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APPENDIX A

Appendix A contains comments and responses to the DEIS published in September 2006. All comments
were carefully evaluated during the preparation of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS), and,
where appropriate, were incorporated into the Document.

This Appendix is organized as follows:

1. Matrix of comments and responses on the DEIS.

2. Copies of public comments to the DEIS.

3. Matrix of comments and responses to the DEIS transcripts made during the Public Comment
Meetings.

Substantive comments for both the DEIS and the DEIS transcripts are either summarized or excerpted in a
matrix format and are organized in a box according to subject matter and type of comment received (i.e.,
individual letter, e-mail, form letter, etc.). Each commenter is assigned a number that corresponds to the
comment and response within each subject matter box and, where comments are of a similar nature, they
are grouped together. Responses to grouped and individual comments also appear in the matrix.

In some cases, comments were responded to immediately after being received. Copies of both the original
comments and their responses are shown in the section containing the copies of the public comments
following the matrix.

Copies of all comments on the DEIS can be found in their entirety following the comment/response
matrix. All comments are listed in alphabetical order, first by Agency and then by individuals, and
community groups. The verbatim transcripts for the DEIS Public Comment Meetings can be found in
Vol. 111, Appendix D.

APPENDIX A: COMMENTS AND REPONSES TO DEIS (SEPTEMBER 2006)
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MATRIX OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO DEIS

Scoping Meetings

Received from: D. Mayer, 10-22-06

Comment: At the Scoping Meetings, the public was not well informed about the actual height of the telescope facility and the attached service building.

Response:
This comment was again raised and addressed at the Kula Community Center DEIS Public Meeting by Dr. Charlie Fein. (See Vol. 111, Appendix D3-Transcripts
Sep. 29, 2006 DEIS Public Comment Meeting, pg. 24) The following is excerpted from the transcription of that meeting:

“Mr. Mayer: ...I made, for example, the comment that at the scoping meetings you were saying that the height of the telescope would be 92 feet, and you
repeatedly on several occasions during the meeting left that impression. You also left that impression with Maui News and did not correct it in due time with the
Maui News. And finally, we find out it's not 92 feet, which would have been lower than the present facility up there, but it's 143 feet high. And | think that has
mislead the public and maybe has lulled the public into thinking it's a smaller facility than it actually is....”

“Mr. Fein:...I'm going to briefly respond to two items. The first was the incorrect reporting by the Maui News in our very first scoping meeting of the height of
the telescope at 92 feet. That was an error. The figures that we brought, the graphics that we brought correctly showed the 143-foot structure. And it was
unfortunate that it was misreported. There was a correction. Unfortunately, those kinds of things do get stuck in the public eye.”

Additional information about the proposed ATST Project facility description, see Vol. Il, Appendix J(4)-Proposed Action and Alternatives: Supplemental
Description of ATST Equipment and Infrastructure). Figure 17 of Appendix J(4) is a cross-section drawing of the Telescope Enclosure and Support &
Operations Building.

Timing of the NEPA Process

Received from: OHA, C. Namu‘0,10-02-06

Comment: It is clear that NSF did not comply with NEPA regulations by considering environmental effects of its proposed project “at the earliest possible
time.” Rather, environmental and cultural concerns were considered only after the decision to construct at Haleakala was made.

Response: The process for identification of scientifically viable sites set forth was not intended to select one specific site. When the process started, it was
unknown whether the application of the scientific criteria developed by experts in the field would ultimately result in the identification of one site, no sites, or
multiple scientifically-viable sites. Because it was unknown which, if any, sites would meet the science requirements necessary to fulfill the purpose and need of
the proposed ATST Project. NSF did not begin its formal environmental reviews under NEPA and the NHPA until after it was determined whether there were
any scientifically-viable sites. It should be noted, however, that during the two years that on-site testing occurred at the various sites, potential environmental
impacts for project planning purposes were indeed evaluated and considered. Examples of that initial evaluation were set forth in the DEIS at pages 2-9 through
2-10 for the La Palma site, and 2-15 through 2-16 for the Big Bear Lake site. The site selection process has been revised for additional detail in the EIS (see
Sections 2.3.1 and 2.3.5). The extensive process for identifying scientifically-viable locations for the proposed ATST Project outlined resulted in two sites
located within HO. Again, the result could have been that there were no scientifically-viable sites or multiple ones, but in this case, it turned out that the only
scientifically-viable locations were within HO, which formed the basis for the two action alternatives carried forward in NSF’s NEPA process.
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Monitoring and Enforcement of Environmental Protection

Received from: DBEDT, Office of Planning, L. Thielen, 10-19-06

Comment: Discuss what, if any, role the IfA will play in oversight and enforcement of the applicant’s plans for environmental protection and impact mitigation.

Response: The IfA’s role is governed by the HO Long Range Development Plan (LRDP), which has been recognized by the Department of Land and Natural
Resources as the document which sets forth requirements for the management of natural and cultural resources of the site. The UH IfA Long Range
Development Plan (LRDP) for the Haleakala High Altitude Observatory Site (http://www.ifa.hawaii.edu/haleakala/LRDP/) is a publicly vetted document that
discussed two possible locations for the future development of a large solar telescope. Following the same review process for environmental documents, the
LRDP was distributed to State of Hawai‘i and County of Maui entities, NPS, U.S. Air Force, community associations, individuals, and to Maui public libraries.
Notice of release of the draft LRDP was also published in the Maui News. The draft LRDP had an extended, 9 month, public comment period. (See Section 1.1-
Project Location)

If the proposed ATST Project is approved, the IfA, as the responsible State entity, will ensure compliance with the policies and procedures outlined in the LRDP.
A variety of best management practices, listed in Section 2.4.3-Construction Activities are required practices established in the LRDP and policies reflecting
public consultation during the EIS process - would be implemented during construction, in order to prevent damage to the natural environment.

Proposed Action and Alternatives

Received from:

1. F. Ampong, 09-27-06 2. OHA, C. Namu‘o, 10-02-06 3. HALE, Marilyn Parris, 10-19-06
4. D. Mayer, 10-22-06 5. Maui Group Sierra Club, K. McDuff, 10-23-06 6. W. Evanson, 10-23-06

7. EPA, E. Manzanilla, 10-30-06;

Comment:

1. Upon review of the DEIS...proposed sites such as Big Bear Lake and the Canary Islands have been determined to be 2™ and 3" best (i.e., Alternatives) sites
respectively. It seems the scientific objectives can still be met a both places.

2. The alternatives presented in the DEIS must reflect the purpose of the construction of a “powerful, flexible system that would serve the U.S. and the
international solar physics communities as the primary ground-based facility in the middle of the 21* century and beyond., while providing the decision-
maker all reasonable alternatives for comparison of technical and environmental considerations. OHA appreciates that the no-action alternative was included
in the DEIS, however, the other two alternatives did not properly take into account the environmental effects of the project, instead of using the NEPA
process in deciding where the project will go forward. We believe an analysis of the final three sites that remained viable options would be reasonable and
sufficient to comply with NEPA.

3. The DEIS does not provide a clear justification for the final six sites. The DEIS is lacking sufficient data on why sites were removed from consideration.
3,7. FEIS should describe why the alternative sites do not meet the selection criteria. If the sites were ranked, the ranking system should be explained and the
ranks should be included. Providing a description of the site selection process and criteria would lend credence to selection of the HO site as the only viable

site of the 72 sites considered.

4. The DEIS has limited its evaluation only to the 18 acre site operated by UH.

APPENDIX A: COMMENTS AND REPONSES TO DEIS (SEPTEMBER 2006)
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2,5. The DEIS was not used as a decision-making tool prior to NSF’s decision to build the ATST at Haleakala, as required by NEPA and CEQ regulations.
The alternatives presented in the DEIS do not represent a true opportunity for NSF to make an informed choice for the project location, nor for adequate
public input in the process. Further discussions include NEPA process, alternatives analysis and proffered solution.

6. Generally — questions need for the project, purpose of the project and suggests alternative location.

7. One of the six sites for further consideration was Sacramento Peak, New Mexico, which does not appear in Table 1. It appears that Sacramento, NM site may
be cross-referenced as Sunspot, NM. Consistent names should be used throughout the EIS.

Response: Some background information might be helpful: two proposals related to the proposed ATST Project were submitted by the NSO (an astronomy
center operated by (AURA) to NSF for funding. The first of these two proposals was for research and design (R&D Proposal), which did not trigger NEPA
compliance. The second proposal, submitted to NSF in January 2004, was to seek funding for construction of the proposed ATST Project; that proposal did
trigger NEPA compliance. With that understanding in mind, an explanation of the requested information follows.

The effort to identify scientifically-viable sites began prior to the submittal of the R&D Proposal and continued after that proposal was considered and approved.
The process for identifying scientifically-viable sites was extensive and began in 1998. In partnership with other entities in the scientific community, NSO was
responsible for identifying sites that would meet the scientific criteria. That process began with an initial evaluation of 72 potential sites; those sites were
evaluated based on a broad set of scientific and logistical criteria developed by the solar research community. See Section 2.2.1- Site Selection Chronology,
2.3.1-Site Selection in Detail, Vol. 11-Appendices J(1)-Sites Evaluated for Scientific Criteria, pp. 1 to 4, J(2)- Supplemental Discussion of the Constraints of Solar
Science Development, pp. 1 to 5, and Appendix O-ATST SSWG Final Report.

Since the issuance of the DEIS in September 2006, NSF had conducted additional consultations, surveys, and studies and considered all public comments
received to date. All issues raised during this process were addressed in the SDEIS. In Vol. I, Appendix J(1), p. 3, the Sacramento Peak site has been updated to
read: Sunspot, NM (Sacramento Peak).

Space-based Telescope

Received from: 1. C. Evanson, 9-30-06 2. D. Mayer, 10-22-06 3. Maui Group Sierra Club, K. McDuff, 10-23-06

Comment:
1. How about using advanced space technology as the Japanese have?

2,3. “...the DEIS neglected to even consider a space-optics. A space-based solar telescope should be included in the Final EIS as an alternative site.”

Response: (See Section 2.3.2- Response to Public Comment Regarding Alternative Siting on Haleakala) The ATST is designed to measure and understand the
influence of the outer solar atmosphere on the interplanetary space between the Earth and the Sun. Virtually all of the Sun’s dynamic effects on the Earth can be
traced back to solar magnetic fields and the ATST would measure these outer fields for the first time.

The technology does not exist anywhere for doing this measurement from space. While the Japanese/American/British SOLAR-B/Hinode mission looks on the
disk of the Sun for solar flares, its mission is complementary to the goals of the ATST. We are many decades away from having the technical capability to launch
a solar telescope with the necessary 4-meter mirror, like the proposed ATST, into space to measure these coronal magnetic fields. Meanwhile our global
communications and the impact of solar changes on terrestrial climate remain a risk for human civilization while we wait to understand solar cycle variability.
For these reasons, this alternative was not considered.
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Land Use and Existing Activities: Land Ownership

Received from: 1. D. Mayer, 10-22-06 2. Maui Group Sierra Club, K. McDuff, 10-23-06

Comment: The lands at the summit of Haleakala are ceded lands.

Response: (See Section 1.2-Land Ownership) In 1961, an Executive Order (EO) by State of Hawai‘i Governor Quinn set aside 18.166 acres of land on the
summit of Haleakala in a place known as Kolekole to be under the control and management of the IfA for scientific purposes. The site is known as HO and it is
the only such property on Haleakala specifically designated for such purposes. UH is the recorded fee owner of the parcel identified as Tax Map Key (TMK) (2)
2-2-07-008.

Conservation District Use Permit

Received from: DLNR-OCCL, S. Lemmo, 10-19-06

Comment: The proposed Project will require a Conservation District Use Permit (CDUP) from the Board of Land and Natural Resources.

Response: As the accepting authority for the proposed ATST Project, IfA will comply with the permitting process required by the Dept. of Land and Natural
Resources (DLNR) for land uses within the Conservation District. A Conservation District Use Application (CDUA) will be submitted with the FEIS for the
DLNR. (See Sections 1.1-Project Location, 1.3.2-Identification of Accepting Authority, and 1.6.4- Approvals and Permits, Table 1-5.)

Relationship Between Mees and Proposed ATST Project

Received from:
1. DBEDT, Office of Planning, L. Thielen, 10-19-06 2. DLNR-OCCL, S. Lemmo, 10-19-06

Comment:
Given that ATST would represent an improvement upon the existing solar observation, it is unclear why ATST would not replace the existing MSO facility,
particular since the LRDP discusses just such a possibility. Discuss the replacement of the Atmospheric Airglow instrument platform.

