Biological Resources—Kaula) 25 

Increased Tempo and Frequency of Training Operations  26 
Under Alternative 2, the tempo of training exercises would be increased and the frequency of 27 
exercises could also increase.  The intensity and duration of wildlife startle responses decrease 28 
with the number and frequency of exposures.  The tendency of a bird to flush from a nest 29 
declines with habituation to the noise, although the startle response is not completely eliminated 30 
(U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 2003c).  An increased tempo and frequency of GUNEX and 31 
inert ordnance target practice would possibly result in an increased loss of individual birds.  32 
However, no potential impacts are foreseen to migratory seabird populations, which appear to 33 
be healthy and reproducing normally. 34 

Additional Major Exercises—Multiple Strike Group Training 35 
The exercises proposed might require additional training operations at Kaula.  However, effects 36 
to birds and other wildlife would be minor and similar to those occurring during current Major 37 
Exercises, as described above. 38 
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4.3.2.10.3 Cultural Resources—Kaula  1 

4.3.2.10.3.1 No-action Alternative (Cultural Resources—Kaula) 2 

HRC Training Operations 3 
BOMBEX and GUNEX 4 
The southwestern tip of Kaula (a 10-acre ordnance impact zone) is used for BOMBEX and 5 
GUNEX activities.  The impact zone has only been partially surveyed for cultural resources 6 
because of the presence of unexploded ordnance; however, there are no known sites within that 7 
area.  The remainder of the islet displays no evidence of long-term human habitation; however, 8 
six archaeological sites recorded in the northern portion indicate some level of visitation.  None 9 
of the identified sites have been recommended as eligible for inclusion in the NRHP.  As a 10 
result, training exercises on Kaula will have no impacts on cultural resources. 11 

Major Exercises 12 
BOMBEX and GUNEX are elements of Major Exercises (e.g., RIMPAC) and have been 13 
analyzed in the above discussion on HRC Training Operations.  These training operations are 14 
restricted to the southwestern tip of Kaula and will have had no impacts on cultural resources. 15 

4.3.2.10.3.2 Alternative 1 (Cultural Resources—Kaula) 16 

Increased Tempo and Frequency of Training Operations 17 
Increased tempo and frequency of training operations would not affect Kaula.  Training 18 
operations are confined to the impact zone at the southwestern tip of the island where there are 19 
no known cultural resources.  Ongoing training operations have not been found to have any 20 
effect on cultural resources, and an increased frequency or tempo would also have no effects. 21 

4.3.2.10.3.3 Alternative 2 (Cultural Resources—Kaula) 22 

Increased Tempo and Frequency of Training Operations 23 
Increased frequency or tempo of training operations would not have new or additional effects at 24 
Kaula.  Ongoing training operations have not been found to have any effect on cultural 25 
resources and an increased frequency or tempo would also have no effects. 26 

4.3.2.10.4 Geology and Soils—Kaula  27 

4.3.2.10.4.1 No-action Alternative (Geology and Soils—Kaula) 28 

HRC Training Operations 29 
Training operations will include the continued use of the southeast end of Kaula for bombing 30 
and Air-to-Ground GUNEX training.  Permanent adverse soil and geologic effects have been 31 
noted by the Navy resulting from shattering of rocks in explosions and the possibility of inert 32 
ordnance (duds), which may remain in the target area (U.S. Department of the Navy, 1980).  33 
The Navy minimizes the impact by managing the targeting to the southeast tip of the island, 34 
approximately 8 percent of the island land area (U.S. Department of the Navy, 1980).  35 
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Major Exercises 1 
Major Exercises will include the continued use of the southeast end of Kaula for bombing and 2 
Air-to-Ground GUNEX training.  Impacts will be the same as described above for training 3 
operations.   4 

4.3.2.10.4.2 Alternative 1 (Geology and Soils—Kaula) 5 

Increased Tempo and Frequency of Training Operations 6 
Increased tempo and frequency of training would have similar impacts to those described under 7 
the No-action Alternative. 8 

Major Exercises 9 
Major Exercises such as RIMPAC and USWEX would include the continued use of the 10 
southeast end of Kaula for bombing and Air-to-Ground GUNEX training.  Impacts would be the 11 
same as described for the No-action Alternative.   12 

