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APPENDIX F
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

INTRODUCTION

The following pages contain responses to comments submitted during the public review period on the
Point Mugu Sea Range Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Overseas Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS/OEIS).  The official public review period was extended from 45 days to 75 days, between July 28 -
October 11, 2000.  Five public hearings were held at the following California locations:  August 14, 2000
at the Oxnard Performing Arts Center; August 15, 2000 at the Orchid Professional Building in Camarillo;
August 16, 2000 at the Ventura Holiday Inn; August 21, 2000 at the Fess Parker Hotel in Santa Barbara;
and August 22, 2000 in Santa Monica at the Santa Monica Place shopping mall.  At each meeting
location, information poster stations were available from 6:00 to 7:00 p.m., followed by the official
hearing commencing at 7:00 p.m.  At each public hearing, representatives from the Navy provided a short
presentation (approximately 20 minutes) describing the proposed action and alternatives evaluated in the
Draft EIS/OEIS and summarizing its findings.  Copies of the Point Mugu Sea Range Draft EIS/OEIS
were available for public review at eight information repositories located throughout Ventura County, and
in Malibu, Santa Barbara, and Santa Monica.  Copies of the Draft EIS/OEIS were also available by
request in hard copy or CD-ROM format by calling the Point Mugu Sea Range EIS Information Line or
via the EIS Web Page.

Responses to public comments are divided into subject-area categories, for example, air quality, noise,
NEPA issues, etc.  Specific resource categories are listed in the order that they appeared in the Draft
EIS/OEIS.  Since no public comments were received on the subject areas of geology and soils or public
safety, they are not included as categories.  The subject areas with their corresponding code and total
number of comments received are displayed in the table below.

Table F-1.  Category Codes for Responses to Comments

Subject Area Category Code Number of Public Comments Received
Project Description PD 8
Air Quality AQ 11
Noise NS 1
Water Quality WQ 2
Marine Biology MB 3
Fish and Sea Turtles FS 1
Marine Mammals MM 20
Terrestrial Biology TB 4
Cultural Resources CR 1
Land Use LU 5
Traffic TR 1
Socioeconomics SE 1
Hazardous Materials, Hazardous Wastes, and

Non-Hazardous Wastes
HM 1

Cumulative CUM 17
Plans and Policies PP 6
NEPA Issues NEPA 4
General & Miscellaneous GM 14
Scope Issues SCOPE 6
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In order to facilitate locating the response to a specific comment, a Comment Response Matrix is included
in this appendix.  This matrix lists the author or agency submitting the comment and is organized as
follows:  Federal Agencies, State Agencies, Local Agencies, Local Groups, Individuals, and Public
Hearing Comments.  The first column of the matrix lists the comment date.  The second column lists the
title of the agency, group, or individual, and the name of the person who signed the letter or spoke at the
public hearing.  The third column indicates the general issue areas raised in the comment (e.g., air quality,
noise, etc.).  The fourth column provides the response category code and number associated with the
comment (e.g., “AQ-1”).  The responses to comments are organized by subject area and are provided
following the compilation of public and agency letters and testimony.  Please note that the response
category code and number are listed directly on each of the comments included in the “Comments”
section of this appendix.  To find the appropriate response to a comment, simply identify the appropriate
resource category and numeric code listed in the Public Comment Matrix or directly on the comment,
then refer to the section titled “Responses to Comments” and locate the appropriate response.

In some cases, revisions were made to the Draft EIS in response to a comment; these are all noted within
the individual responses.  In addition to revisions made in response to public comments, revisions also
have been made to clarify information included in the Draft EIS.  These revisions do not affect the
environmental impact findings contained in the Final EIS, but were made solely to clarify existing
information or to provide additional details relevant to ongoing agency coordination that were not
available at the time the Draft EIS was released.  Areas of the Final EIS where text and/or graphics have
been revised include:

• Air quality permitting information for San Nicolas Island and Santa Cruz Island (sections 3.2.4
and 3.2.5, respectively) has been updated to reflect the current status of stationary source permits
on these islands.

• Figure 3.10-1, “Average Number of Commercial and Naval Vessels in the Sea Range at any One
Time,” has been replaced with a more accurate depiction of Sea Range vessel traffic.  In the land
use, traffic, and public safety impact sections of the EIS (sections 4.10, 4.11, and 4.14,
respectively), it is stated that “about three commercial shipping vessels “ might be in various
clearance areas prior to Navy operations.  This number is consistent with recent shipping data that
indicate that fewer than three commercial shipping vessels transit the Sea Range per day.  The
original Figure 3.10-1 was determined to be misleading as it does not correctly portray this
information.  A new figure has therefore been included in the Final EIS and the text clarified as
necessary.  These minor revisions do not change the conclusions as stated in the Draft EIS but
were made to clarify the information provided in the document.

• As noted in various responses to comments (e.g., MM-5, MM-8, PP-5, etc.), the Final EIS has
been updated to include summaries of the Navy’s ongoing coordination efforts with the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS).  Specifically,
updated information regarding compliance with the Endangered Species Act has been included in
Section 4.8.5 and updated information regarding compliance with the Marine Mammal Protection
Act has been included in Section 4.7.6 and Appendix E of the Final EIS.  Table 6-1 (Possible
Conflicts Between the Action and the Objectives of Federal, State, and Local Land Use Plans,
Policies, and Controls) has also been updated accordingly.

Finally, it should be noted that the terminology “Naval Air Station” (NAS) Point Mugu has been changed.
On 11 October 2000, Naval Base Ventura County (NBVC) was established.  NBVC includes what was
formerly referred to as “NAS Point Mugu,” as well as the Naval Construction Battalion Center, Port
Hueneme.  As noted in the response to GM-7, this organizational change has no impact on the proposed
action or the analysis included in the EIS.  The action proponent is still the Naval Air Warfare Center
Weapons Division.  Since this change in terminology has no affect on the EIS analysis, the term “NAS
Point Mugu” was retained in the Final EIS for consistency with the Draft EIS and to avoid potential
confusion.
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COMMENT RESPONSE MATRIX

Federal Agency Comments
Page

Number Date Organization General Issues ................
Comment Response

Number (Page)
F-25 15 September 2000 U.S. Dept. of Interior/Patricia

Sanderson Port
Cultural Resources .......... CR-1 (p. F-17)

Land Use ......................... LU-1 (p. F-17)F-26 18 September 2000 U.S. Dept. of Interior/Patricia
Sanderson Port Cultural Resources .......... CR-1 (p. F-17)

Plans and Policies............ PP-1 (p. F-21)
Cumulative ...................... CUM-1 (p. F-18)
Terrestrial Biology .......... TB-1 (p. F-16)

TB- -2 (p. F-16)
Project Description.......... PD-1, -2 (p. F-7)
Noise ............................... NS-1 (p. F-10)
Water Quality .................. WQ-1 (p. F-11)
Marine Biology................ MB-1 (p. F-11)
Marine Mammals ............ MM-1 (p. F-11)

MM-2 (p. F-11)
Land Use ......................... LU-2 (p. F-17)

LU-3 (p. F-17)

F-29 27 September 2000 U.S. Dept. of Interior/Patricia
Sanderson Port

Socioeconomics............... SE-1 (p. F-18)
Terrestrial Biology .......... TB-3 (p. F-16)
Marine Mammals ............ MM-3 (p. F-11)

F-32 4 October 2000 U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency/David J. Farrel

General/Miscellaneous .... GM-1 (p. F-21)
Water Quality .................. WQ-2 (p. F-11)
Terrestrial Biology .......... TB-4 (p. F-16)
Marine Mammals ............ MM-4 (p. F-11)
Cumulative ...................... CUM-2 (p. F-18)

CUM-3 (p. F-18)
Plans and Policies............ PP-2 (p. F-21)

PP-3 (p. F-21)

F-35 11 October 2000 U.S. Dept. of Commerce, NOAA,
National Ocean Service/Matthew
Pickett

General/Miscellaneous .... GM-2 (p. F-22)
F-37 11 October 2000 U.S. Dept. of Commerce,

NOAA/Susan Fruchter
Plans and Policies............ PP-6 (p. F-21)

State Agency Comments
Page

Number Date Organization General Issues................
Comment Response

Number (Page)
F-39 17 August 2000 State Clearinghouse/

Acknowledgment of Receipt
F-40 5 September 2000 Dept. of Transportation/Steven J.