Response: Section 2.5.2-Potential Use of Existing MSO and Airglow Atmospheric Facilities provides details about these facilities.
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Cultural, Historic, and Archeological Resources

Received from:

1. DOI, P. Sanderson Port, 10-31-06 2. EPA, E. Manzanilla, 10-30-06 3. DLNR, P. Young, 10-23-09

4. Maui Cultural Lands, E. Lindsey, Jr., 10-23-06 5. Maui Group Sierra Club, K. McDuff, 10-23-06 6. K. McDuff, et al, 10-23-06

7. D. Reeser, 10-23-06 8.  W. Evanson, 10-23-06 9. D. Mayer, 10-22-06

10. K. Raymond, 10-20-06 11. HALE, Marilyn Parris, 10-19-06 12. Friends of Haleakala National Park,
13. OEQC, G. Salmonson, 10-17-06 14. Maui County Cultural M. Evanson, 10-18-06

Resources Commission, 10-23-06
15. Hula Halu Wehiwehi O Leilehua, 10-23-06 16. Suga Jazz Dance Studio Deligate, 10-23-06 17. W. Pellegrino,10-23-06

18. N. Shearman, 10-22-06 19. M. Howden, 10-21-06 20. V. McCarty, 10-21-06
21. L. Milani, 10-03-06 22. P. Purdy, 10-03-06 23. Royal Order of Kamehameha I,

G. Kaho‘ohanohano, 09-29-06
24. F. Ampong, 09-27-06 25. M. Stokesberry, 09-29-06 26. K. Muhlestein, 09-27-06
27. Na Kupuna O Maui, P. Nishiyama, 09-26-06 28. M. Helm, 09-21-06 and 10-23-06 29. M. Evanson, 09-28-06, 10-23-06
30. P.Kamakawiwo‘ole 31. S. Burns 32. DLNR-OCCL, S. Lemmo, 10-19-06

Comment: (The nature of these comments are similar, therefore, they are grouped.)

EPA is concerned that the NSF has not fully acknowledged the significant impact of the affected environment or provided sufficient detail regarding mitigation
measures. There should be identification and commitment to mitigation before the adverse impact is considered reduced to a level of less significance. A
conceptual mitigation plan should be developed and agreed upon by the agencies involved.

The road to the summit becomes an exclusively NPS owned and maintained roadway and is also eligible for inclusion on the NRHP for its cultural significance.

Discuss and implement additional mitigation measures to address the historical and cultural resource effect of the proposed Project. The FEIS should discuss, in
detail, all activities associated with compliance in conjunction with the NHPA. FEIS should include information about the Section 106 process, consultations
with Native Hawaiians, and references to any MOA which might be implemented at a later date. EPA is supportive of an MOA to address the adverse effects of
the proposed Project.

Discuss and/or analyze the direct or cumulative impacts of heavy construction vehicles/traffic on Park road, which was built between 1933 and 1935. Historic
features on this roadway include: 1 bridge and 11 box culverts and original culverts with mortared stone headwalls.

No-Action alternative -- consider other culturally/spiritual locations. Haleakala should be offered the same protection as any other “traditional cultural property. .
..an therefore no action taken.

Inadequate cultural resources evaluation, dated January 2006. NSF should conduct Section 106 consultations with the NPS, HALE and the SHPO. Formal
consultation is required under NHPA Section 106 on appropriate mitigation. MOA must be executed with ACHP and/or SHPO Describe suggestions from Native
Hawaiians and local communities and the ways in which the agency would respond to these concerns. Resolution strategies and mitigation plans should be
discussed in detail. Mitigation measures could include funding for Hawaiian cultural educational programs, improved cultural centers, and research on sacred
sites within HO.

APPENDIX A: COMMENTS AND REPONSES TO DEIS (SEPTEMBER 2006)
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The ROI for this section should be expanded to include the Crater Historic. The definition of significant impact for historic and cultural resources only being an
irrevocable loss is inappropriate for the size and scope of this proposal and the number and importance of the resources that will be adversely impacted.

The DEIS mentioned that the proposed Project will have a potentially significant impact on Native Hawaiian cultural and spiritual practices. Would like a copy
of the mentioned MOA with Native Hawaiian groups and would like to see discussion on how the applicant selected the Native Hawaiian groups for the MOA
and which mitigation measures were considered.

DEIS failed to address arguments in March 20, 2006 letter. . .. Haleakala is culturally unsupportable and significant impacts cannot be mitigated.
The Appendix titled Cultural Resource Evaluation conclusion is too abrupt. For clarity, recommend a section assessing and discussing the disclosed information.

Recommend the impact be identified as “Significant” because no agreement on the level of significance or mitigation has been reached. The terms of agreement
and mitigation must be discussed and agreed upon with the Native Hawaiian communities, SHPO, and the ACHP before this issue can be resolved.

The process explained regarding mitigating significant adverse impacts requiring the consultation of a Cultural Specialist prior to and during construction in the
DEIS seems weak and pre-decisional, despite consultations with the SHPO and Native Hawaiian organizations, individuals and members of the public to develop
a mitigation strategy and draft MOU.

Document should include discussion concerning the proposed ATST Project is located within the Crater Historic District, which is listed both on the SIHP and
NRHP.

Haleakala is a sacred place to Native Hawaiians, would be a desecration of the physical and spiritual manifestation of the cultural/historical mana, a proposed
telescope is not consistent with the designation of the summit of Haleakala as a TCP and its eligibility for listing on the NRHP, and the Cultural Resources
Commission strongly recommends adoption of the No-Action Alternative.

Impact threshold should be lower, given the community input regarding the significance of this Traditional Cultural Property. The cumulative impacts of the
project have not been addressed regarding mitigation, and that significant impacts to the historic district/property and TCP of Haleakala are not adequately
addressed in the document.

Generally objects on cultural basis. . . .  Whole mountain is sacred not the two ahu built for ceremonial use . . . objects to need for permission to exercise
religion.

Response to all Comments:

Your comments are respectfully noted. NSF has listened to the voices and testimony of Native Hawaiians and others who have taken the time to come to
meetings or provide written testimony to share their mana‘o about Haleakala, both as a spiritual, sacred place and also as a place where culture and science can
co-exist. Section 5.0-Natification, Public Involvement, and Consulted Parties addresses the numerous consultation meetings, both informal and formal that have
taken place since 2005.

See Section 4.18.2-Cultural, Historic, and Archeological Resources, which describes aspects to the strategy proposed by NSF and cooperating Native Hawaiian
individuals to minimize or mitigate effects to what is acknowledged to be a Traditional Cultural Property (TCP).
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Preservation Plans are in place at HO. See Vol. I1-Surveys and Assessments, Appendix B (2) Archaeological Recovery Plans: a. State of Hawai‘i, Department of
Land and Natural Resources (DLNR) approval letter sent to Erik Fredericksen, Xamanek Researches, regarding Preservation Plan for Eleven Sites at Science
City, from Peter Young, Chair, State Historic Preservation Officer, dated July 10, 2006, acknowledging that the Preservation Plan is acceptable.;

and, b. Archaeological Preservation Plan for an 18-1-acre parcel known as “Science City”, Haleakala Crater, Papa‘anui Ahupua‘a, Makawao District, Maui
Island (TMK: 2-2-07: por. of 8).

The 2003 cultural resource evaluation conducted for the LRDP, offered a series of recommended rules to ensure preservation of cultural resources at HO. The
IfA adopted the preservation recommendations in 2003, and maintains a program that includes “Sense of Place” training for everyone working at HO,
coordination with and oversight by a cultural specialist for all construction projects, and set-aside areas for exclusive use by Kanaka Maoli to practice cultural
and spiritual ceremonies. (CRE, 2003, p. 16).

A Cultural Specialist would be engaged at the earliest stages of the planning process, monitor the construction process, and consult with and advise the on-site
Project Manager with regard to any cultural or spiritual correction. That includes disposition of rock and soil, rehabilitation of disturbed areas, and the
appropriate prayers at the beginning and end of work. Because NSF has found that the proposed ATST Project would affect cultural resources on this portion of
the summit area, the Cultural Specialist must be a Kanaka Maoli, preferably a kupuna (elder) and if possible a kahu (clergyman) as well, and one who has
personal knowledge of the spiritual and cultural significance and protocol of Haleakala.

Another mitigation strategy is directed under guidance of Section 106 of the NHPA, which requires Federal agencies to take into account the effects of their
undertakings on historic properties. The NSF has been consulting with HALE, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), the State Historic
Preservation Division (SHPD), Native Hawaiian organizations and individuals, and other members of the public to find ways to resolve adverse effects from the
proposed ATST Project.

Another mitigation strategy is the removal of the proposed ATST facility after its operational lifetime, which would constitute a significant mitigation of its
potential long-term impact. Such decommissioning is taken into consideration as part of life-cycle project planning, and, in the case of facilities constructed with
NSF’s financial assistance, it is determined on a case-by-case basis. With regard to the proposed ATST Project, if funding for construction is approved, NSF
anticipates that the estimated lifetime of the telescope would be at least 45 years (spanning two, 22-year solar cycles) after it becomes operational. As a
mitigation measure under Section 106 of the NHPA, and relating to other categories of impact as well, NSF is seriously considering decommissioning,
deconstruction, or divestment of the proposed ATST Project at the end of its productive lifetime.

NSF has made efforts to have more than one meeting to try and accommodate the interested community since 2005. NSF has held meetings during both the
daytime and evening with the intent to try to accommodate the various schedules of consulting parties. NSF has also sought input from the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation, the Hawai’i State Historic Preservation Office, and the HALE staff regarding appropriate times and days to schedule meetings with the
goal of increasing the opportunities for consulting parties to be in attendance. Section 5.0-Notification, Public Involvement, and Consulted Parties provides
details about the ATST Project’s efforts to notify and consult with Federal and State agencies, Native Hawaiian Organizations (NHO) and individuals, other
community organizations and members of the public during the course of both the NEPA and NHPA Section 106 processes for the proposed ATST Project.

Consulting party lists were generated either by individuals or community groups requesting to be a Section 106 consulting party or, through other sources, the
ATST Project was provided with lists or names of individuals or groups who potentially might be interested in becoming a consulting party. Numerous attempts
to inform people about the proposed ATST Project were made since 2005.
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2. NSF has received many comments, both in writing and during meetings, expressing a position that the proposed ATST Project should not go forward. With
regard to the availability of people to express this position during meetings, NSF did explain during the June 2008 meetings the reasons why the adverse effects
to the summit as a traditional cultural property could not be avoided. NSF did not preclude any consulting parties during those meetings, the August 2008
meetings, or the June 2009 meetings from expressing their views regarding whether adverse effects could be avoided. Please see Section 5.0 for a more detailed
discussion on the Section 106 process, as well as the transcripts and notes of the meetings set forth in Volumes 3 and 4.

3. NSF acknowledges the spiritual and cultural significance of Haleakala as a traditional cultural property (TCP) and has determined that the proposed ATST
Project would have a major and adverse effect on this TCP. While many individuals spoke about the sacred and cultural significance of Haleakala, and expressed
their belief that spirituality cannot be mitigated and that construction of the proposed ATST project should be avoided, many others have, to the contrary,
expressed their support for the proposed ATST Project and their belief that culture and science can co-exist. Still others have expressed their view that they are
opposed to the construction of the proposed ATST Project, but believe that mitigation through an educational program focused on the intersection between
traditional culture and science would help to reduce the adverse effects. All views have been received and will be considered before a final decision is made.

4. Since 2005, there have been over 30 formal and informal Section 106 consultation meetings, and the list of consulting parties has grown to over 120. NSF
has received many comments from the consulting parties and is now in the process of soliciting comments on a draft Programmatic Agreement designed to
address adverse effects. No additional formal Section 106 meetings are anticipated, but additional consultation is ongoing.

Biological Resources and Endangered Species

Received from:

1. EPA, E. Manzanilla, 10-30-06 2. Dept. of Planning, Maui County Cultural Resources Commission, 10-23-06
3. Maui Cultural Lands, E. Lindsey, Jr., 10-23-06 4. Maui Group Sierra Club, K. McDuff, 10-23-06

5. V. McCarty, 10-21-06 6. M. Evanson, 10-20-06

7. HALE, Marilyn Parris, 10-19-06 8. DLNR-OCCL, S. Lemmo, 10-19-06

9. DBEDT, Office of Planning, L. Thielen, 10-19-06 10. Friends of Haleakala National Park, M. Evanson, 10-18-06

11. DLNR- DOFAW, P. Conry, 10-02-06 12. Royal Order of Kamehameha I, G.Kaho*ohanohano, 09-29-06

13. USFWS, P. Leonard, 09-28-06

Comment: (The nature of these comments are similar, therefore, they are grouped.)