4.3.2.10.4.3 Alternative 2 (Geology and Soils—Kaula) 13 

Increased Tempo and Frequency of Training Operations 14 
Increased tempo and frequency of training would have similar impacts to those described under 15 
the No-action Alternative. 16 

Additional Major Exercises—Multiple Strike Group Training 17 
Major Exercises would include Multiple Strike Group training that could include the continued 18 
use of the southeast end of Kaula for bombing and Air-to-Ground GUNEX training.  Impacts 19 
would be the same as described for the No-action Alternative.   20 

4.3.2.10.5 Health and Safety—Kaula  21 

4.3.2.10.5.1 No-action Alternative, Alternative 1, and Alternative 2 (Health and Safety—22 
Kaula) 23 

Under the No-action Alternative, Kaula will continue to be used for aircraft gunnery and inert 24 
ordnance target practice.  To minimize health and safety risks, a Surface Danger Zone has 25 
been established around the island, and the island and surrounding tidal zone are closed to 26 
unauthorized personnel.  In addition, prior to any gunnery activities, an aircraft flies over the 27 
island and determines if it is safe to conduct the mission.  While Alternatives 1 and 2 would 28 
result in the total number of Major Exercises and training operations to increase, the health and 29 
safety concerns would be similar to existing concerns and existing SOPs and procedures would 30 
be used.   31 

4.3.2.10.6 Land Use—Kaula  32 

4.3.2.10.6.1 No-action Alternative (Land Use—Kaula) 33 

HRC Training Operations 34 
The No-action Alternative stands as no change from current levels of training usage and the 35 
Navy will continue its current activities in the HRC. Approximately 10 acres of the 108-acre 36 
island of Kaula will continue to be used for Bombing Exercises and Air-to-Ground GUNEX 37 
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(Table 2.2.2.1-1).  The State has included the island within the conservation protective subzone 1 
use designation, which will limit any development on the island.  The open undeveloped 2 
conservation use and designation of the Island is compatible with the Navy’s gunnery practice 3 
activities.  According to the Hawaii Department of Land and Natural Resources, the Hawaii 4 
State Seabird Sanctuary consists of and includes 40 State-owned or controlled islands, islets, 5 
and rocks (Hawaii Department of Land and Natural Resources, 1981).  Kaula was listed 6 
erroneously by the State as one of these islands; it remains Federally owned and controlled.  7 
Training operations at Kaula will continue to be consistent to the maximum extent practicable 8 
with the Hawaii Coastal Zone Management Program.  Under the No-action Alternative, the land-9 
based use of Kaula will not change. 10 

4.3.2.10.6.2 Alternative 1 (Land Use—Kaula) 11 

Increased Tempo and Frequency of Training Operations 12 
Under Alternative 1, the number of training operations for bombing and Air-to-Ground GUNEX 13 
associated with STW would increase.  STW include the bombing activities, which would 14 
increase by approximately 31 percent and the Air-to-Ground GUNEX, which would increase by 15 
approximately 13 percent on Kaula.  Overall, the increase in activities would not change or alter 16 
land use on Kaula.  17 

Major Exercises 18 
STWs and CASEX are activities included in Major Exercises that would continue to be 19 
supported at Kaula.  The land-base use of Kaula would not change under Major Exercises.   20 

4.3.2.10.6.3 Alternative 2 (Land Use—Kaula) 21 

Increased Tempo and Frequency of Training Operations  22 
Under Alternative 2, the number of BOMBEX (land) would increase by approximately 52 percent 23 
and Air-to-Ground GUNEX would increase by 13 percent.  Under Alternative 2 the increase in 24 
training operation would not change or alter land-base use on Kaula.  25 

Additional Major Exercises—Multiple Strike Group Training 26 
Up to three Strike Groups would conduct training exercises simultaneously in the HRC (Figure 27 
1.2-3) The Strike Groups would not be home ported in Hawaii, but would stop in Hawaii en route 28 
to a final destination.  The Strike Group would be in Hawaii for up to 10 days per year.  Under 29 
Alternative 2, BOMBEX (land) would increase by approximately 52 percent and Air-to-Ground 30 
GUNEX would increase by 13 percent.  These increases in training operations would not 31 
change or alter land-based use on Kaula.  32 