Buswell
Traffic.............................. TR-1 (p. F-18)

F-41 12 September 2000 State Clearinghouse/Terry Roberts
Land Use ......................... LU-4 (p. F-17)
Project Description.......... PD-3 (p. F-7)
Marine Mammals ............ MM-5 (p. F-12)

MM-6 (p. F-12)
MM-7 (p. F-12)

F-43 6 October 2000 California Coastal Commission/
Mark Delaplaine

Marine Biology ............... MB-2 (p. F-11)
MB-3 (p. F-11)

F-45 2 November 2000 Department of Toxic Substances
Control/Harlan R. Jeche

Hazardous Materials,
Hazardous Wastes, and
Non-Hazardous Wastes ... HM-1 (p. F-18)
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Local Agency Comments
Page

Number Date Organization General Issues ................
Comment Response

Number (Page)
F-47 21 August 2000 Southern California Association of

Governments/ Sylvia Patsaouras
F-48 9 October 2000 Ventura County Air Pollution

Control District/Chuck Thomas
Air Quality....................... AQ-1 (p. F-8)

AQ-2 (p. F-9)
AQ-3 (p. F-9)
AQ-4 (p. F-9)
AQ-5 (p. F-9)
AQ-6 (p. F-9)
AQ-7 (p. F-9)
AQ-8 (p. F-10)
AQ–9 (p. F-10)

F-52 10 October 2000 Santa Barbara County Air
Pollution Control District/ Vijaya
Jammalamadaka, AICP

Air Quality....................... AQ-10 (p. F-10)

Local Group Comments
Page

Number Date Organization General Issues ................
Comment Response

Number (Page)
F-53 15 August 2000 The Beacon Foundation/Lee

Quaintance
General/Miscellaneous .... GM-3 (p. F-22)

General/Miscellaneous .... GM-4 (p. F-22)
GM-5 (p. F-22)
GM–6 (p. F-22)

F-54 25 September 2000 The Humane Society of the United
States/Naomi A. Rose, Ph.D.

Marine Mammals ............ MM-8 (p. F-13)
MM-9 (p. F-13)
MM–10 (p. F-13)

Project Description..........
Cumulative ......................

PD-4 (p. F-7)
CUM-4 (p. F-18)

Marine Mammals ............ MM-11 (p. F-13)
MM-12 (p. F-13)
MM-13 (p. F-13)
MM-14 (p. F-14)
MM-15 (p. F-14)
MM-16 (p. F-14)
MM–17 (p. F-15)

F-56 10 October 2000 Natural Resources Defense
Council/Joel Reynolds and
Michael Jasny

NEPA Issues.................... NEPA-1 (p. F-21)
General/Miscellaneous .... GM-7 (p. F-22)
Project Description.......... PD-5 (p. F-7)

PD–6 (p. F-8)
Air Quality....................... AQ-11 (p. F-10)
Cumulative ...................... CUM-5 (p. F-18)

CUM-6 (p. F-19)
CUM-7 (p. F-19)
CUM-8 (p. F-19)
CUM-9 (p. F-19)
CUM–10 (p. F-20)

Scope ............................... SCOPE-1 (p. F-23)
Plans and Policies............ PP-4 (p. F-21)

F-62 11 October 2000 The Beacon Foundation/Lee
Quaintance

NEPA Issues.................... NEPA-2 (p. F-21)
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Local Group Comments (continued)
Page

Number Date Organization General Issues ................
Comment Response

Number (Page)
Project Description.......... PD-7 (p. F-8)
Cumulative ...................... CUM-11 (p. F-20)

CUM–12 (p. F-20)
NEPA Issues.................... NEPA-3 (p. F-21)

F-72 11 October 2000 Environmental Defense Center/
John T. Buse

Land Use ......................... LU-5 (p. F-17)
General/Miscellaneous .... GM-8 (p. F-22)
Marine Mammals ............ MM-18 (p. F-16)

MM-19 (p. F-16)
MM–20 (p. F-16)

Plans and Policies............ PP-5 (p. F-21)

F-75 11 October 2000 People for the Ethical Treatment of
Animals/Lori E. Kettler

NEPA Issues.................... NEPA-4 (p. F-21)

Individual Comments
Page

Number Date Organization General Issues ................
Comment Response

Number (Page)
F-77 16 August 2000 Weinstock, Robert M. General/Miscellaneous .... GM-9 (p. F-22)
F-79 10 October 2000 Giusti-Cordero, Juan Scope ............................... SCOPE-2 (p. F-23)

SCOPE–3 (p. F-23)

Public Hearings Comments
Page

Number Date Organization General Issues ................
Comment Response

Number (Page)
Cumulative ...................... CUM-13 (p. F-20)
Scope ............................... SCOPE-4 (p. F-23)

F-87 14 August 2000 Rountree, Jean

General/Miscellaneous .... GM-10 (p. F-22)
F-87 14 August 2000 Geesink, Peggy Fish and Sea Turtles ........ FS-1 (p. F-11)
F-88 15 August 2000 Finan, Vickie General/Miscellaneous .... GM-11 (p. F-22)

General/Miscellaneous .... GM-12 (p. F-22)F-88 15 August 2000 Quaintance, Lee
Cumulative ...................... CUM-14 (p. F-20)

CUM–15 (p. F-20)
Cumulative ...................... CUM-16 (p. F-20)F-89 16 August 2000 Dodd, Don
Scope ............................... SCOPE-5 (p. F-23)
Project Description.......... PD-8 (p. F-8)F-89 16 August 2000 Spiegel, Les
General/Miscellaneous .... GM-13 (p. F-22)
General/Miscellaneous .... GM-14 (p. F-23)
Cumulative ...................... CUM-17 (p. F-20)

F-90 16 August 2000 Spiegel, Helen

Scope ............................... SCOPE-6 (p. F-23)
21 August 2000 None
22 August 2000 None
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POINT MUGU SEA RANGE DRAFT EIS

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

PD-1 Text has been corrected in the Final EIS/OEIS to reflect comment.

PD-2 The EIS/OEIS includes information regarding the use of Becher’s Bay for inert mine training
events.  During the baseline year, 49 inert mine shapes were dropped (see EIS Page 3.0-29).
Other resource sections also quote this number (e.g., the marine mammal section notes that
“about 50 inert mine shapes are dropped per year” [Section 4.7.2.7-D]).  In addition, Section
4.11, Traffic, states that this activity occurs “four times per year” (EIS page 4.11-3).  All
resource sections have been checked and clarification added if necessary to ensure consistency.
It is assumed that future inert mine drop training would occur at historical levels
(approximately 49 per year).  However, Becher’s Bay is used very infrequently during recent
operations, and would not be affected by the proposed operations.

PD-3 As addressed in Section 2.1.4 of the EIS, Fiscal Year 1995 (FY95) was carefully selected as the
baseline because it best reflects the typical Sea Range level and types of operations.  Although
the tempo and types of operations fluctuate, the operational activity conducted during FY95 is
representative of the broad range of test and training activity that has historically occurred on
the Sea Range and is projected in the future.  For example, during the past decade operations on
the Sea Range have ranged from approximately 1,600 to 3,800.  The FY95 tempo was chosen
because it approximates the average number of operations on the Sea Range over the last 10
years.

PD-4 Please see the response to PD-3 for additional information; the FY95 tempo plus the proposed
action represents the maximum amount of activity that could be conducted on the Sea Range
and therefore, the high end of environmental risk.  Further, the conclusions of the
environmental analysis of the proposed action are not derived through a comparison to the
baseline impacts.  Rather, the full magnitude of the impacts of the new proposed activities and
the baseline operations are both fully assessed.  Specifically, the environmental impacts of the
proposed action are comprised of both the impacts of the baseline plus the impacts of the
proposed activities.  Thus, the baseline conclusions do not influence or drive the analysis of the
proposed action, but rather are included in their entirety, thereby providing a complete analysis.
Consider, for example, the Fleet Exercise portion of the proposed action.  The impacts of the
proposed additional Fleet Exercise are fully evaluated and then summed with the impacts of the
annual two baseline Fleet Exercises to analyze potential impacts.  The proposed additional Fleet
Exercise is not evaluated solely on the basis of level of change from existing conditions.