The potential impact on the ‘ua‘u could be significant and should be identified as such in the FEIS, until additional mitigation measures are described which
would reduce the adverse effects to “Less Than Significant”. NSF should identify and commit to mitigation before the impact is identified as reduced to a level of
less significance.

Work closely with biologists at HALE and USFWS to ensure video surveillance does not adversely impact endangered ‘u‘au. Impacts to ‘u‘au, néng, and
‘ope‘ape‘a need to be adequately addressed for possible adverse impacts by the proposed ATST Project and associated construction. The DEIS ROI should
include the areas along the park roadway. Construction vehicles may disturb ‘ua‘u and néne nestings near the road. Need Hale’s approval for video monitoring
equipment within the park.

We recommend that the FEIS provide greater specificity about the ‘ua‘u monitoring process to ensure the protection of this important species. This discussion
should include whether determinations will be made by a qualified expert and whether the monitoring will be conducted often enough to prevent fatalities. We
also recommend that the discussion include the process to follow if the project is found to harm the ‘ua‘u, for example, will construction cease until the end of
the nesting season, or will the project be relocated to an alternate site? 07 -- Construction work should be done to minimize impacts to the nesting burrows of the
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‘u‘au and avoid any take of this Federally-listed species. If incidental take is anticipated, a State Habitat Conservation Plan should be obtained.
Initiation of formal Section 7 consultation with USFWS.

There are issues with regards to Invertebrate Resources that were not presented in the DEIS;

1) It is likely there are more arthropod species unique to the summit than what was report in the Arthropod Inventory and Assessment. Saying there are no
species unique to the site is misleading;

2) USFWS has species of concern in the proposed site such as the flightless moth, and native bees, neither of which are mentioned in the DEIS;

3) There are two invasive species not mentioned, Argentine ant and yellow-jackets.

The transportation of equipment and materials to the construction project may bring unwanted invasive species to the summit area. We recommend that the
project coordinators adopt procedures to restrict invasive species introductions and apply preventative measures for monitoring and detection. The mitigation
outlined in the DEIS falls grossly short of the measures necessary to ensure that non-native species are not introduced into HALE and/or the proposed site.

One of the greatest long-term threats to Haleakala summit area and nearby State-managed forest reserves is the introduction and spread of invasive species via
the transportation of equipment and materials to the construction property. Recommend adopting procedures to restrict invasive species before they enter the
summit or the island of Maui.

The effects on resources could be quite significant. Construction activity could cause death to ‘ua’u; abandon burrows; DESTROY Hundreds of native plants;
potential pesticides and other contaminants. (pg 9)

Response to all Comments:

The Supplemental DEIS is considerably revised from the DEIS; comments received warranted additional surveys and studies, which were completed after the
DEIS was published. Regarding Biological Resources and Endangered Species, the Haleakala National Park (HALE) road corridor and its resources were
included, additional arthropod sampling for the proposed ATST project was conducted in March 2007, and the additional data on arthropod occurrence is also
discussed in Section 3, the results of Endangered Species Act Section 7 consultations with the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS) are presented as part of the
biological impact assessment for the proposed ATST Project. The Informal Consultation Document prepared by USFWS for NSF is appended (Vol. I, Appendix
M- U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Section 7, Informal Consultation Document.)

For additional information, see Vol. 11, Appendix I- Petrel Monitoring Plan. Also in Vol. I1, additional surveys for biological and botanical species have been
conducted, Section 3.3.3.3-Invertebrate Resources, Section 4.18.3- Biological Resources, and Section 4.18.4-Biological Resources (Mitigations to Prevent
Introduction of Alien Invasive Species (AlS).
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Topography, Geology and Soils

Received from: 1. EPA, E. Manzanilla, 10-30-06 2. HALE, Marilyn Parris, 10-19-06

Comment:

1. Consult with Native Hawaiian organizations and HALE personnel concerning construction of the Pu‘u Kolekole cone. Describe and evaluate other soil
placement alternatives. The DEIS claims the cultural restoration of Pu‘u Kolekole via the restoration of the truncated cone will be a beneficial impact.
Recommend the level of significance be identified as “Significant” until a suitable plan for the removal of excavated soil is agreed upon.

2. HALE disagrees due to the unnatural appearance of created slopes.

1, 2. Questions whether the hill will look natural and be stable, since there will be no internal bonding between the excavated soil and the underlying cone; soil
erosion may be an issue of concern.

Response:
1, 2. Although the restoration of the pu‘u at Reber Circle was suggested by a Native Hawaiian practitioner during the DEIS process, there has been little support
in the Native Hawaiian community for this potential mitigation. Therefore, it is no longer considered as a possible mitigation measure.

See Sections 2.4.3-Construction Activities, 4.4.2-Evaluation of Potential Effects at the Mees Site, and 4.17.7-Topography, Geology and Soils.

Visual Resources and View Plane

Received from:

1. EPA, E. Manzanilla, 10-30-06 2. HALE, Marilyn Parris, 10-19-06 3. DLNR-OCCL, S. Lemmo, 10-19-06
4. DBEDT, Office of Planning, L. Thielen, 10-19-06 5. DLNR- DOFAW, P. Conry, 10-02-06 6. W. Evanson, 10-23-06
7. Maui Group Sierra Club, K. McDuff, 10-23-06 8. Maui Architectural Group, J. Niess, 10-23-06 9. D. Mayer, 10-22-06
10. Friends of Haleakala National Park, 11. M. Helm, 09-21-06 and 10-23-06 12. D. Betz, 10-23-06
M. Evanson, 10-18-06 13. P. Kamakawiwo‘ole 14. K Wong 9-29-06

Comment: NOTE: The nature of these comments are similar, therefore, they are grouped.

HALE’s annul visitation is approximately 1.7 million and not a million as stated. HALE disagrees with methodology to assess visual resource and visual plane
impacts, as subjective with no scientific and/or aethestical basis.

HALE disagrees with “significant” impact for visual resources and view plane as new or irrevocable loss of visual resources — threshold far too high.
DEIS stated no mitigation to the impacts on the visual resources and view plane.
The FEIS should also discuss how development of the ATST on the existing MSO site (rather than next to it) would alter the visual impact of the project.

The view planes resulting from this ATST development will have a significant impact on Haleakala mountain. This impact has become a major issue for the
residents of Maui. View planes from the HALE designated wilderness should be addressed for visual intrusion.

The impact on visual resources and view plane is significant to the Native Hawaiian people. The identification of visual impacts should be considered
“Significant” until there is a commitment to and description of mitigation that would result in a “Less Than Significant” level of impact.
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There is no mention that approximately 24,000 acres of HALE is remote, wilderness. This designated wilderness area must be discussed. Need to mention
impacts to Park visitor experiences and other recreational activities within HALE. Also need to address view planes from the HALE designated wilderness for
visual intrusion.

White paint will adversely change the visual, cultural, biological and geological landscape.

Cultural spirituality is significantly impacted by interrupted view plane.

Response to all Comments:
The SDEIS was updated to provide an annual visitor count to approximately 1.7 million.

The Visual Resources analysis has been revised to focus on a more industry accepted qualitative evaluation. The area that is visually occupied is discussed, but
the analysis does not use the previous approach of viewshed percentage occupied by ATST. The level of intensity is directly related to the amount of visual
change between the existing visual viewscape and the rendered proposed viewscape. These comparative simulations are provided in the analysis to justify the
conclusions. In other words, the visual effect of the proposed ATST Project at the Mees site from various locations remains as a moderate, adverse impact
because there is no view from where the ATST would be seen where the current HO facilities are not already seen. Major intensity is reserved for those views
where ATST would create a new visual interruption on an otherwise uninterrupted horizon. The Reber Circle site, on the other hand, does result in several new
visual interruptions creating a major, adverse effect. These results have been revised in Section 4.5-Visual Resources. The statement remains that no mitigation
would adequately reduce this impact.

Impacts to the Wilderness and Summit areas of HALE are discussed in Section 4.6 —Visitor Use and Experience. Recreational facilities are discussed in Section
4.13 —Public Services and Facilities. Section 4.6, in particular, relates the visual analysis and change to viewshed conditions (Section 4.5) with the change in
visitor experience.

Water Resources

Received from: Dept. of Water, G. Tengan, 09-29-06

Comment:
In order to protect the ground water resources, the applicant is encouraged to adopt best management practices (BMP) for construction to minimize infiltration
and runoff.

The project is encouraged to utilize non-potable water for dust control during the construction phase.

The project site is located in the “Maui County Planting Plan”. Native plants adapted to the area conserve water and protect the watershed from degradation due
to alien species.

Response: The assessment in the EIS of the affected aquifer and associated drainage issues concurs with the description in the comment letter. These topics are
addressed in detail in Sections 3.7- and 4.7-Water Resources, as well as in Vol. I1-Appendix L-Stormwater Master Plan for Haleakala High Altitude Observatory.
The Stormwater Master Plan recommends a series of site-specific best management practices (BMPs) and incorporates the County of Maui BMPs for control of
erosion during construction (Section 3.0 of Appendix L). It is the intention of the project that these practices be fully implemented and enforced.

Per the recommendation in the comment letter, the use of only non-potable water for dust control has been added to the list of construction BMPs included in
Section 2.4.3-Construction Activities of the SDEIS, as follows: “Dust control would be done by watering the disturbed ground using non-potable water trucked
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to the site by the contractor specifically for that purpose. Potable water would not be used for dust control.”

The project does not anticipate landscaping or other use of plant materials. Should this become desirable or necessary we will refer to the list you provided for
guidance of suitable native plants for Plant Zone 2.

Infrastructure: Wastewater, Domestic Water, Stormwater

Received from: Hawai‘i Dept. of Health, K. Sunada, 10-20-06

Comment: Subject property is located in the critical Wastewater Disposal Area as determined by Maui County Wastewater Advisory Committee, where no new
cesspools will be allowed. DOH reserves the right to review detailed wastewater plans for conformance to applicable State rules. The DOH has no objections to
the use of an individual wastewater system for the site.

Response: As stated in Section 2.4.4-Telescope Operation Activities (Utilities, Wastewater Management), the proposed ATST Project would install an
individual treatment plant adequate to process the domestic wastewater from both the Proposed Action and the MSO facility would be provided. This would be a
small individual treatment plant (less than 1,000 gallons per day) installed underground. This plant would utilize aeration and biologically accelerated treatment
to achieve effluent standards (biological oxygen demand, total suspended solids, and pH levels) acceptable for infiltration directly to ground. Effluent would be
disposed of in an on-site infiltration well. The specification of the treatment plant and its related piping/discharge system would be based on the anticipated
utilization of the facility and the applicable regulations of the State of Hawai‘i Department of Health.

Comment: It is understood there is no source or water supply and a rain-catchment system supplemented by hauled water will be used. All public water system
users are required to comply with HAR, Title 11, Chapter 20, “Rules Relating to Potable Water Systems”.

Response: As stated in Sections 2.4.4-Telescope Operation Activities (Utilities, Domestic Water Supply, the proposed ATST Project would provide appropriate
systems for treatment, piping, and pumping the cistern water for use in the S&O Building would be provided. The cistern water would be used directly for the
domestic fixtures of the Proposed Action and would be required to meet basic potability standards. Water for human consumption would be provided separately
through commercial bottled sources.

Comment: The Army Corps of Engineers should be contacted for this project. HAR, Section 11-55-38 requires permit. Discharges regarding section 401 WQC
or NPDES requires permit coverage under HAR, Chapter 11-54.

Response: In a telephone inquiry to Peter Galloway of the Army Corps of Engineers (ACE), an ATST Project representative was informed that a Water Quality
Certification is not likely to be required based on the location and nature of the project. A follow-up letter was sent by Mr. George Young, Chief, Regulatory
Branch (CEPOH-EC-R) in which he stated that after reviewing the DEIS and based on the information provided and other information available to his office,
they have “...determined that these areas consist entirely of uplands and that the project would not involve any discharge of fill material into waters of the United
States; therefore, a Dept. of the Army (DA) permits will not be required.”(See Section 1.6.4-Approvals and Permits)

Comment: The DOH may require the submittal of a National Pollutant Elimination System (NPDES) permit.

Response: As stated in Section 1.6.4-Approvals and Permits, the proposed ATST Project will submit an NPDES application for permit, if construction is
approved. The proposed ATST Project would be bound by the HO Stormwater Management Plan (Vol. 11, Appendix L) to prevent erosion, excessive losses of
soil, and reduce the potential for off-site sedimentation.
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Infrastructure: Electricity

Received from:

1. K. Wong, 9-29-06 2. MECO, N. Shinyama, 10-26-09; 3. D. Mayer, 10-22-06
4, W. Evanson, 10-23-06
Comment:

1. Itis beyond comprehension that although this telescope is being built to study the Sun, it will not have any solar panels or photovoltaic and do nothing but
drain expensive power from Maui Electric.