PD-5 (Please refer to the responses to PD-3 and PD-4 for additional clarification on the use of FY95
as the baseline year.)  Use of FY95 provides the decision maker the best depiction of the
historical and future use of the Sea Range from which to understand the impacts of the
proposed new activities.  Further, the environmental impacts of the proposed new activities are
evaluated in their entirety and added to the impacts of the baseline operations.  Together, these
impacts were not determined to be significant.  This conservative and comprehensive approach
to the analysis provides the most complete and accurate information on environmental impacts
to the decision maker as possible.
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The commentor notes that FY95 was a period of exceptional intensity compared to the four
preceding fiscal years.  This conclusion is based on a comparison of the data in Tables 2-4 and
3.0-4.  However, the data in Table 2-4 represent all aircraft sorties and missile launches on the
Sea Range while Table 3.0-4 reflects only those activities associated with testing.  It does not
include activities associated with training events.  The actual comparison is as follows:

Activity
Annual Average

FY91 – FY95
Baseline

FY95
Aircraft Sorties 5,057 3,934
Launch Operations 350 300

PD-6 The sentences included in Chapter 5 that note that the aircraft operations are “included within
the analysis of the No Action Alternative” are simply meant to inform the reader that aircraft
operations associated with these proposals would not be flights above and beyond flights that
are currently conducted on the Sea Range.  The No Action Alternative includes aircraft
operations associated with ongoing training exercises.  Both the proposed Tomahawk landings
at San Nicolas Island and the aircraft operations associated with use of the proposed inert
ordnance delivery area on San Nicolas Island that are discussed in the cumulative impacts
section (Chapter 5) would occur as part of a training event.  For example, the number of
Tomahawk missiles used on the Sea Range would not change under the Tomahawk soft landing
proposal, and nor would the number of supporting aircraft flights; the proposal only addresses
landing the missile at a different location.  However, the Navy agrees that this wording is
confusing and can easily be misinterpreted; therefore, these sentences have been removed from
the Final EIS.  (Please also see the response to comment PD-3 for additional clarification on
baseline issues.)

PD-7 Please refer to the responses to PD-3, PD-4, and PD-5 for clarification on the use of FY95 as
the baseline year.

PD-8 Point Mugu Sea Range customers are shown in Figure 3.0-3 of the EIS.  As depicted in this
figure, foreign military sales (FMS) contribute a very small percentage of overall range use.
Since the EIS does not address specific Theater Missile Defense (TMD) proposals but evaluates
the potential of accommodating certain types of TMD testing and training at the Sea Range,
there is no way of knowing if this percentage will change in the future.  Regarding charges for
range utilization, foreign nations are charged the full cost of the test or training event.

AIR QUALITY

AQ-1 As noted in Section 4.2.1 of the EIS, the evaluation of potential air quality impacts pursuant to
NEPA included two separate analyses: 1) assessing potential impacts from proposed Sea Range
operations; and 2) performing a Clean Air Act General Conformity Analysis.  As noted in
Section 4.2.3.4, and as discussed in Section 4.2.6, all Ventura County emissions were included
in the conformity analysis and the proposed action’s emissions were found to be below both the
de minimis levels and below 10 percent of the emissions budget in the Ventura County State
Implementation Plan (SIP).  For the analysis of proposed Sea Range operations, an emissions
transport model was used to determine how emissions from Sea Range operations may impact
onshore areas.  As discussed in Appendix C of the EIS and summarized in Section 4.2,
emissions generated offshore in the Sea Range were found to impact onshore areas south of
Ventura County.  Therefore, emissions with the potential to impact Ventura County are those
included in the Conformity Analysis.  As shown in Table 4.2-13 (page 4.2-14), these emissions
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are below Ventura County’s air quality significance thresholds of 25 pounds per day of reactive
organic compounds and nitrogen oxides (3.3 and 9.7 pounds per day, respectively).

AQ-2 As discussed above in AQ-1, all Ventura County emissions have been recalculated in pounds
per day and were included in the conformity analysis.  The proposed action’s emissions were
found to be below both the de minimis levels and below 10 percent of the emissions budget in
the Ventura County SIP.  Consistent with the provisions of the Federal General Conformity
Rule, tons per year is the standard measure used to address conformity issues.

AQ-3 Please see the responses to AQ-1 and AQ-2 above for additional information.  The analysis
addressed all Ventura County emissions resulting from the proposed action and found air
quality impacts to not be significant based on established standards and goals included in the
SIP.  Even given implementation of the proposed action, military activities (including the E-2
realignment) would not exceed the 1990 emission baseline year used for the 1994 Air Quality
Management Plan (AQMP).  As shown in Table 4.2-13 of the EIS, emissions associated with
the proposed action would contribute an additional 0.60 and 1.77 tons per year (3.3 and 9.7
pounds per day) of reactive organic hydrocarbons and nitrogen oxides, respectively.

AQ-4 The commuter aircraft (i.e., the CV-440 and CV-580) were mistakenly omitted from the
baseline Sea Range emissions estimates.  Please note, however, that, except for an occasional
landing on San Nicolas Island, emissions from the C-130 aircraft are included in the Sea Range
emissions estimates.  Further, emissions from all these aircraft were included in the baseline
estimates for Point Mugu (refer to Table 3.2.5 of the EIS/OEIS).  As indicated in Table 3.2.5,
the UH-1 would not contribute to baseline emissions at Point Mugu; this is because the UH-1 is
no longer used and therefore would not produce emissions at San Nicolas Island either.  As is
also evident from this table, the CV-340 replaced the CV-440, and emissions from the CV-340
are used in the baseline emissions estimates.  Since the commuter aircraft fly above 3,000 feet
AGL while transiting the Sea Range, the only emissions omitted from the Sea Range baseline
estimates are those associated with takeoff and landing operations on San Nicolas Island.
These emissions are assumed to be identical to those calculated for Point Mugu, since these
aircraft typically fly back and forth from the base to the island.  As can be seen from the Point
Mugu emissions estimates provided in Table 3.2-5, emissions from these aircraft are a very
minor contribution to baseline emissions (a total of 6.5 tons per year of CO, 3.0 tons per year of
NOx, 1.17 tons per year of ROG/HC, 0.24 tons per year of SOx, and 0.96 tons per year of PM10)
and would not significantly increase the overall emissions estimates for the Sea Range.
Further, and more importantly, none of these aircraft operations would increase under the
proposed action, and thus would not contribute to air quality impacts evaluated for the
Preferred Action or the Minimum Components Alternative.  Therefore, there would be no
change to the conclusion that the proposed activities would not significantly affect air quality.

AQ-5 The term “sortie” is defined on page 10-2 in the glossary and is also described in Section
3.0.2.1.B.

AQ-6 Aircraft operations associated with the Landing Platform Dock and Aircraft Carrier were
included in Sea Range emission estimates (please refer to Table C.6-3 in Appendix C).

AQ-7 To most accurately account for baseline emissions, the most complete emissions inventory for
the base was used (1996).  However, since it was recognized that the realignment of the E-2
aircraft to Point Mugu would affect base emissions, projected emissions from the realignment
were added to the 1996 inventory amounts.  These estimates therefore represent the best
available emissions inventory available when the analysis was conducted.  Further, detailed
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spreadsheets for these baseline emissions were included in the E-2 Final EIS and incorporated
by reference in the Sea Range EIS.  In accordance with the CEQ Regulations for implementing
NEPA (Section 1502.21), material is incorporated by reference to cut down on the bulk of the
document.  It should also be noted that these emission estimates have been used to characterize
the baseline and they do not affect the emissions calculated for the proposed action.

AQ-8 Since the region of influence (ROI) for conformity is a subset of the ROI for NEPA, emissions
from range and support boat activities within 3 NM of shore are included in both tables (C.6-5
and C.6-10).

AQ-9 Navy vessels use shore power while berthed at Port Hueneme and therefore contribute minimal
emissions.  As noted in the footnote to Table C.6-10, emission factors for ships and craft are
based on Navy ship profiles underway.  However, very conservative amounts of times for
operations were assumed (i.e., 1 hour to go 3 nautical miles offshore) and overall emissions are
well below the 25 tons per year de minimis levels (i.e., 0.91 tons per year of NOx and 0.12 tons
per year of ROG/HC).  Use of various mode-based emission factors would not change the
conclusions reached in the analysis.

AQ-10 We agree that southeasterly winds do occur, as do other wind and climate conditions.
However, it is not reasonable to model every single possible scenario so the most
representative, prevailing wind conditions were modeled.  Please note that the assumptions
used for the air quality analysis tended to overestimate rather than underestimate emissions
(e.g., it was assumed that all emissions generated offshore in the Sea Range would be
transported onshore).  Further, given results from the transport model that indicate that
approximately 34 percent of the offshore Sea Range emissions may be transported to the South
Coast Air District, the much more stringent thresholds from this air basin were used in the
evaluation and impacts were found to not be significant.  If these same emissions were assumed
to be transported to Santa Barbara, impacts would clearly not be significant.

AQ-11 In all cases the air quality analysis relied on the best data available.  For the airfield at Point
Mugu, the most complete emissions inventory for the base was used (1996).  However, since it
was recognized that the realignment of the E-2 aircraft to Point Mugu would affect base
emissions, projected emissions from the realignment were added to the 1996 inventory amounts
to accurately portray baseline airfield emissions.  In the case of the Sea Range, emission
estimates for FY95 were used because they best characterize baseline Sea Range activities.

NOISE

NS-1 As Figure 3.3-1 depicts, average noise levels near all the northern Channel Islands are below 65
dB, and below 60 dB for all but San Miguel Island.  The noise metric used in this figure is Ldnmr

which incorporates a 10 dB penalty for noise events occurring between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00
a.m., and represents average noise levels dominated by the loudest noise events occurring
throughout the averaging period (see EIS Section 3.3.2).  As noted in Section 4.3 (page 4.3-1),
proposed activities would result in very minor increases in noise (i.e., only fractions of 1 dB),
and average Sea Range noise levels would thus be identical to those for baseline conditions.
Noise exposure greater than 65 dB day-night average sound level over recreational areas is
considered generally unacceptable by the Federal Interagency Committee on Urban Noise
(FICUN).  Noise levels at the Channel Islands are thus below the 65-dB threshold for
compatibility with recreational areas.  While noticeable, depending on ambient noise levels
near the observer and local wind conditions, an aircraft overflight event is short-lived and
occurs infrequently.  Although perhaps annoying to those who particularly value their solitude
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while recreating, the overall impacts to recreation are considered not significant and there
would be no increase in sound proposed over historic operations.

WATER QUALITY

WQ-1 The ecological reserves designated within the Channel Islands National Park have been added
to Figure 3.5-1.

WQ-2 The EIS addresses all discharges into the Sea Range resulting from current and proposed Sea
Range activities (please refer to Section 4.4).

MARINE BIOLOGY

MB-1 Figure 3.5-1 has been updated to reflect the recent expansion of NPS ownership of the eastern
portion of Santa Cruz Island.

MB-2 No significant impacts to kelp beds were identified; therefore, monitoring is not proposed.  It
should be noted that commercial kelp harvesting is currently done around San Nicolas Island
and, as noted in the EIS, kelp beds exhibit natural fluctuations as well.

MB-3 The sentence has been corrected in the Final EIS.

FISH AND SEA TURTLES

FS-1 It is not expected that the short closure of areas to fishing would result in any impacts to fish,
either adverse or beneficial.

MARINE MAMMALS

MM-1 It will be noted in the EIS/OEIS that sea otters are regularly sighted around San Miguel and
Santa Rosa islands.  However, this specific information is more appropriate in the Other
Channel Islands section where these islands are specifically discussed (Section 3.7.5).

MM-2 The information cited in the Draft EIS came from the DoI (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
[USFWS]) and, as noted, it is not known for certain if the otters observed at San Miguel Island
were the same animals translocated to San Nicolas Island.  The ability to see tags on moving
animals is very difficult, and confirmation typically requires capturing the animal.

MM-3 Please note that an appendix has been included in the Final EIS that summarizes the contents of
the Incidental Harassment Authorization (IHA) Application, including monitoring and
mitigation measures.  As noted in the response to TB-3, Navy has made a formal commitment
to the final mitigation measures.  The analysis conducted for the EIS indicates that FLEETEXs
conducted on the Sea Range do not significantly impact marine mammals and for operational
reasons, the Navy cannot commit to avoiding FLEETEX operations during any particular time
of year.  However, standard range clearance procedures include looking for marine mammals.
If marine mammals are observed in or near a predicted debris or impact area, activities are
suspended or moved.

MM-4 The EIS addresses potential impacts to marine mammals resulting from current and proposed
Sea Range activities (please refer to Section 4.7).  (Please also see responses to more specific
comments on this topic submitted by California Coastal Commission [CCC] [MM-7], Humane
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Society of the United States [MM-9, MM-10], and National Resources Defense Council [MM-
14, MM-15, MM-16]).

MM-5 The Navy applied for and received Incidental Harassment Authorization from the National
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS).  The Navy has also prepared two programmatic Biological
Assessments (BAs), one addressing all base activities and the other addressing all activities on
San Nicolas Island.  Both of the BAs have been coordinated through the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) who has issued Final No Jeopardy Biological Opinions (BOs).  A summary
of the monitoring plans and mitigation measures from the IHA Application and both the BOs is
included within the Coastal Consistency Determination (CCD) and the Final EIS.

MM-6 The Marine Mammal Technical Report (MMTR) has been provided to the CCC.

MM-7 As recently as 11 June 1999, NMFS published a notice in the Federal Register stating that

“NMFS has long considered that the maximum SPLs to which marine mammals should
be exposed from impulse sounds are 180 dB re 1 µParms for mysticetes and sperm whales,
and 190 dB re 1 µParms for odontocetes and pinnipeds.”  (from FR 64(112):31551)

NMFS announced a change in its position on this matter in a notice published on 28 March
2000–see FR 65(60):16377.  This notice was published after the impact analysis for marine
mammals was completed.  The specific statement by NMFS in the 28 March 2000 notice was
as follows:

“While NMFS in the past considered that the maximum SPLs, from impulse sounds, to
which marine mammals should be exposed are 180 dB re 1 µPa-m RMS for mysticetes
(baleen whales) and sperm whales, and 190 dB re 1 µPa-m RMS for odontocetes (toothed
whales, dolphins and porpoises) and pinnipeds (seals and sea lions), recent workshops
have recommended a more precautionary approach be taken and, accordingly, NMFS
now recommends that odontocetes be limited to an SPL no greater than 180 dB re 1
µPa-m RMS.  However, based on statements and recommendations made at NMFS’
Acoustic Criteria Workshop in 1998, NMFS has not increased its recommended safety
zone for pinnipeds to this same level.”

Note that NMFS is referring to received levels, not source levels at 1 m range, so the correct
units are dB re 1 µPa, not re 1 µPa-m.  Also note that the approach mentioned by NMFS is
taking account of other potential effects additional to Temporary Threshold Shift (TTS).  In
fact, a detailed study of two species of small – moderate sized odontocetes (bottlenose dolphin
and beluga whale) exposed to single 1-second pulses of underwater sound has shown that the
onset of mild TTS generally occurs at a received level of 192 dB re 1 µPa or above (Ridgway et
al. 1997; Schlundt et al. 2000).  Because these results were based on 1 s exposure, the reported
received levels are equivalent to Sound Exposure Levels, as defined on p. 4.7-5 of the Point
Mugu Draft EIS.  The Draft EIS assumed that the minimum level of transient sound that might
elicit mild TTS in toothed whales (except sperm whales) is 190 dB re 1 µPa SEL.  The best
available scientific data remain consistent with that criterion.