2. Since the proposed electrical load seems substantial, MECO highly encourages the electrical consultant to meet with MECO as soon as practical and submit
drawings to confirm the project’s new electrical demand requirements.

1,2.  What impact will this project have on current and future energy production and transmission needs/costs that are now primarily passed along to consumer,
namely the public.

Response:

1. Please be assured that we have considered the options of solar panels or photovoltaic and we agree that Maui Electric power is expensive. To maximize this
resource, MECO is mandated to sponsor a program to study energy saving alternatives for their major power using customers - and potential customers.
They completed such a study for the proposed ATST project and concluded that the use of solar power is not an efficient energy savings alternative for the
project. That determination was largely based on the high cost and low efficiency (power generated per PV area) of the best panels currently available. Our
own calculations confirm that conclusion and indicate that it would require covering at least two acres of the mountaintop with PV panels to generate the
electrical power required to operate the ATST. That amount of ground coverage, or even enough to appreciably reduce the project’s reliance on MECO
power, would have significant environmental and visual impact. We do not rule out solar power as a future option for the proposed ATST. In fact, the new
knowledge that the ATST would provide about the Sun’s energy may even lead to the development of more efficient solar energy use, which would in turn
enable that possibility.

2. Members of the proposed ATST Project have contacted MECO on the anticipated electrical load and will continue to consult with MECO engineers should
the Proposed Action be approved and plans become refined.

3. See Section 2.4.4-Telescope Operation Activities (Utilities, Electricity) for a detailed discussion about electrical power for the Proposed Action that would
be provided by connection to the MECO substation on HO.
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Infrastructure and Utilities: Maui County Building Codes

Received from:

1. Maui Group Sierra Club, K. McDuff, 10-23-06 2. D. Mayer, 10-22-06
3. County of Maui, Dept. of Public Works and Environmental Management, M. Arakawa, 09-18-06
Comment:

1. The County of Maui prohibits any building over the height of 12 stories. ... The DEIS should state that if the project is not exempt, it would violate
numerous county and local land use ordinances and guidelines.

2. Despite the fact that since 1996 there has been a 35’ height limit in the Upcountry Community Plan district, the proposed telescope would violate this
ordinance.

3. The property is zoned State Conservation. Pursuant to §16.26.101.3 of the Maui County Code, the County’s building code does not apply to the land
designated by the State Land Use Commission to be within the Conservation District.

Response:

The existing State Land Use District for the proposed ATST Project has been identified as Conservation District, General Subzone, where a Conservation
District Use Permit (CDUP) will be required by the Dept. of Land and Natural Resources (DLNR) prior to construction. (See Section 1.7.2-State Land Use Law,
Chapter 205, Hawai‘i Revised Statutes and Section 1.6.4-Permits and Approvals)

Chapter 2.80A, Maui County Code, pertaining to the General Plan and the community plans, requires that “For community plan areas on the island of Maui,
urban and rural growth boundaries and a map delineating urban and rural growth areas, consistent with the general plan;” The Makawao-Pukalani-Kula
Community Plan as adopted by Ordinance No. 2510 and became effective on July 23, 1996, page 29, describes the Goal, Objectives, and Policies for Urban
Design. Obijective No. 8 recommends: “Enforce a two-story or 35-foot height limitation throughout the region...” Urban Region Design. However, HO is in a
Conservation District, as noted in the plan and, therefore, the community plan does not apply. Moreover, the Maui County Code, Chapter 16.26 Building Code
16.26.101.3, Subsection 101.3 amended, reads as follows: 101.3 Scope. The provisions of this code shall apply to the construction, alteration, moving,
demolition, repair, and use of any building or structure within the county, except those lands within the county that are designated by the state land use
commission to be within the conservation district boundaries or designated as Hawaiian Home Lands. Again, there are no height restrictions imposed on
structures within the conservation district boundaries.
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Infrastructure and Utilities: ATST Equipment and Infrastructure

Received from:

1. Maui Architectural Group, J. Niess, 10-23-06 2. D. Mayer, 10-22-06

Comment:

Regarding treatment of its exterior, why was only brown color compared to the highly reflective (and objectionable) white?
Response:

The paint specified for most of the enclosure was accurately rendered in the SDEIS. See Vol. Il, Appendix J(4)-Supplemental Description of ATST Equipment
and Infrastructure for a detailed discussion. See Section 2.4.1-Features of Infrastructural Design and Vol. 11, Appendix J(4)-Supplemental Description of ATST
Equipment and Infrastructure for further discussion on these features.

Received from: Maui Architectural Group, J. Niess, 10-23-06

Comment: Assuming the 145 feet is the only way this hardware can be configured (is it? Have other configurations been studied? Where are the alternatives to
such a towering structural mass?) why has no consideration been given to burying a significant portion of the structure below grade?

Response:
(See Vol. 11, Appendix J(4)- Proposed Action and Alternatives: Supplemental Description of ATST Equipment and Infrastructure)

Received from: D. Mayer, 10-22-06

Comment: Unfortunately, this white apron was not discussed in the DEIS. If it had been included in the building design, evaluated and discussed, it might be
possible to reduce the height of the telescope, maybe also the proposed illegally tall service building, and perhaps the overall cost of the project. If the white
apron were built, what would be the telescope height needed?

Response:

See Vol. I, Appendix J(4)- Proposed Action and Alternatives: Supplemental Description of ATST Equipment and Infrastructure.

In addition to direct sunlight, heat radiating up from the dark volcanic rock around the enclosure is shown by thermal modeling to be a significant contributor to
the heat load on the enclosure surfaces. A simple passive approach is proposed to significantly reduce this heat source. A ground-level concrete apron extending
10 meters (32 feet 10 inches) out from the base of the enclosure would reduce the incident heat on the lower enclosure by approximately 40 percent. This ring of
concrete would be painted with a white sealant and would incorporate a trench drain to allow it to serve as a back-up containment method for any potential
coolant leakage from the carousel above.
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Infrastructure and Utilities: Roadways and Traffic

Received from:

1. EPA, E. Manzanilla, 10-30-06 2. HALE, Marilyn Parris, 10-19-06 3. DLNR-DOFAW, P. Conry, 10-02-06

4. Hawai‘i DOT, R. Haraga, 09-06-06 5. W. Evanson, 10-23-06 6. Maui Architectural Group, J. Niess, 10-23-06
7. D. Mayer, 10-22-06

Comment:

1. Heavy or wide truck transportation will require permitting from State Highways Maui District Office. Applicant should contact DOT Highways Division,
Maui District Engineer to ensure coordination of vehicle movements and compliance with any necessary procedures. Contingency plans should be
coordinated to ensure Maui District Engineer is notified whenever there is damage to State highway facilities. The contractor is responsible for remediation
of any damage that occurs from the movement of construction vehicles.

EPA recommends that HALE complete their Draft Traffic Management Plan and then discuss potential mitigation measure with the NSF. Operators of the
Haleakala bicycle tours should also be included in these discussions. Additional signage regarding construction traffic will need to be posted.

1,2. EPA, HALE Recommend impact be identified as “Significant” until mitigation has been discussed and agreed upon. Cumulative impacts not quantified.

2. The DEIS did not define the number of trucks delivering materials, supplies and/or equipment, therefore, the DEIS assessment that there will be infrequent
short-term adverse impacts on traffic conditions is flawed. Not adequate mitigation for scope of impact to park roadway. Suggested carpooling trivializes
cumulative adverse impact to roadway and traffic issues.

3. Considering the amount of traffic up and down the mountain, we request that construction workers “carpool” to the work area.
We are concerned that the construction vehicles and equipment used for the construction of ATST will have a major impact on the current access road to the
project site. Additional funding should be allocated for road maintenance or repair resulting from these impacts. Are public funds available for future
maintenance? The roadway is already reaching total failure due to increase of heavy traffic in recent years.

5. How project might affect other road users, adjacent homeowners; overcrowding; no proposed new transportation plans.

4. No Traffic Impact Analysis Report was provided, however, given the limited number of staff at the site, it is unlikely the completed project would generate
significant traffic impacts.

6, 7.  Traffic concerns generally; traffic safety

Response:

1. The “STATUS” column of Section 1.6.4-Approvals and Permits, Table 1-4-Anticipated Permits and Approvals Required for the Proposed Action, includes
the comment: “Contact Maui District office for appropriate truck permit/traffic coordination” to permit heavy or wide truck transportation of project
equipment on State highways.

As of March 18, 2008, the National Park Service has issued a News Advisory that the moratorium of commercial downhill bicycle rides in Haleakala
National Park will continue pending a full evaluation of all impacts from the activity in the Park’s Commercial Services Plan.
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3. The impact of construction and operation of ATST on roadways and traffic is addressed in Section 4.9.2-Evaluation of Potential Construction- and
Operational-Related Impacts at the Mees Site. This includes a specific provision requiring construction workers to carpool to the site whenever possible.

4. Thank you for your comments, which are noted.

1,2,6,7. See Section 2.4.3-Construction Activities and Table 2-4., Anticipated Major Use of the Road for Construction of the Proposed ATST Project, and
4.18-Mitigation.

Infrastructure and Utilities: Communications

Received from: D. Mayer, 10-22-06

Comment: Several references are made in the DEIS to connections to off-site facilities.
The references are to some kind of “base” for communication to an off-site computer “server”, there is no description or evaluation of these off-site locations.

Response: The references made to these connections pertain to data transmission connectivity currently provided at HO. See Section 2.4.4-Telescope Operation
Activities (Utilities, Communications) for detailed discussion.

Construction Activities, Soil Placement

Received from: D. Mayer, 10-22-06

Comment: What will happen with the excavated soil, i.e. a site for soil placement vs. a construction staging area?

Response: See Section 2.4.3-Construction Activities for detailed discussion on excavation, soil placement, and staging.

Observatory Decommissioning

Received from: Maui Group Sierra Club, K. McDuff, 10-23-06

Comment:

None of the five buildings at the top of this inimitable summit have been taken down yet, but at the last informational community meeting at Pukalani in 2006,
one of the members of the ATST team informed the public that each facility has an estimate service life.” ... address cleanup and disposal of the project when it
is not longer necessary.

Response:

(See Sections 2.4.3-Construction Activities and 4.19-Mitigation)

Decommissioning of facilities constructed with NSF’s financial assistance is determined on a case-by-case basis. Of course, decommissioning is taken into
consideration as part of life-cycle project planning. With regard to the proposed ATST Project, NSF anticipates that the estimated lifetime of the telescope would
be at least 45 years (spanning two 22-year solar cycles) after it becomes operational (if funding for construction is approved). NSF would consider
decommissioning, deconstruction or divestment of the proposed ATST Project at the end of its productive lifetime. IfA is the lessor for all observatory facilities
within HO and would be the responsible entity for coordinating with its lessees and/or determining a facilities’ estimated service life.
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Air Quality

Received from: HALE, Marilyn Parris, 10-19-06

Comment: Impacts of dust during construction were not properly evaluated in the DEIS. Mitigation measures stated only relate to fugitive dust and intermittent
exhaust.

Response: Sections 4.11 and 4.18.11 provide details about air quality.

Noise

Received from:
1. HALE, Marilyn Parris, 10-19-06 2. W. Evanson, 10-23-06; 3. D. Mayer, 10-22-06 4. M. Helm, 09-21-06, 10-23-06

Comment:
1,23 4 The impact of heavy construction vehicles and equipment leaving the ATST site and descending the steep Park road and into the upper Kula
residential area will subject the environment to the loud braking noises — this impact was not included nor evaluated as potential source of noise.

1. Noise monitoring equipment do not mitigate the adverse impacts to birds.

Response:

1, 2, 3, 4. Licensed commercial vehicle drivers are responsible for complying with the regulations set forth in HAR Title 11, Chapter 46-Community Noise
Control, where its Purpose states: “It is the purpose of this chapter to define the maximum permissible sound levels, and to provide for the prevention, control,
and abatement of noise pollution in the State from the following excessive noise sources: stationary noise sources; and equipment related to agricultural,
construction, and industrial activities. It is also the purpose of this chapter to establish noise quality standards to protect public health and welfare, and to prevent
the significant degradation of the environment and quality of life.”

1. Noise monitoring equipment itself is not a mitigation measure; however it is part of an overall mitigation strategy that would utilize monitoring equipment on
a full-time basis to ensure that established noise thresholds are not exceeded during those periods when petrels are in their nests. Should these thresholds be
exceeded at any time, immediate action would be taken to ensure that noise levels are reduced to or less than the levels required by USFWS for prevention of
adverse impacts on birds at the site.
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Hazardous Materials and Solid Waste

Received from:
1. HALE, Marilyn Parris, 10-19-06 2. Maui Cultural Lands, E. Lindsey, Jr., 10-23-06 3. M. Helm, 09-21-06 and 10-23-06

Comment: NOTE: The nature of these comments are similar, therefore, they are grouped.
We are concerned with the omission of the potential impacts of transportation of hazardous materials through the Park’s already busy roadway and there is no
mention of mitigation of potential spills, which could impact visitors, employees, and/or other natural/cultural resources.