Ridgway, S.H., D.A. Carder, R.R. Smith, T. Kamolnick, C.E. Schlundt and W.R. Elsberry.  1997.
Behavioral responses and temporary shift in masked hearing threshold of bottlenose dolphins,
Tursiops truncatus, to 1-second tones of 141 to 201 dB re 1 µPa.  Tech. Rep. 1751.  NRaD,
RDT&E Div., Naval Command, Control & Ocean Surveillance Center, San Diego, CA.  27 p.
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Schlundt, C.E., J.J. Finneran, D.A. Carder and S.H. Ridgway.  2000.  Temporary shift in masked
hearing thresholds of bottlenose dolphins, Tursiops truncatus, and white whales,
Delphinapterus leucas, after exposure to intense tones.  J. Acoust. Soc. Am. 107(6):3496-
3508.

MM-8 As described in Section 4.7 of the Draft EIS, no significant impacts on marine mammals were
predicted and therefore no mitigation measures are required (please note that there are
mitigation measures associated with the IHA).  (Please also see the response to GM-4).

MM-9 The Draft EIS does indeed analyze the potential impacts of baseline conditions without
assuming that the present level of activity has no impact.  The Draft EIS is based on
comprehensive and in some cases unprecedented efforts to analyze, in an unbiased way, the
number of marine mammals that might be affected by or exposed to sounds from a wide variety
of Navy activities (refer to Section 3.7.2.B of the EIS and Appendix A of the MMTR for a
description of the methods used to estimate marine mammal densities; refer to Section 4.7 of
the EIS and MMTR for a description of the methods used to evaluate potential effects on
marine mammals).  Non-acoustic impacts are also addressed.  Additional details concerning
these analyses are given in the MMTR that is incorporated into the Draft EIS by reference.  All
available and relevant scientific data known to the Navy and its biological and acoustical
contractors for this project have been considered.

MM-10 As noted in the EIS (e.g., Section 2.1.2.1, Section 2.2.1), sonar operation does not fall within
the range of activities administered by NAWCWPNS (Naval Air Warfare Center Weapons
Division) Point Mugu and therefore are not considered in this EIS.

MM-11 Because the actions addressed in the EIS do not involve use of underwater active sonar, it is not
evaluated in this Draft EIS.  In particular, operation of low-frequency active (LFA) sonars is
not a part of any activity managed by NAWCWPNS Point Mugu, and is the subject of another
EIS being prepared by the U.S. Navy.

MM-12 Because the actions addressed in the EIS do not involve use of underwater active sonar, it is not
evaluated in this Draft EIS.  (Please also see responses to additional comments on this topic
submitted by the California Coastal Commission and the Humane Society of the United States).

MM-13 The Navy believes that its definition of significance is appropriate and consistent with NEPA.
Many types of impacts on marine mammals that are ultimately judged non-significant are
analyzed in detail in the Draft EIS and the accompanying MMTR that is incorporated by
reference.  The Draft EIS and MMTR included comprehensive and in some cases
unprecedented efforts to analyze, in an unbiased way, the number of marine mammals that
might be affected by or exposed to sounds from a wide variety of Navy activities.  Non-
acoustic impacts are also addressed.  Only after these analyses were completed and presented
are the impacts judged not to have substantial long-term biological consequences.  This is an
appropriate threshold for the determination of significance under NEPA.

The Navy believes that compliance with the Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA) requires
consideration of additional issues.  For example, based on observed pinniped stampedes, the
Navy has applied for and received Incidental Harassment Authorization from NMFS associated
with some of the Navy’s activities on San Nicolas Island.
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Most of the information needed by NMFS and the CCC is, the Navy believes, provided in the
Draft EIS and MMTR.  Additional analysis concerning potential “takes” of marine mammals
are described in the Navy’s application to NMFS for an incidental take authorization.  That
additional analysis is also summarized in the Final EIS (see Appendix E) and is available to the
CCC.

MM-14 The pinniped study quoted by NRDC (Kastak et al. 1999) was published after the MMTR and
impact analysis were completed.  However, the Draft EIS writers were aware of the then-
unpublished data, and the analysis in the Draft EIS and MMTR was consistent with those TTS
data.  The Kastak et al. study involved exposure for 20-22 minutes, and showed TTS thresholds
on the order of 135 - 150 dB re 1 µPa.  This range of values is derived by adding the “sensation
levels” (dB above hearing threshold) to the hearing thresholds reported by Kastak et al. (1999).

These results from 20-22 minutes of exposure to sound from coherent sources are not directly
relevant to the brief exposures to intense sounds (e.g., sonic booms; impacts of objects with the
water’s surface) that pinnipeds may receive during the Navy activities analyzed in this EIS.

MM-15 The results of the odontocete study mentioned by NRDC1 are (appropriately) used in the Draft
EIS to establish a criterion for TTS in small- and medium-sized odontocetes exposed to brief
transients.  The results of that study are not used to establish a disturbance criterion for small
odontocetes exposed to either brief transients or to prolonged sounds.  They are also not used to
establish any type of criterion for baleen whales.  For baleen whales, the assumed TTS criterion
for transient sounds (180 dB re 1 µPa SEL) is based on assumptions and extrapolations from a
variety of sources; the 180 dB figure has been discussed and accepted by NMFS in numerous
Federal Register notices published from 1995 to 2000  (see response to comment MM-7 for a
quotation of NMFS’ position on this issue as of March 2000).

MM-16 The wording listed by NRDC is not the same as the definition of behavioral habituation given
in the Draft EIS (p. 4.7-2):  “Behavioral habituation is the gradual waning of behavioral
responsiveness as the animal learns that a repeated or ongoing stimulus lacks adverse
consequences for the animal.”  The word “as” should have been “if’; this has been corrected in
the Final EIS.  Otherwise, the definition stated in the Draft EIS accurately describes this
phenomenon.

The belief cited in the quoted sentence (“especially when the animals are motivated to remain
in the area to feed.”) pertains to intensive, long-term exposure, e.g., for whales whose preferred
feeding ground is an area of intensive and ongoing trawling.  There are no examples of such
prolonged exposure to strong sounds on the Point Mugu Sea Range.  In fact, almost all
exposures there are very brief, and are repeated (for an individual animal) only infrequently if
ever.

Regarding the portion of the comment “As W.J. Richardson noted in 1995: “[If marine
mammals] are subject to ongoing stress within that area, there could be long-term effects on
individuals and the population.”:

The specific quotation from Richardson et al. (1995, p. 396) was

                                                     
1 Ridgway et al. (1997), updated as Schlundt et al. (2000); full citation for each is given earlier re CCC comment

#MM-7.
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“…prolonged disturbance, as might occur if a stationary and noisy human activity were
established near a marine mammal concentration area, likely is a more important concern
[than brief disturbance].  The long-term implications would depend in part on
habituation.  If the animals fail to habituate and, as a consequence, are excluded from an
important concentration area or are subject to ongoing stress while in that area, there
could be long-term effects on individuals and the population.”

As reviewed in the Draft EIS and MMTR, the activities on the Point Mugu Sea Range do not
include any “stationary and noisy human activities” near marine mammal concentration areas.
There is no reason to expect either long-term exclusion from a concentration area, or prolonged
exposure to stress-inducing noise in a concentration area.  Furthermore, it is often speculated
that prolonged noise exposure may cause stress in marine mammals, but in fact there is no
specific evidence of this (for review, see Richardson et al. 1995, p. 404-5).

On the Point Mugu Sea Range there are few “prolonged activities” at fixed sites where marine
mammals concentrate.  (The harbor seal colony at Mugu Lagoon, within Point Mugu, is one
possibility; however, seals using that colony are breeding and the colony is apparently
growing—see MMTR p. 126-130.)

MM-17 Numbers of marine mammals present at sea in different geographic strata within the Sea Range
during each of four different seasons were calculated separately.  Those estimated numbers are
summarized in the Draft EIS (p. 3.7-12 et seq.) but listed in more detail (by stratum and season)
in Appendix 1 of the MMTR.  For impacts at sea, calculations were done separately for the
different geographic strata (see Appendix 2 in the MMTR).  Impact calculations for any given
geographic stratum were indeed based on average densities across the different seasons.  This
approach, rather than separate calculations for each season, was done because the Sea Range
operates year-round.  Thus, it was of more relevance to estimate the overall numbers that might
be affected per year than to break the numbers down by season.  Also, for mammals at sea,
using the average for all seasons yielded impact probability estimates that were exceedingly
low (often out more than 4 significant digits).  To re-calculate these based on seasonal
differences would not change the conclusions regarding impact (e.g., even if the Navy changed
the probabilities or numbers experiencing TTS in Table 4.7-2 by an order of magnitude).
Furthermore, if estimates of numbers affected in a particular season and area are required, these
can be obtained by pro-rating the overall annual estimates affected in that area based on relative
densities estimated to occur there in different seasons (from MMTR Appendix 1).

Numbers of pinnipeds on land at San Nicolas Island that might be affected by launches of
targets or missiles from San Nicolas Island are not estimated in the Draft EIS.  At the time the
MMTR and Draft EIS were written, there were insufficient data on pinniped reactions to
launches of the types occurring at San Nicolas Island to allow accurate estimates.  However, the
numbers of animals present on different parts of San Nicolas Island at different times of year
are stated in those documents.  Based on recent observations, the Navy applied for and received
Incidental Harassment Authorization (IHA) from NMFS for missile launches from San Nicolas
Island.  Conservative (high) estimates of numbers of pinnipeds that might react adversely to
launches from San Nicolas Island have been derived and included in the IHA.  Also, a
monitoring program is in effect to quantify the actual responses to launches from San Nicolas
Island.  The IHA and monitoring plan are summarized in the Final EIS (see Appendix E).

The tendency of marine mammals to concentrate inevitably increases the uncertainty of
estimated numbers of mammals that might be exposed to or affected by any single Navy
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operation.  Actual numbers affected by any single operation could be considerably higher or
lower than predicted numbers.  However, the estimates will be more precise for the combined
effects of a given activity over the course of a year or longer (per Central Limit Theorem).
Furthermore, many of the estimates incorporate conservative assumptions, and are more likely
to overestimate than to underestimate the numbers affected.

MM-18 Because the actions addressed in the EIS do not involve use of underwater active sonar, it is not
evaluated in this Draft EIS.  (Please also see responses to more specific comments on this topic
submitted by California Coastal Commission, Humane Society of the United States, and
National Resources Defense Council).

MM-19 The Draft EIS provides a comprehensive analysis of numbers of individual marine mammals
that are expected to be affected in various specified ways, as well as assessing the consequences
for their populations.  However, the Navy does believe that it is the population effects that are
of most importance in assessing overall impact, at least for species not listed as threatened or
endangered.  See response to NRDC (comment MM-13), which is similar.

MM-20 As noted in the response to comment CUM-4, the Navy agrees that a comprehensive review of
Sea Range activities is critical and was one of the purposes of developing the EIS.  The Draft
EIS is, in fact, a comprehensive review of all activities that takes a fresh look at existing and
proposed uses of the Sea Range and analyses the environmental impacts of various alternatives.
In addition to evaluating the proposed action, the EIS includes a thorough, range-wide analysis
of current and proposed Sea Range activities.  As noted in Section 1.3 of the EIS, “rather than
focusing on specific operations that may occur within a limited part of the Point Mugu Sea
Range, this EIS/OEIS provides a range-wide, comprehensive evaluation of proposed, as well as
current, activities conducted on the Sea Range.”  This approach is reflected in the analysis of
every resource area addressed in the EIS, including marine mammals.  As noted in MM-19
above, the Draft EIS provides a comprehensive analysis of numbers of individual marine
mammals that are expected to be affected in various specified ways, as well as assessing the
consequences for their populations.  (Please also refer to the response to MM-13.)

TERRESTRIAL BIOLOGY

TB-1 Please note that Becher’s Bay is used for training, not testing activities.  The training area is
overwater and does not include terrestrial habitat where Western snowy plovers may be nesting.
The incident cited in the comment was accidental and resulted in a change in procedures; there
now has to be visual clearance by the aircraft to the surface before an inert mine can be
dropped.  Becher’s Bay would not be affected by the proposed operations.

TB-2 The statement indeed focuses specifically on the instrumentation sites controlled by the Navy
and is not meant to characterize any other portions of these islands.

TB-3 The Navy has made a formal commitment to the mitigation measures reflected in the final
Biological Opinions issued by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

TB-4 The EIS addresses potential disturbance to wildlife from air and vessel traffic resulting from
current and proposed Sea Range activities (please refer to Section 4.8).
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CULTURAL RESOURCES

CR-1 A paleontological review of San Nicolas Island was recently completed and is available to the
public.  There is no indication that fossils of significance are found within the formations where
new construction has been proposed on the island.  Construction of the instrumentation sites
will not require excavation but will be built upon foundations using soils from existing borrow
pits.  Very little ground disturbance is expected to occur.  Due to the lack of potential
significance, a mitigation sampling program prior to construction is not proposed.

LAND USE

LU-1 Figure 2-2a is incorrect in the Draft EIS and is revised in the Final EIS.  For all test and training
events conducted on the Sea Range, there are specific and documented safety procedures in
place to ensure that non-participants, including offshore oil and gas platforms, are not
endangered by Navy actions.

LU-2 The EIS/OEIS includes analyses that indicate that the use of Becher’s Bay does not cause
significant environmental impacts (see sections 4.1.2.2, 4.4.2.2, 4.5.2.2, 4.6.2.5, 4.7.2.7.D,
4.8.2.2, 4.9.2.2, 4.10.2.2, 4.11.2.2, and 4.14.2.2).  Further, Becher’s Bay would not be affected
by the proposed operations.

LU-3 The focus of the EIS is on Navy activities within the Sea Range and thus the analysis primarily
addresses ocean activities.  Fishing activities are a major use of these waters and are therefore
addressed in detail in the EIS.  Although the Channel Islands National Park is included within
Sea Range boundaries, Navy activities within the park are extremely limited, as described in the
EIS.  Recreational activities are described in the EIS (please see Section 3.10.2.4 and Section
3.10.2.5).  Further, the EIS notes that “the coastal and offshore marine environments are ideal
locations for tourism” (please see the first paragraph in Section 3.10.2.4).

LU-4 The Navy has submitted a Consistency Determination (CD) to the California Coastal
Commission.  The Commission found the project to be consistent to the maximum extent
practicable with the California Coastal Management Program.

LU-5 As noted in the response to CUM-2, the only current Navy test or training activity taking place
within Channel Island National Marine Sanctuary (CINMS) boundaries is the Inert Mine Drop
in Becher’s Bay, Santa Rosa Island.  The only other Navy activities taking place within current
sanctuary boundaries are the maintenance of facilities, occasional aircraft overflights, and
occasional vessel traffic transiting the area.  None of the proposed activities addressed in the
EIS would take place within sanctuary boundaries aside from associated aircraft and vessel
traffic transiting the area.

As noted in the response to CUM-6, the CINMS has not officially proposed management
changes for the sanctuary, and they are currently preparing a Draft EIS.

Regarding altitude restrictions, although activities necessary for national defense are exempt
from the current altitude restriction of 1,000 feet, the Navy does comply with this limitation
whenever possible.
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TRAFFIC

TR-1 Our analysis indicates that the proposed action does not involve significant amounts of truck
traffic.  When practicable, contractors will be directed to avoid truck traffic on State highways
during peak commute periods.

SOCIOECONOMICS

SE-1 Tourism is addressed in Section 4.12 and includes tourism in the Channel Islands National
Park.  As noted in Section 4.12.1, the region of influence for socioeconomic impacts includes
“affected Channel Islands,” thus including the park.  However, as noted in a response to another
comment (see LU-3), Navy activities within the park are extremely limited, and socioeconomic
impacts are not predicted to be significant.

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS, HAZARDOUS WASTES, AND NON-HAZARDOUS WASTES

HM-1 Issues related to hazardous materials, hazardous wastes, and non-hazardous wastes are
thoroughly addressed in Sections 3.13 and 4.13 of the EIS.  The analysis performed for the EIS
evaluated potential environmental impacts from all sources of materials used during current Sea
Range operations as well as those associated with proposed activities, including proposed
construction projects, and found no significant impacts.