Response to all comments: A Hazardous Materials Management Plan specific to the Proposed Action has been prepared and is included as Vol. 11, Appendix D-
ATST Hazardous Materials Management Program. Hazardous materials that would be used at the proposed facility and their uses are shown in Table 2-5 of
Section 2.4.4-Telescope Operation Activities. The transportation of these materials associated with the proposed ATST Project also occurs along the Park road
corridor and State roads leading up to the Park road. Transportation along these roads is, likewise, governed by the authorities set forth below.

The transportation of hazardous materials for the Proposed Action would be fully consistent with Title 49 CFR Parts 100-185 Hazardous Materials Regulations —
Hazmat Transportation as prescribed by the Federal Department of Transportation. Only properly licensed companies and individuals would be contracted to
transport hazardous materials. All materials would be in approved containers, clearly labeled as to the nature and quantity of material. Trucks would display
diamond-shaped placards to identify hazardous materials as required. Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDS) for each hazardous material and/or chemical item
transported would accompany all shipments. This information would be readily available to the first responders at the scene of any potential spill to determine
appropriate measures for protection and safety of the public and the environment.

Containment of spills during the transport of any materials would be in accordance with the ATST Hazardous Materials Management Program (Vol. I,
Appendix D) and the written requirements of the MSDS documentation accompanying the shipment. Given these safeguards and the relatively benign nature of
these materials, their transport presents minimal potential for impact to the public, the natural environment, or cultural resources.

Table 4-5 in Section 4.8.2-Evaluation of Potential Effects at the Mees Site is a list of hazardous substances that may be present or used under the Proposed
Action, whether located at either the Mees site or Reber Circle site. Also see Section 4.18.8-Hazardous Materials and Solid Waste.
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Educational and Public Outreach

Received from: 1. DBEDT, Office of Planning, L. Thielen, 10-19-06 2. Royal Order of Kamehameha I, G. Kaho‘ohanohano, 09-29-06

Comment:

1. The applicant has expressed an interest in supporting local educational programs and workforce development. Three types of programs are currently being
considered; the FEIS should discuss implementation strategies and specific funding streams for program startup and continued operations since these types
of mechanisms would ensure that community benefits are achieved.

2. If this project is allowed, a request is made for the operational plan for this project to include the Educational, Cultural, Economical, and employment
priorities for the Kanaka Maoli of the Moku O Maui.

Response: (See Section 5.2.2-Addressing Adverse Effects) NSF is evaluating mitigation proposals including local educational programs and work force
developments to address the impacts of the proposed ATST Project on the community. Specifically, through its Section 106 consultation process, the NSF
continues to work closely with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), the State Historic Preservation Division (SHPD), HALE, and other
interested parties with the goal of ultimately reaching a Programmatic Agreement (PA), which would include a mitigation component. If a PA is reached, all
mitigation agreed upon, including implementation strategies and funding streams, if appropriate, will be explained therein.

See Section 1.4.3.2-ATST Education and Public Outreach describes Education and Outreach.

Environmental Justice

Received from: 1. EPA, E. Manzanilla, 10-30-06 2. P. Kamakawiwo‘ole

Comment:
FEIS should include a more thorough and detailed analysis of impacts on the Native Hawaiians, a minority population. NSF should conduct an Environmental
Justice Screening Analysis to more clearly and thoroughly bring into focus the environmental justice impact of the proposed Project.

Response: Executive Order 12898, “Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations,” provides that
“each Federal agency shall make achieving environmental justice part of its mission by identifying and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and
adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and low-income populations.” The comment
seems to raise concerns about impacts to cultural resources and, in particular, to Haleakala as a Traditional Cultural Property. These concerns have already been
analyzed under Section 4.2 (Cultural, Historic, and Archeological Resources). A typical environmental justice review under NEPA looks at whether the
proposed project will have a disproportionate impact on an adjacent community of minorities or residents below the poverty line, as compared to other affected
populations. It is noted that there is no minority population that resides adjacent to the project site. Section 4.12 (Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice)
has been revised in response to this comment.
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Employment Opportunities

Received from: D. Betz (no date)

Comment: Minimal job creation for locals.

Response: If approved, the construction phase of the proposed ATST Project is anticipated to be approximately five years where, wherever possible, the local
Maui workforce would be employed. When the construction phase has been completed, the proposed ATST Project estimates 50 to 55 new hires by the final year
of commissioning. Of the approximately 55 personnel, 35 people would be working on Maui and therefore would slightly increase the local spending. Half of
this number would be hired locally at the onset of the operational phase. After two or three years, the other half of staffing, originally hired or relocated from off-
island sources, would be replaced by local hires, resulting in a long-term beneficial effect on local employment. (See Section 4.12.2-Evaluation of Potential
Effects at the Mees Site.)

We do not have access to Human Resources data for astronomical institutions in Hawai’i. However, the largest employer at HO is currently Boeing LTS, who
operates the Maui Space Surveillance Complex (MSSC). In the early 1960’s, when the MSSC was first constructed, the local Maui workforce was utilized for
construction; and, once it was completed, qualified individuals from the construction crews were hired to work within the facility. Many Maui residents have
worked at and retired from this facility. In some cases, Maui- or Hawai‘i-born individuals who resided on the mainland were able to relocate to Maui through
employment opportunities at the facility. Some of these qualified individuals were either employed in fields suitable for open positions, students completing
college, or men and women who had served in the military. Since the MSSC has been operating, there have been anywhere from around 30 to nearly 200
individuals employed at this facility, many of which are local residents who already live here (unpublished MSSC Human Resources data).

HALE Resources and Crater Road

Received from: 1. EPA, E. Manzanilla, 10-30-06 2. HALE, Marilyn Parris, 10-19-06 3. DOI, P. Sanderson Port, 10-31-06
4. D. Mayer, 10-22-06 5. Maui Group Sierra Club, K. McDuff, 10-23-06

Comment:
1. Conduct Section 106 consultations with the NPS, HALE, and the SHPO.

2. Mention impacts that will incur to Park facilities and operations. Additional mitigation measures should be considered with regards to personnel for
additional monitoring programs. Additional mitigation measures should be considered with regards to personnel for traffic control, and inspection of
vehicles/equipment/material for invasive species.

3. The ROI should include not only the Park resources immediately adjacent to HO, but also the areas along the Park roadway. The ROI for this section should
be expanded to include the Crater Historic District. The definition of significant impact for historic and cultural resources only being an irrevocable loss is
inappropriate for the size and scope of this proposal and the number and importance of the resources that will be adversely impacted.

We are concerned about the direct impacts on HALE. Additional mitigation measures should be considered with regards to maintenance and Section 106
compliance for Haleakala Crater Road.

4,5. Economic impacts on tourist industry for National Park.

Response:
The Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) was prepared in response to public and agency comments of the DEIS and was described in
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the “Note to Reviewer” inside the cover of the SDEIS. Section 1.0-Introduction was prepared to evaluate the potential environmental impacts associated with
issuing a National Park Service (NPS) Special Use Permit (SUP), pursuant to 36 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) § 5.6 to operate commercial vehicles on the
Haleakala National Park Road during the construction and operation of the proposed ATST Project.

The affected environment (Section 3.0-Description of Affected Environment) also includes the Park road corridor, the historic bridge and multiple culverts. The
Park road corridor is included because a Special Use Permit (SUP) is required by HALE to operate commercial vehicles within the Park.

Cultural, historic and archeological resources were evaluated within the ROI, which, for these resources, falls within both HO and relevant areas within HALE,
including the Park road corridor. (Section 3.2- Cultural, Historic, and Archeological Resources)

Section 4.0- Summary of Environmental Consequences, Cumulative Impacts, and Mitigation was also significantly updated to address resources and effects to
these resources from the proposed ATST Project within HALE.

Federal Aviation Administration

Received from: FAA, D. Young, 10-17-06

Comment:
There would be a significant reduction of coverage from the FAA Haleakala Remote Communications Air-to-Ground (RCAG) facility due to the physical
obstruction created by the proposed 143-foot tall ATST building.

Depending on the altitude of the aircraft, the frequencies at Haleakala could experience reduced air to ground voice communication coverage from approximately
20 percent to 75 percent in the direction between 115 to 120 degrees from true north for the proposed primary site and between 87 to 93 degrees from true north
for the alternate site.

Response:

The proposed ATST Project would have a major, adverse, long-term effect on the FAA Remove Communications Air/Ground (RCAG) facilities, which are
located approximately 800 feet west of the Mees Solar Observatory. Because the FAA facilities are located at a lower elevation than the proposed ATST Project,
the construction of the proposed ATST Project would result in some signal attenuation from the RCAG facilities due to physical obstruction by the ATST
structures. Since the proposed ATST Project would result in a detectable change to the FAA’s existing activities, FAA Obstruction Evaluation and Spectrum
Management (11 CFR Part 77.35), FAA specialists working with NSF have addressed any potential issue involving a degradation of signal as a result of the
proposed ATST Project. Given that there would be a degradation of signal, the issue has been resolved. The FAA had determination that the degradation of
signal can be mitigated by replacing the existing antennas with high-gain antennas and modifying/replacing the existing platforms on which the antennas are
mounted to accommodate wind loading and configuration for the new antennas. The FAA has stated that further modification of the site and relocations of the
antennas may be needed, but environmental impacts from such a potential modification and relocation would not rise to a level of significance.
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Management Plan

Received from: 1. DBEDT, Office of Planning, L. Thielen, 10-19-06 2. DLNR-OCCL, S. Lemmo, 10-19-06 3. D. Mayer, 10-22-06

Comment:
1. The FEIS should address the status of efforts to develop a comprehensive summit master plan or discuss how the IfA’s LRDP fulfills that need.

2. The applicant should submit a Comprehensive Management Plan with a final EIS.

3. The Management Plan should include a discussion on the estimated lifetime of the ATST and what options exist should the telescope become obsolete.

Response: As described in the DEIS, Section 1.8-County of Maui Community Plan, the Makawao-Pukalani-Kula Community Plan (1996) includes a policy that
states: “Encourage Federal, State and County cooperation in the preparation of a comprehensive Haleakala summit master plan to promote orderly and sensitive
development which is compatible with the natural and native Hawaiian cultural environment of Haleakala National Park.”

The Proposed Action conforms to the LRDP and the HO Management Plan (MP), which would serve as the IfA contribution to any summit master plan. There
are more than 25 separate State, Federal and private entities with interests in the summit area of Haleakala. IfA is the only one of these entities that has
undertaken long-range planning for the property under its jurisdiction. The LRDP has specific protocols and measures that ensure orderly and sensitive
development that is designed to be compatible with the intended land-use and purposes for the 18.166 acres of land under the stewardship of IfA.

In accordance with HAR 13-5, Exhibit 3, the IfA is preparing a MP for HO. The Management Plan will consist of a general description of the land use,
ownership, the resources on the property, constraints such as topography, geology, easements, etc., proposed land uses, environmental monitoring strategies, and
reporting to the DLNR. The decommissioning and restoration of facilities within HO will also be included in the MP. The MP will be accompanied by a
Programmatic Environmental Assessment (PEA). The LRDP and MP, along with the PEA, will comprehensively address planning, monitoring, and reporting for
the 18.166 acres of HO and will comply fully with Exhibit 3 of HAR 13-5.

Significance of Impacts and Mitigation

Received from: 1. EPA, E. Manzanilla, 10-30-06 2. K. McDuff, et al, 10-23-06 3. D. Mayer, 10-22-06

Comment:

12. Mitigation is discussed briefly and conceptually. Additional mitigation measure should be considered, given the significant cumulative effects of the
proposed ATST project.

1. We are concerned that the NSF has not fully acknowledged the significance of impacts on the affected environment or included detailed discussion about
mitigation within the DEIS. There should be identification and commitment to mitigation before the adverse impact is considered reduced to a level of less
significance.

We recommend that NSF consider adopting a formal adaptive management plan to ensure implementation of mitigation measures and to provide flexibility
to meet changing research needs. Action alternatives would incorporate the principles of adaptive management by using monitoring and evaluation to
determine if management actions were achieving objectives and adjusting actions accordingly. EPA recommends that NSF review the specific discussion on
Adaptive Management in the NEPA Task Force Report to the Council on Environmental Quality on Modernizing NEPA.