CUMULATIVE

CUM-1 The EIS has been revised to reflect MMS’ recent proposal to conduct exploratory drilling
activities in offshore water (refer to Chapter 5 of the Final EIS).

CUM-2 The only current Navy Sea Range activities taking place within sanctuary boundaries are the
Inert Mine Drop in Becher’s Bay (Santa Rosa Island), maintenance of facilities, aircraft
overflights, and vessel traffic transiting the area.  None of the proposed activities would take
place within sanctuary boundaries aside from associated aircraft and vessel traffic transiting the
area.

CUM-3 The Navy will continue to work with the Sanctuary.

CUM-4 We agree that a comprehensive review of Sea Range activities is critical and was one of the
purposes of developing the EIS.  The Draft EIS is, in fact, a comprehensive review of all
activities that takes a fresh look at existing and proposed uses of the Sea Range and analyses
the environmental impacts of various alternatives.  In addition to evaluating the proposed
action, the EIS includes a thorough, range-wide analysis of current and proposed Sea Range
activities.  As noted in Section 1.3 of the EIS, “rather than focusing on specific operations that
may occur within a limited part of the Point Mugu Sea Range, this EIS/OEIS provides a range-
wide, comprehensive evaluation of proposed, as well as current, activities conducted on the Sea
Range.”  Since the EIS provides a comprehensive range-wide review of current and proposed
activities, it will not allow for incrementalism.  Rather, the EIS provides a baseline to assess the
potential effects of future programs.  If something substantially different is proposed, it would
require additional NEPA review and thus need to be addressed and analyzed in additional
documentation.  This process ensures that no incrementalism will occur.

CUM-5 Geographical considerations are germane to the analysis of potential cumulative impacts since
the region of influence (ROI) for cumulative effects is defined based on the concept of shared
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resources.  The ROI can be different for different resource areas.  In the case of the Sea Range
EIS, the ROI for the majority of resources is limited to the area of the Sea Range and the base
at Point Mugu.  Air quality is a notable exception to this as it is recognized that emissions
created in one area can be transported to other regions (the air quality analysis performed for
the EIS recognizes the transport issue and addresses the potential for air quality impacts off-
range; please see Section 4.2 of the EIS).  The key issue to consider when evaluating the
potential for cumulative effects is the degree of resource overlap (i.e., are the same resources
being affected by different projects).  The projects included in the cumulative impact analysis
in the EIS that occur onshore primarily affect terrestrial resources, while the proposed activities
addressed in the EIS primarily affect marine resources located offshore.  It is reasonable to use
this measure in the analysis to conclude that the potential for cumulative impacts is limited.
For projects proposed to occur offshore or within the Sea Range, discussion is provided within
Chapter 5 that describes specifically why significant cumulative impacts would not occur.

CUM-6 As noted in the response to CUM-2, the only current Navy Sea Range activities taking place
within Channel Island National Marine Sanctuary (CINMS) boundaries are the Inert Mine Drop
in Becher’s Bay (Santa Rosa Island), maintenance of facilities, aircraft overflights, and vessel
traffic transiting the area.  None of the proposed activities addressed in the EIS would take
place within sanctuary boundaries aside from associated aircraft and vessel traffic transiting the
area.  The CINMS has not officially proposed management changes for the sanctuary, and, as
the commentor notes, they are currently completing a Draft EIS.

CUM-7 Although some aircraft used by the Surface Warfare Engineering Facility (SWEF) operate on
the Sea Range, the SWEF is not part of the proposed action for the Sea Range EIS.  The
relationship between the SWEF and NAWCWPNS is described in Section 5.2.1.2 of the Sea
Range Draft EIS.  The environmental impacts of SWEF operations are analyzed in the Virtual
Test Capability (VTC) EA, which is incorporated by reference into the Sea Range Draft EIS.
As noted in the VTC EA, the No Action Alternative includes ten aircraft and ten surface craft
operations annually.  Under the proposed action, both aircraft and surface operations will
increase to a total of twenty operations annually in each category.  Although this is a doubling
of SWEF operations, it is a very small percentage of the total operations on the Sea Range (less
than 0.3% of aircraft sorties and less than 1.3% of ship and boat operations).  Given the normal
fluctuation in Sea Range operational tempo and type, the proposed increase in SWEF
operations will not increase the number of aircraft or boat operations beyond the baseline used
in the analysis.  Therefore, there will be no change in the environmental impacts identified in
the Draft EIS.

CUM-8 Please see the response to CUM-7.  As noted in the VTC EA, there are exercises that are
conducted outside the Sea Range.  The environmental impacts of those exercises are analyzed
in the EA.  Since the number of exercises is negligible compared to the total number of Sea
Range operations, and the number of exercises conducted off range is a portion of the total
number of SWEF exercises, the cumulative impact is not significant.

CUM-9 The statement contained in the Sea Range EIS Post Scoping Update dated December 1997
regarding the SWEF was based on information available to the preparers at the time.
Subsequently, additional information became available.  The descriptions of the relationship
between the Point Mugu Sea Range and the SWEF contained in Section 5.2.1.2 of the EIS and
the Virtual Test Capability Environmental Assessment, which is incorporated by reference into
the EIS, reflect current information.
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CUM-10 The Self Defense Test Ship is used on the Sea Range and any potential impacts associated with
its use have been analyzed (e.g., see Section 3.2.2.3 and Table C.6-5 in Appendix C).  Both the
SWEF and Self Defense Test Ship are assets of the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Port
Hueneme Division.  However, the Self Defense Test Ship is not part of the SWEF.

CUM-11 As noted in the responses to PD-3, PD-4 and PD-5, Fiscal Year 1995 (FY95) was used as the
baseline to reflect the typical Sea Range level of operations and against which relative impacts
of the proposed action could be measured.  Although the tempo and types of operations
fluctuate, the operational activity conducted during FY95 reflects the broad range of test and
training activity occurring on the Sea Range with respect to aircraft and ship operations,
including those operations associated with the SWEF.  Further, as noted in the VTC EA, there
are exercises that are conducted outside the Sea Range.  The environmental impacts of those
exercises are analyzed in the EA.

CUM-12 We agree that different commands do not make a difference to the impact analysis, and this was
not used as a factor in the evaluation of potential impacts.  The analysis revealed that the
actions addressed do not contribute to cumulative impacts, regardless of command authority.

CUM-13 Please see the responses to CUM-7 and CUM-8.

CUM-14 As noted in the response to CUM-9, the statement contained in the Sea Range EIS Post Scoping
Update dated December 1997 regarding the SWEF was based on information available to the
preparers at the time.  Subsequently, additional information became available.  The descriptions
of the relationship between the Point Mugu Sea Range and the SWEF contained in Section
5.2.1.2 of the EIS and the Virtual Test Capability Environmental Assessment, which is
incorporated by reference into the EIS, reflect current information.  Although some aircraft and
surface vessels used by the SWEF operate on the Sea Range, the SWEF is not part of the
proposed action for the Draft EIS.

CUM-15 As noted in the response to CUM-6, the CINMS has not officially proposed management
changes for the sanctuary, and they are currently preparing a Draft EIS.

CUM-16 As noted in the response to CUM-7, the SWEF is not part of the proposed action for the Sea
Range Draft EIS, although some aircraft used by the SWEF operate on the Sea Range.  The
environmental impacts of SWEF operations are analyzed in the VTC EA, which is incorporated
by reference into the Draft EIS.  The No Action Alternative addressed in the VTC EA includes
ten aircraft operations annually.  Under the proposed action, aircraft operations will increase to
a total of twenty operations annually.  Although this is a doubling of SWEF aircraft operations,
it is a very small percentage of the total operations on the Sea Range (less than 0.3% of aircraft
sorties).  Given the normal fluctuation in Sea Range operational tempo and type, the proposed
increase in SWEF operations will not increase the number of aircraft operations beyond the
baseline used in the analysis.  Therefore, there will be no change in the environmental impacts
identified in the Draft EIS.