3. Need cumulative impacts from other new activities.
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Response:

1, 2, 3. The Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) was prepared in response to public and agency comments on the DEIS, which was
described in the “Note to Reviewer” page inside the cover of the SDEIS. In a number of respects, the SDEIS was considerably revised from the DEIS and
addresses impact effects and mitigation in more detail. The FEIS provides additional clarification and analysis, including a more informative analysis of how the
mitigation measures will reduce impacts to a lower level.

NSO is developing a management plan to ensure implementation of the mitigation measures set forth above. The action alternatives would incorporate these
measures by using monitoring and evaluation mechanisms to determine if the Proposed Action is achieving the mitigation objectives and adjust actions
accordingly. This management plan would cover both phases of the proposed project, including construction and operations.

Meeting Transcripts

Received from:
1. Maui Group Sierra Club, K. McDuff, 10-23-06 2. D. Mayer, 10-22-06 3. M. Helm, 09-21-06 and 10-23-06 4. S. Burns (no date)

Comment:
1,3.  We were told when the members of the community presented their oral testimony that it would be transcribed and submitted to NSF to be included in
the Final EIS, so we will not duplicate the comments presented at those meetings herein and the DEIS should be corrected accordingly.

2. The final EIS should contain the complete, unedited, transcripts from each of the scoping meetings held in 2005. During those meetings much valuable
testimony was given by the public; a recorder was present and took down all the comments verbatim.

4. Oral testimony be submitted and viewed — requests video testimony be included.

Response:

Public comments and requests were made that transcripts from all formal public meetings be included in the EIS. To accommodate these requests, transcripts
were sent to requesters and verbatim transcripts for the Public Scoping Meetings, the DEIS and SDEIS Public Comment Meetings, and formal Section 106
meetings are provided in Vol. 111, Appendices B through D and Vol. 1V, Appendix C- Meeting Transcripts. The proceedings of each meeting were taken by
machine shorthand and thereafter reduced to print by means of computer-assisted transcription. The transcriptions represent, to the best of each stenographer’s
ability, a true and correct transcript of the proceedings.

The videographer who attended some of the public meetings was not part of the ATST Project. She was an independent videographer attending on her own
behalf.

General Corrections to DEIS Statements and/or Verbiage

Received from: HALE, Marilyn Parris, 10-19-06

Comment:
The DEIS erroneously states that the view of west Maui and the isthmus is west from various lookouts. The view is actually northwest.
The DEIS incorrectly states “concessionaires sponsor their own trips...”. Also, this section only mentions hiking trips and not horse trips.

Response: The SDEIS has been updated to reflect your comments.
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Military-Related Component and Security Implications

Received from: D. Mayer, 10-22-06

Comment:

There are indications that there may be military connects to this project, e.g., communications link via a fiber optic cable, the telescope will occasionally be
serviced by the Air Force’s Mirror Coating Facility, and scientific results from the ATST observation and analysis would be of great use the U.S. emerging
“militarization of space”. Is the ATST actually part of the Federal government’s military program? Close ties to the military will result in potential security

concerns.

Response:
There is no military component in the purpose and mission of the proposed ATST Project.

The references made to these connections pertain to data transmission connectivity currently provided at HO. The existing facilities at HO are currently served
by a microwave link for data transmission. The U. S. Air Force facility is served by a fiber link. Telephone service for all facilities is provided by Hawaiian
Telcom, which has spare fiber lines already in place to the summit. The Proposed Action would require connection to those existing data/communications

service lines (see Section 2.4.4 Telescope Operation Activities (Utilities, Communications).

No agreements are in place with the U.S. Air Force facility to utilize the Mirror Coating Facility.

Unresolved Issues

Received from: OEQC, G. Salmonson, 10-17-06

Comment: Please include a section discussing any and all unresolved issues, if any.

Response: Section 6.0-Unresolved Issues was included in the SDEIS.

Additional Comments

Comment: Comments to DEIS on behalf of the UH Environmental Center.

Response: Your comments were presented as being submitted in your capacity as a representative of the UH Environmental Center.
On November 28, 2006, however, the Vice Chancellor wrote to NSF reporting that your comments do not represent the official
views of the UH Environmental Center. Accordingly, NSF considers the views presented by the Vice Chancellor as superseding
those submitted by you.

Received from:
UH Environmental
Center, P. Rappa,
10-24-06

Comment: RE: Letter submitted by P. Rappa of UH Environmental Center. It should not be assumed that these views are those
views of the UH Environmental Center, its employees, or affiliates Assurance that UH is excited about Haleakala being chosen as the
best site from which to study the Sun with the proposed ATST Project. We appreciate that respect has been shown for the site and the
community by undertaking both a State and Federal EIS.

Response to Dr. Ostrander: Thank you for providing us with the official views of the University of Hawai’i at Manoa. They are
respectfully noted.

Dr. Gary Ostrander,
Ph.D.,

Vice Chancellor for
Research and Graduate
Education

University of Hawai‘i at
Manoa, 11-28-06
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Letters received with no comments to offer:

1. Dept. of Health, Maui District Office, H. Matsubayashi, 09-21-06
2. Dept. of Parks and Recreation, G. Correa, 11-06

3. K.Ka‘eo, 09-27-06

Response: Thank you for your comments, which are noted.

Comment: Supportive of project. Received from:

Response: Thank you for your comments, which are noted. Joe and Karen Johnson,
10-03-06

Comment: Question focused on a single potential benefit of the telescope — protecting/increasing food supply for planet. Provide a | Received from:

concise list of other potential benefits. A. Kaufmann, 10-19-06

Response: Thank you for your comments, which are noted.

Mitigation Proposals

Received from:

W. Shibuya, 10-23-06 and 08-28-08

Kahu Charles Maxwell (NOTE: This mitigation proposal was formally withdrawn at the June 10, 2009 NHPA Meetings held at Maui Community College.)
Maui Community College, Chancellor C. Sakamoto, 05-14-07

Response: Mitigation Proposals can be found in Section 5.2.2-Addressing Adverse Effects.
Thank you for submitting a mitigation proposal. Elements of mitigation proposals are included into the draft Programmatic Agreement that is currently under
review by the consulting parties as part of the Section 106 process.

APPENDIX A: COMMENTS AND REPONSES TO DEIS (SEPTEMBER 2006)

26




This page intentionally left blank.



Copies of All Public Comments
to the

Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(September 2006)

APPENDIX A: PUBLIC COMMENTS TO DEIS



List of Agencies

AGENCY

County of Maui, Dept. of Parks and Recreation

County of Maui, Dept. of Planning, Cultural Resources Commission

County of Maui, Dept. of Water Supply

County of Maui, Development Services Administration (DSA)

Maui Electric Co., Ltd. (MECO)

State of Hawai’i Dept. of Transportation (DOT)

State of Hawai’i, Dept. of Business, Economic Development, and Tourism (DBEDT)

State of Hawai’i, Dept. of Health, Environmental Planning Office

Ol |N|O|O|B|WIN]|F-

State of Hawai’i, Dept. of Health, Maui District Office

State of Hawai’i, Dept. of Land and Natural Resources (DLNR),
Division of Forestry and Wildlife

11

State of Hawai’i, Dept. of Land and Natural Resources,
Office of Conservation and Coastal Lands (OCCL)

12

State of Hawai’i, Dept. of Land and Natural Resources,
State Historic Preservation Division (SHPD)

13

State of Hawai’i, Office of Environmental Quality Control (OEQC)

14

State of Hawai’i, Office of Hawaiian Affairs (OHA)

15

U. S. Dept. of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)

16

U. S. Dept. of the Interior, National Park Service, Haleakala National Park (HALE)

17

U. S. Dept. of the Interior, Office of the Secretary,
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance

18

U. S. Dept. of Transportation, Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)

19

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

20

University of Hawai’i, Environmental Center

21

University of Hawai’i, Vice Chancellor for Research and Graduate Education
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County of Maui, Department of Parks and Recreation
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County of Maui, Department of Planning
Cultural Resources Commission
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County of Maui, Department of Water Supply

AN M. ARAKAWA
Mayor

DEPARTMENT OF WATER SUPPLY
COUNTY OF MAUI
200 SOUTH HIGH STREET
WAILUKU, MAUI, HAWAII 96793-2155
www.mauiwater.org

September 29, 2006

Dr. Craig Foltz, ATST Program Manager

National Science Foundation, Division of Astronomical Sciences
4201 Wilson Boulevard, Room 1043

Arlington, VA 22230

RE:  Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Project Name: Advanced Technology Solar Telescope

GEORGE Y. TENGAN

Director

ERIC H. YAMASHIGE, PE., LS.

Deputy Director

TMK: 2-2-007:008 (Island of Maui, Hawaii, District of Waiakoa, Papaanui, Makawao

Dear Dr. Foltz:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

The proposed site of the Advanced Technology Solar Telescope is not within an area serviced by
the Department.

The proposed site overlies the Nakula aquifer with a sustainable yield of 7 MGD (million gallons
per day). In order to protect the ground water resources, we encourage the applicant to adopt
best management practices (BMP) for construction to minimize infiltration and runoft. Please
refer the BMP “Source Water Protection Practices Bulletin - Managing Storm Water Runoff to
Prevent Contamination of Drinking Water”.

During the construction phase of the project, the Department encourages the applicant to utilize
non-potable water for dust control.

The project site is located in the “Maui County Planting Plan” - Plant Zone 2 - Cool Dry Upper
Elevations. Native plants adopted to the area conserve water and protect the watershed from de-
gradation due to alien species. Please refer to the attachment that lists native plants suitable for
the project site.

Should you have any questions, please contact our Water Resources & Planning Division at
(808) 244-8550.

?"Léfru/f/{ _7';;};9_5 :’}Tr'u(j ,-,{:ﬁ !

Printed on recycled paper )
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County of Maui, Development Services Administration
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Maui Electric Company, Ltd.
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State of Hawai‘i, Department of Transportation
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State of Hawai‘i,
Department of Business, Economic Development, and Tourism
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State of Hawai‘i,
Department of Business, Economic Development, and Tourism (cont.)
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State of Hawai‘i,
Department of Business, Economic Development, and Tourism (cont.)
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State of Hawai‘i, Department of Health
Environmental Planning Office
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State of Hawai‘i, Department of Health
Environmental Planning Office (cont.)
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State of Hawai‘i, Department of Health
Environmental Planning Office (cont.)
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State of Hawai‘i, Department of Health
Environmental Planning Office (cont.)
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State of Hawai‘i, Department of Health
Environmental Planning Office (cont.)
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State of Hawai‘i, Department of Health, Maui District Health Office
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State of Hawai‘i, Department of Land and Natural Resources,
Division of Forestry and Wildlife
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State of Hawai‘i, Department of Land and Natural Resources,
Division of Forestry and Wildlife (cont.)
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State of Hawai‘i, Department of Land and Natural Resources
Office of Conservation and Coastal Lands
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State of Hawai‘i, Department of Land and Natural Resources
Office of Conservation and Coastal Lands (cont.)
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State of Hawai‘i, Department of Land and Natural Resources,
State Historic Preservation Division
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State of Hawai‘i, Department of Land and Natural Resources,
State Historic Preservation Division (cont.)
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State of Hawai‘i, Office of Environmental Quality Control
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State of Hawai‘i, Office of Hawaiian Affairs
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State of Hawai‘i, Office of Hawaiian Affairs (cont.)
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State of Hawai‘i, Office of Hawaiian Affairs (cont.)
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State of Hawai‘i, Office of Hawaiian Affairs (cont.)
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U. S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service

NOTE: The USFWS Informal Consultation Document can be found in
Vol. 11-Surveys and Assessments, Appendix M.
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U. S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service,
Haleakala National Park
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U. S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service,
Haleakala National Park (cont.)
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U. S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service,
Haleakala National Park (cont.)
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U. S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service,
Haleakala National Park (cont.)
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U. S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service,
Haleakala National Park (cont.)
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U. S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service,
Haleakala National Park (cont.)
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U. S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service,
Haleakala National Park (cont.)
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U. S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service,
Haleakala National Park (cont.)
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U. S. Department of the Interior, Office of the Secretary,
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
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U. S. Department of the Interior, Office of the Secretary,
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance (cont.)