CUM-17 As noted in the response to CUM-8, Sea Range operations associated with the SWEF were
included in the EIS analysis in the evaluation of current activities although the SWEF is not
part of the proposed action.  Further, as noted in the VTC EA, there are exercises that are
conducted outside the Sea Range.  The environmental impacts of those exercises are analyzed
in the VTC EA, which is incorporated by reference into the Draft EIS.  Since the number of
exercises is negligible compared to the total number of Sea Range operations, and the number
of exercises conducted off range is a portion of the total number of SWEF exercises, the
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cumulative impact is not significant.  As also noted in the VTC EA, aircraft operating outside
the Sea Range “…would fly in FAA-controlled airspace under FAA-authorized flight
profiles…”

PLANS AND POLICIES

PP-1 The Navy agrees that the Channel Islands National Park (CINP) has a higher standard of
protection, but the operations proposed are primarily within Sea Range airspace and would not
affect land-based resources.  As described in the EIS/OEIS, the analysis showed that there
would be no impacts on the CINP.  Furthermore, changes to the boundaries of the Sea Range
are outside the scope of the EIS.

PP-2 The National Marine Sanctuaries Act has been added to Chapter 6.

PP-3 Executive Order 13158 has been added to Chapter 6.

PP-4 As noted in the response to PP-3, Executive Order 13158 has been added to Chapter 6.

PP-5 The Navy has complied with all relevant policies, including the Marine Mammal Protection
Act, the Endangered Species Act, and the Coastal Zone Management Act (please see the
summary in Chapter 6 and refer to specific discussions in Sections 4.7, 4.8, and 4.10,
respectively).

PP-6 The Navy has submitted a Consistency Determination (CD) to the California Coastal
Commission. The Commission found the project to be consistent to the maximum extent
practicable with the California Coastal Management Program.

NEPA ISSUES

NEPA-1 The Draft EIS identifies and develops conservative assumptions to account for data gaps, areas
of scientific disagreement, and qualifications.

NEPA-2 The Record of Decision will identify the environmentally preferred alternative.  However, note
that no significant impacts were identified for any of the alternatives under consideration.

NEPA-3 The purpose and need for the proposed action is specific to the Sea Range; off-site alternatives
do not meet the purpose and need and are therefore not considered reasonable alternatives.

NEPA-4 The EIS includes a thorough, range-wide analysis of current Sea Range activities.  As noted in
Section 1.3 of the EIS, “rather than focusing on specific operations that may occur within a
limited part of the Point Mugu Sea Range, this EIS/OEIS provides a range-wide,
comprehensive evaluation of proposed, as well as current, activities conducted on the Sea
Range.”  The best available data were used and impacts were quantified if possible.  The EIS
provides decision-makers with adequate information to understand the potential effects of each
alternative.

GENERAL/MISCELLANEOUS

GM-1 All RCRA requirements are reflected in the Navy’s construction contracts.  Further, all
construction on San Nicolas Island and Point Mugu using appropriated funds is procured in
accordance with the Federal Acquisition Regulations (FAR) and Defense FAR (DFAR)
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Supplement.  Requirements for the use of recycled materials are included in construction
contracts as directed by the FAR and DFAR.

GM-2 Thank you for recognizing the Navy’s efforts to minimize impacts to the Sanctuary.  The Navy
will continue to work with the Sanctuary to address relevant issues.

GM-3 The comment period was extended until October 11, 2000.

GM-4 An extensive, thorough analysis was conducted for the EIS using the best available data
coupled with conservative assumptions to quantify impacts.  While the commentor cites the
Executive Summary, please note that detailed descriptions of the analytical methods and results
are included in each resource section in Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences.  After careful
analysis was performed for every issue area, no significant environmental impacts were
predicted and therefore no mitigation measures are required.  However, as noted in the EIS,
mitigation measures have been proposed for marine mammals, terrestrial biology, and cultural
resources.  Since many of these measures were being coordinated with relevant resource
agencies (e.g., the USFWS, NMFS) at the time the Draft EIS was prepared, they were not
described in much detail.  The Final EIS has been updated to include more detailed descriptions
of these measures.

GM-5 In addition to evaluating the proposed action, the EIS includes a thorough, range-wide analysis
of current Sea Range activities.  As noted in Section 1.3 of the EIS, “rather than focusing on
specific operations that may occur within a limited part of the Point Mugu Sea Range, this
EIS/OEIS provides a range-wide, comprehensive evaluation of proposed, as well as current,
activities conducted on the Sea Range.”  In fact, a majority of the document is dedicated to
characterizing and analyzing the potential environmental impacts from current activities (please
refer to each of the “No Action Alternative – Current Operations” discussions throughout
Chapter 4).

GM-6 The Final EIS addresses all comments made on the content of the Draft EIS.  We believe that
the Final EIS provides a thorough and accurate analysis of potential impacts using the best
available data.

GM-7 The action proponent has always been and still is the Naval Air Warfare Center Weapons
Division.  The organizational changes noted in the comment have no impact on the proposed
action of the action proponent.

GM-8 The document complies with all relevant requirements.

GM-9 Thank you for your expression of support.  Throughout the EIS process people have expressed
their recognition of Point Mugu’s critical role in managing sensitive environmental resources in
this area.

GM-10 The comment period was extended until October 11, 2000.

GM-11 The comment period was extended until October 11, 2000.

GM-12 The comment period was extended until October 11, 2000.

GM-13 Please refer to the list of preparers of the EIS provided in Chapter 9.
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GM-14 The comment period was extended until October 11, 2000.

SCOPE

SCOPE-1 The Virtual Test Capability Coastal Consistency Determination is beyond the scope of the
Sea Range EIS.

SCOPE-2 The EIS is not a programmatic document about BMDO TMD.  There are other documents
about testing for specific TMD programs.  The Sea Range EIS evaluates the accommodation
of four types of testing and training activities on the range.  For those specific activities
proposed on the Sea Range, we have incorporated relevant NEPA documents by reference
(please see Chapter 4.0).

SCOPE-3 As mentioned above in the response to SCOPE-2, the EIS does not address specific TMD
programs.  In any case, specific contractors and their roles are not relevant to the
environmental impact analysis.

SCOPE-4 Special Warfare Group One, Detachment 219, a reserve unit that provides logistics support
for Sea-Air-Land (SEAL) teams is located in building 1463, which is adjacent to but not
associated with the Surface Warfare Engineering Facility (SWEF).  This unit, along with
SEAL teams stationed outside Ventura County, periodically conduct exercises at Point Mugu,
San Nicolas Island, and Port Hueneme.  The exercises that are conducted at Point Mugu and
San Nicolas Island are included and evaluated in the Sea Range EIS.  The exercises at Port
Hueneme, including the helicopter incident Ms. Rountree refers to in her comment at the 14
August 2000 public meeting, are outside the scope of the Sea Range EIS.

The helicopter incident Ms. Rountree referred to occurred on 24 February 2000.  In a letter
dated 2 May 2000, the Navy responded to letters from Ms. Rountree.

SCOPE-5 The helicopters Mr. Dodd refers to in his comment at the 16 August 2000 public meeting are
outside the scope of this EIS.  The area Mr. Dodd refers to is outside the boundaries of the
Sea Range.  It is also outside the areas for which the Navy is responsible for air traffic
control - the Sea Range and Point Mugu airfield.  The Navy tower is only responsible for a
5-mile radius around the airfield at Point Mugu.  Normally, any aircraft, including
helicopters, on the Sea Range or in the airspace surrounding the airfield are under Navy
control.  Once they depart those areas and enter the Silver Strand area, the Federal Aviation
Agency (FAA) assumes control, normally from the tower at Oxnard Airport.  The FAA does
not impose any greater restriction on military aircraft over civilian aircraft.  Furthermore,
military helicopters associated with Sea Range operations proceed directly from the airfield at
Point Mugu over water to the Sea Range and do not fly over the area in question.  Military
helicopters that do fly over this area are not associated with Sea Range operations.  In many
cases, those helicopters are simply transiting the area and do not stop at Point Mugu.  These
aircraft flying along the beach are in compliance with Navy and FAA regulations.

SCOPE-6 As noted in the response to SCOPE-5, the helicopters Ms. Spiegel referred to in her comment
at the 16 August 2000 public meeting are outside the scope of this EIS.
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