For attachment, see comment for U. S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service,
Haleakala National Park, October 19, 2006.
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U. S. Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation Administration
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U. S. Environmental Protection Agency
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U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (cont.)
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U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (cont.)
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U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (cont.)
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U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (cont.)
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U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (cont.)
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U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (cont.)
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U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (cont.)
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U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (cont.)
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U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (cont.)
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U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (cont.)
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University of Hawai‘i at Manoa, Environmental Center

UNIVERSITTY o F HAWAIL'I AT Wi ANO..A
Environmental Center

November 7, 2006
RE: 07535

Dr. Craig Foltz

National Science Foundation
Division of Astronomical Sciences
4201 Wilson Boulevard, Room 1045
Axlington, VA 22230

Dear Dr. Foltz:

Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Advanced Technology Solar Telescope (ATST)
Haleakala, Mam

The NSF, through an award to the National Solar Observatory (NSO), is proposing to fund
construction of the proposed ATST at the University of Hawai‘i Institute for Astronomy (IfA),
Haleakala High Altitude Observatory (HO) site, on the island of Maui, Hawai‘i. An extensive
campaign of worldwide site testing has identified Haleakald Observatory as the optimal location for
this next-generation solar observing facility. With its unprecedented 4.2-m (163-inch) aperture,
advanced optical technology, and state-of-the-art instrumentation, the proposed ATST would be an
indigpensable tool for exploring and understanding physical processes on the sun that ultimately
Advanced Technology Solar Telescope (HRS 343 DEIS) affect Earth. The telescope enclosure and
a support facility would be placed at one of two identified sites within the exasting observatory
boundaries. The DEIS addresses both of these sites and the potential environmental impacts of on-
gite construction, installation, and operation of this proposed new solar telescope.

This review was conducted with the assistance of Kiope Raymond (Hawaiian Studies,
Maui Community College) and Richard Mayer (Economic/Geography Emeritus, Maui
Community College).

General Comment

Our main concern i with the Cultural Impact Assessment and we will comment on that
igsue at some length below. We would like to acknowledge that the site chosen iz in an area that
was set aside for research in astronomy. However, the summit of Haleakala was sacred to
Hawaiians long before the site was designated. However, we would encourage those who are
evaluating the FEIS, to congider their own personal reaction if this telescope was being proposed to
be located on the Mall in Washington D.C. in front of the Lincoln Memorial, or perhaps at a site
considered sacred to members of their own religion, such as on Calvary Hill in the city of
Jerusalem, or besides the Wailing Wall also in Jerusalem, or in the city of Mecca.

2500 Dole Street, Krauss Annex 19, Honolulu, Hawai’'i 96822-2313
Telephone: (B08) 956-7361 » Facsimile: (808) 956-3980

An Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Institution
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University of Hawai‘i at Manoa, Environmental Center (cont.)

November 7, 2006
Page 2 of 9

In addition to our comments on cultural impacts, we have noted a number of other issues to be
addressed in the FEIS following our lengthy discussion on cultural impacts.

Cultural Impact Assessment

Our major observation is the overall lack of adequate adherence to the June 2004
Hawai'1 State Guidelines for Assessing Cultural Impacts of the Office of Environmental
Quality Control (OEQC). There are six general recommendations the Environmental Counceil
makes to preparers of assessments analyzing cultural impacts. There are also 11 protocols that
should be addressed in the assessment concerning cultural impacts. We believe that most
recommendations and protocols outlined by the OEQC are inadequately addressed.

Of equal concern is the ample evidence that the Cultural Assessment is inadequate in
providing enough information to compel a reader to clearly understand the spiritual sacredness
and cultural relationship of Hawaiians to Haleakala as a whole; and the summit area in
particular.

Finally, there is evidence of an awkward bias on the part of the authors of the Cultural
Assessment, apparent in their language and conclusion that does not seem appropriate when
assessing a cultural impact. The bias indicates a predetermined finding that, “...no matter what
the objections to the building of the ATST on Haleakala, it will get built anyway....” We point
out that that decision to implement the proposed action does not rest with the preparer(s) of the
Cultural Assessment! Therefore, because of the inadequate and/or biased preparation of the
document, we believe that federal and state decision makers cannot make a sound, fully
informed decision regarding the cultural impacts of ATST.

Specific Objections:

1.  Inadequate discussion with Native Hawaiian organizations. Glaring by its omission is
lack of contact with the United States Office for Native Hawaiian Affairs, Department of
the Interior; created in 2005: “SEC. 4. ESTABLISHMENT OF THE UNITED STATES
OFFICE FOR NATIVE HAWAIIAN AFFAIRS (a) IN GENERAL - There is established
within the Office of the Secretary of the Department of the Interior the United States
Office for Native Hawaiian Affairs. (b) DUTIES OF THE OFFICE - The United States
Office for Native Hawaiian Affairs shall - (1) effectuate and coordinate the special trust
relationship between the Native Hawaiian people and the United States through the
Secretary, and with all other Federal agencies.” (http://www.doi.gov)

2. Inadequate reference to materials such as prior land use proposals, decisions, and rulings
which pertain to the study area, or are inextricably linked to IfA-related Hawaiian
Cultural Assessment issues. For example, there are numerous instances where culturally
relevant information is provided in the three documents cited below, but were not
included in the ATST Cultural Assessment
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e The Cultural Assessment of Faulkes Telescope by McGuire and Hammatt, 2000.
o The Ku i ka Mauna Traditional Practices Assessment by CKM, 2002.
¢ T he Kiii ka Mauna Cultural Resources Evaluation by CKM, 2003.

Inadequate reference to the 2005 UH Institute for Astronomy Long Range Development
Plan. Even though that document’s section on Hawaiian cultural practices contains some
inaccuracies and insufficient specificity it still should have been cited in the cultural
impact assessment for the ATST.

No or inadequate reference to the BLNR CDUA findings for Mauna Kea. The Mauna
Kea observatories are also under the auspices of the IfA. And, there are numerous similar
cultural issues which can be found in the website:

http://www . kahea.org/maunakea/pdf/20051128 mk hearing findings old.pdf
No or inadequate reference to Hawaiian genealogy indexes.
No or inadequate reference to Hawaiian Mihele, land court, census and tax records.

No or inadequate primary source materials consulted such as other previously published
or recorded ethnographic interviews and oral histories, community studies, old maps,
photographs, newspaper articles, and visitor journals regarding Haleakali and especially
the summit area. For example, the Craigiela House visitor journal 4/23/1902 (at the Maui
Historical Society), references a cave named Anamakauahi, a seven hour hike from
Ulupalakua (south) up what is now known as the Skyline Trail, perhaps near Kolekole.
Further research may uncover historically relevant materials regarding Kolekole. Also,
inadequate discussion, especially regarding the Upcountry Community Plan and other
Maui County Plans, Bishop Museum and Maui Historical Society Photo Collections, or
Hawaiian Language Newspaper articles referencing Haleakali.

Inadequate reference to secondary source materials such as historical, sociological, and
anthropological texts, manuscripts, and similar materials regarding Haleakali and
especially the summit area. As examples:

s No use or reference to Martha W. Beckwith’s Hawaiian Mythology, and references
therein to demigod Maui exploits in Hawai'i and Oceania; especially relating to
slowing the sun.

e No use or reference to Elspeth P. Sterling’s Sites of Maui, with its extensive
references to Miui/Maui/Haleakald and relevant bibliography.
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16.

17.

The conclusion of the cultural impact report needs clarification. For example, the first
paragraph is contradictory. The first sentence states “any building...is an intrusion on the
sacredness and spirituality...” but then the second sentence states, “One must find the
balance of building....”? Can one either build on sacred ground or not? The conditions
for such activity are not articulated. The quotation “...protect at best the cultural impact
and methods used to mitigate these impacts.” needs re-wording or clarification. It reads
that the impact and methods used to mitigate the impacts need to be protected; not the
culture. The second paragraph assumes saying prayers to Pele will mitigate impact of
digging into her kinolau. (Kinolau is the Hawaiian word for the form(s) a Hawaiian deity
might assume. One of Pele’s forms is lava.) That is untrue and unacceptable in Pele
worship. Paragraph three assumes construction will take place and so mitigation includes
awareness of cultural rules by taking sense of place classes. The conclusion assumes
mitigation is a forgone conclusion and does not allow for the no action alternative;
another possible solution. If the cultural concerns are, in fact, of great sacred
significance, it is inappropriate to not list no action as a possible solution. The last
paragraph also assumes mitigation, but does not articulate in detail how all the rock
should be handled when moved and re-sited. Not all of the ~ 4,500 cubic feet of rock
could fit on Reber circle. The conclusion does not state the conditions to be imposed on
use/protection of the rest of the rock/soil when moved. Can the IfA move rock/soil to
build another structure? Will rock/soil placed in any other area of HO remain there in
perpetuity?

Eight (8) of the 24 bibliographic references are duplications.

In addition to the Cultural Resource Evaluation and Traditional Practices report, we raise

these issues in the DEIS:

No discussion of IfA/Hawaiian cultural shared governance of HO in context of Ceded
Lands.

No discussion of a Master Plan for the entire mountain, not just a L.ong Range
Development Plan for the Ifa’s use of 18.66 acres. As the IfA Self-Study of 2001
indicates, “The UH and the IfA have not been required to generate a multi-use Mauna
Kea-style "master plan.”

Inadequate discussion of the cumulative effect of the current uses inside HO; and the
communications, television, Coast Guard and other structures of the summit area.
National Park and Commercial (horse tours, bike tours, tourists, etc.) use impacting
Native Hawaiian as they attempt to use the summit for spiritual/religious purposes cannot
be overemphasized.
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4.  Inadequate discussion of possible impact on areas/property owners adjoining HO from a
Hawaiian cultural perspective.

5. No or inadequate discussion of place names use for the summit; especially USGS
quadrant versus ahupua’a, pointed out in the testimony by Mary Evanson in Vol. II
Appendices of DEIS.

6.  No discussion of parking for cultural practitioners w/in HO if more than 2-3 people are in
attendance at ceremonies at either or both of the two shrines.

In summary, there is overall lack of inadequate adherence to the June 2004 Hawai'i State
Guidelines for Assessing Cultural Impacts of the Office of Environmental Quality Control
(OEQC). Also, there is ample evidence that the Cultural Assessment is inadequate in providing
enough information to compel a reader to clearly understand the spiritual sacredness and
cultural relationship of Hawaiians to Haleakala as a whole; and the summit area in particular.
Finally, it is my personal opinion that there is an awkward bias on the part of the authors of the
Cultural Assessment, apparent in their language and conclusion that does not seem appropriate
when assessing a cultural impact.

Haleakala National Park Impacts

A major deficiency of the DEIS is the inadequate treatment of the effects of the ATST on
the Haleakala National Park. The National Park Service will be contributing its own comments on
the DEIS. However, [ would like to reinforce their concerns. The DEIS has trivialized the impact
of the ATST with only minor references to the disruption to the view corridors and no mention of
the reduced quality of the tourist experience. The Red Hill lookout is the highest point on
Haleakala. The proposed ATST site is a mere 1,500 feet from Red Hill where approximately one
million tourists come each year to view one of the most beautiful and unique views on the planet.
Even the astronauts who were planning to go to the moon came to this location because of its very
special environment. Unfortunately, the DEIS grossly underestimates the impact of the “in-your-
face™ 143 feet high telescope and the adjacent service building. The Upcountry Community Plan
states as a Land Use Policy (page 18): “Recognize the value of open space, including agricultural
lands and view planes to preserve the region’s rural character.”

Furthermore, the Red Hill overlook is located within the 55 db noise contour emanating
from the construction of the ATST. Although this is shown on the map on page 4-50, and despite
that this high noise level would be in *“ exceedance of the state standard for maximum permissible
daytime sound levels in class A zones”, the DEIS describes this as being “less than significant.” Tt
1s not.

These visual and oral disturbances (individually and in combination) of a major viewing
site from a United States National Park are unacceptable, and definitely a most significant
environmental impact. The fact that the DEIS ignores or trivializes these impacts seriously
undermines the quality of the entire document.
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Scoping Meetings

There were problems with the scoping meetings the public was not well informed about
the actual height of the telescope facility and the attached service building. In fact, it appears
that there was an actual attempt to mislead the public. The photos and sketches shown to the
public were all aerial shots which gave the impression that the telescope was actually shorter
than the top of the mountain. The telescope actually will rise to a height about 100" above the
highest natural point on the mountain. Furthermore, when asked the height of the telescope at
the scoping meeting, the figure given by the ATST spokesperson was approximately 93 feet;
the actual height is approximately 30 percent greater.

The height of the service building was not given, and I do not believe it is even given in
the DEIS although it appears that it too would violate the 35" height limitation imposed by the
Upcountry Community Plan Ordinance.

Because the public was misled on the height, it was less able to comment accurately on
the enormous visual impact of the planned facility. It was not until several weeks later that the
Maui News reported accurately on the actual telescope height, too late for the scoping
meetings.

Land Ownership (p. 1-5)

Absent from the discussion of ownership of these lands is the problems of “ceded
lands.” The DEIS indicates that the University of Hawaii was given these lands by Governor
Quinn’s Executive Order # 1987. The DEIS states on pages 1-5 that the University is now the
“fee owner” of these lands. What the DEIS neglects to point out is that the Hawaii State
Governor may not have had the right to give away these lands in 1961 since neither he nor the
State of Hawaii owned the lands. The lands at the summit of Haleakala are “ceded lands™
which have numerous implications, not the least of which is the need by users to pay rent.
Furthermore, the courts may rule someday that users of these lands may need to pay reparations
to the Hawaiian Kingdom that was overthrown in January 1893 by United States naval forces.

Coastal Zone Management Act, Chapter 205A, Hawaii Revised Statutes (p. 1-27)

Section 1.7.3 states in the last sentence that the “HO complex would not be the Coastal
Zone Management Area (CZMA).” The entire state of Hawaii is in the coastal zone for purposes of
the CZMA. The proposed project is not in the Special Management Arca (SMA) as delincated
under the CZMA. The SMA is a strip of land along the coast and some streams usually up to 1000’
from the shoreline. There are additional permit requirement placed on proposed projects in the
SMA. The proposed ATST is not in the SMA.
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Department of Health Environmental Planning Office (p. 1-27 to 1-28)

The paragraph in section 1.7.5 deseribes the Office of Environmental Quality Control, an
Office placed in the Department of Health for administrative purposes. The Environmental
Planning Office is a separate part of the Department of Health. The heading of this section should
be retitled Office of Environmental Quality Control.

Site Selection (p. 2-1)
There are two separate problems with regards to the selection of sites:

1. Although the literature provided at one of the scoping meetings indicated that there were
advantages to constructing a ground-based telescope instead of a space-based telescope
on a satellite, the DEIS neglected to even consider a space-based telescope as a potential
site. It would seem that a space-based telescope would have many of the advantages
which were found at Haleakala and would avoid the need for adaptive optics. A space-
based solar telescope should be included in the Final EIS as an alternative site.

2. The DEIS has limited its evaluation only to the 18 acre site operated by the UH IfA. The
DEIS then attempts to make a careful analysis between two almost similar sites, both in
the 18 acre HO location. Consequently, a potentially superior site, perhaps in the saddle
to the Southwest of the 18 acre site, was not even considered and certainly was not
evaluated. This alternative site could potentially avoid many of the visual problems of
being located so close to the Haleakala National Park. The site also may avoid some of
the problems with Hawaiian cultural sites. It was not even investigated.

Placement of Excess Seil (p. 2-23 to 2-20)

There seems to be some confusion as to what will happen with the excavated soil from
the proposed site. On pages 2-24 and 2-26, it is suggested that it will be deposited at site A.
However, site A has been given two different functions: as a site for soil placement and as the
“construction staging” area. Which is it?

East and West Ahu (p. 3-6 to 3-10)
The description and construction technique are related in many places in Sections 1, 2 and 3

of the DEIS. In the space of the above cited pages, they are mentioned three separate times.
Perhaps some of the redundancy can be reduced in the FEIS.

Infrastructure and Utilities (p. 4-42)

In the Executive Summary (ES 23 & 24) and on page 4-42 an upgrade to the MECO
substation is mentioned. No mention is made as to who will pay for this upgrade. Will the
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burden fall on the general population of Maui who will see the capital cost of MECO rise, plus
a subsequent increase in the community’s electric power rates?

On this same page is a brief discussion of other projects in addition to the ATST: Pan-
STARRS; NASA Transportable Laser Ranging System; and the AEOS Mirror Coating Facility.
However, these proposed facilities are not discussed in subsequent section on their cumulative
impacts. They are all being built on the same land parcel with federal funding, and should be
part of a discussion on cumulative impacts at the very least on electrical power generation and
use. The FEIS should address the cumulative impacts of these planned for facilities.

Socioeconomic Impacts (p. 4-37 to 4-62)

Aside from the reference on page 3-45 that tourism is Maui largest industry there seems
to be little discussion of the potential for the proposed project to impact the industry. Might not
a large telescope detract from the visitor’s experience at the summit of Haleakala, among the
most visited sites on Maui? There should be a discussion of the impacts on the visitor and any
economic effect it might have on Maui’s tourism industry as a whole, in the FEIS.

Appendix Reports

The FEIS should contain the complete, unedited, transcripts from each of the scoping
meetings held in 2005, During those meetings much valuable testimony was given by the
public; a recorder was present and took down all the comments verbatim. Specifically,
comments made at the meeting which are not included or reflected in the DEIS should be
placed on the record in an appendix section in the FEIS.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this Draft EIS.

Sincerely,

Peter Rappa
Environmental Review Coordinator

ce: OEQC
Dr. Charlie Fein, KC Environmental, Inc.
Michael Maberry, University of Hawai‘i Institute for Astronomy
James Moncur, WRRC
Kiope Raymond
Richard Mayer
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Vice Chancellor for Research and Graduate Education, University of Hawai‘i
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List of Individuals and Community Groups

1 Ampong, Foster

2 Dorothy, Betz

3 Burns, Suzanne

4 Evanson, Carol

5 Evanson, Mary

6 Evanson, William

7 Friends of Haleakala National Park

8 Helm, Mikahala

9 Horovitz, Liana; Wehiwehi O Leilehua Hula Halau
10 Howden, Michael

11 Johnson, Joe and Karen

12 Ka'eo, Kaleikoa

13 Kamakawiwo'ole, Paul

14 Kaufman, Alan

15 Kinoshita, Richard

16 Marks, Mayumi; Suga Jazz Dance Studio Delegate
17 Maui Architectural Group, Inc., Jim Neiss

18 Maui Community College (Mitigation Proposal)
19 Maui Cultural Lands, Inc. Edwin Lindsey, Jr.

20 Maxwell, Kahu Charles K. (Mitigation Proposal)
21 Mayer, Dick

22 McCarty, Vicky

23 McDuff, Kathy, et al

24 Milani, Lola

25 Muhlestein, Kaimookalani

26 Na Kupuna O Maui, Patty Nishiyama

27 Pellegrino, Wallette Pualani Lyn-Fah Garcia

28 Purdy, Palmer

29 Raymond, Ki'ope

30 Reeser, Donald

31 Royal Order of Kamehameha |

32 Sierra Club Maui Group, McDuff, Kathy and Lucas, Richard
33 Shearman, Nanacy

34 Sheehan, Douglas

35 Shibuya, Warren (Mitigation Proposal)

36 Steiger, Walt

37 Stokesberry, Mele

38 Tabrah, F. L.

39 Vladyka, Penrod, Vice Principal, Kalama Intermediate School
40 Wong, Kathy

41 Zwick, Kathie

42 "1 OPPOSE" petition

43 "1 OPPOSE" and wish to be a Section 106 Consulting Party" petition
44 "1 SUPPORT" petition
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Dorothy Betz
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Suzanne Burns
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Suzanne Burns (cont.)
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Mary Evanson
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William Evanson

William D. Evanson

October 23, 2006

Dr. Craig Foltz, ATST Program Manager
National Science Foundation, Division of Astronomical Sciences
4201 Wilson Boulevard, Room 1045, Arlington, VA 22230

RE: Draft Environmental impact Statement for the Advanced Technology Solar
Telescope, Haleakala, Hawaii

Aloha Dr. Foltz:

Please find enclosed herewith my comments on the above-referenced. 1 believe the DEIS
is inadequate and/or insufficient. It is based on faulty assumptions and biased in it’s
conclusions for the following reasons:

ES-1.2 Need for the Project

“...discovery about the Sun and how it affects life on Earth... A primary goal of the
Proposed Action would be to help scientists understand the solar magnetic activities ...
and the hazards it creates for ... communications to and from satellites.” The need to
develop alternative communication methods not so vulnerable is not addressed, The
importance of this aspect of the Project is not fully disclosed and not adequately
addressed. What are the current costs of these hazards in relation to the costs of the
proposed construction, installation, operation and maintenance over the life of this

project?

ES-1.3 Purpose of the Project

“The field of solar physics has developed rapidly during the last decade, to a point where
sophisticated theories and models await critical observational tests. However, existing
instrumental capabilities no longer are sufficient to meet this challenge. Recent
incorporation of practical adaptive optics systems in astronomical telescopes, coupled
with other advances in unique and powerful instrumental techniques, now promises a
major advance in solar observing capabilities.”

The statement of the Purpose is described in terms that indicate the science is still
developing: ““...developed rapidly...await critical observational tests. Recent
incorporation. ..coupled with other major advances. .. now promises...” One could
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Deduce that, under these rapidly changing facts and circumstances, there is a high
probability that this project may be obsolete before it is even finished. The DEIS fails to
address this possibility and/or provide any measure of probability of this occurrence.

ES-3.2 Historic and Cultural Resources

Negative impact to historic and cultural significance downplayed along with number of
objections from Hawaiian community at large in comparison with positive comments.
Lack of information about the significance and significant number of mo’olelo (stories),
oli (chants) and hula (dances) that reference Haleakala. The fact that the mountain or its
image is often used to symbolic represent the Island of Maui as a whole. The fact that the
two words used most often in conjunction with Haleakala are “kila kila™ (majestic, tall,
strong), “haaheo” (pride) and “hanohano™ (glorious, magnificent, stately) Haleakala is
heid in high esteem and with great reverence in native Hawaiian history and cuiture.

ES-3.6 Visual Resources and View Plane

Negative impacts to Visual Resources and View Plane are similarly insufficiently and
inadequately addressed. For example, methodology for analyzing visual impacts to
visitors to the National Park was inadequate because it did not include any data from
visitors themselves (e.g. visitor survey about how would it impact their experience at the
National Park). No or inadequate assessment was done of the very high value view
resources and view plane at the summit of Haleakala in relation to tourism and our
number one visitor attraction on Maui. Our economic driver on Maui and in the State is
tourism. Haleakala National Park is the island’s number one visitor attraction and the
biggest attraction there is at the summit with its spectacular visual resources and view
plane. Visitors go to Haleakala to see the natural beauty and vistas not telescopes and
concrete. How much will this project affect those factors? Statements such as: “...we
cannot describe that impact as an irrevocable loss of visual resources.” And .. less than
significant adverse impact on the Maui viewshed...” indicate inadequate analysis or
biased conclusions, we are talking about building the tallest building on the island up
there now!

ES-3.9.3 Roadways and Traffic

Likely negative impacts associated with Roadways and Traffic are not addressed at all in
the DEIS. How the project might affect other road users, adjacent homeowners and
downhill bike tours that are already experiencing problems with overcrowding and traffic
at the summit and all along Haleakala Highway and Baldwin Avenue? Especially
lacking is reference to impacts associated with long heavy trucks negotiating sharp turns
over long distances and periods (they have to cut the corner on turns to make it, thereby
creating a risk and hazard to other motorists). Not addressed is how vehicular traffic
associated with the facility impact proposed new transportation plans for Halcakala
National Park that would limit traffic on the roadway.

(8]
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ES-3.10 Noise

Negative impacts of increased noise from vehicles, primarily heavy equipment (semi
trucks) associated with construction, installation and maintenance of the facility on
residents living adjacent to the roadway is not addressed. They already suffer from
traffic noise at all hours of the day, especially early morning hours due to sunrise traffic.

ES-3.13 Public Services and Facilities

Negative impacts to Public Services and Facilities are not adequately addressed in the
DEIS. What impact will this project have on current and future energy production and
transmission needs/costs that are now primarily passed along to consumers, namely the
public. Maui is having a hard time meeting its’ energy demands given the current supply.
Is the public going to end up paying for the energy demands of this project in the long run
especially as it will consume large amounts of power to operate?

In conclusion, Dr. Foltz your project is a good project but in the wrong place. Our Island
is too small, the mountain too sacred and special and your proposed telescope is too big.

Mahalo,

NN A

William D. Evanson

cc: Dept. of Health, OEQC

[
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Friends of Haleakala National Park
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Friends of Haleakala National Park
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Friends of Haleakala National Park
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Response to Friends of Haleakala National Park (cont.)
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Friends of Haleakala National Park - October 20, 2006
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Friends of Haleakala National Park (cont.)
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Friends of Haleakala National Park (cont.)

Response to Friends of Haleakala National Park

Thank you for your comments, which are noted.

APPENDIX A: PUBLIC COMMENTS TO DEIS

83



Mikahala Helm
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Mikahala Helm (cont.)
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Comment and Response - Mikahala Helm
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Liana Horovitz and Wehiwehi O Leilehua Hula Halau
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Liana Horovitz and Wehiwehi O Leilehua Hula Halau (cont.)
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Comment and Response - Michael Howden
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Michael Howden (cont.)
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Joe and Karen Johnson
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Kaleikoa Ka‘eo
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Paul Kamakawiwo‘ole
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Comment and Repsonse - Alan Kaufman

Response
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Richard Kinoshita
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Response to Richard Kinoshita
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Mayumi Marks and Suga Jazz Dance Studio Deligate
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Maui Architectural Group, Inc. Jim Neiss
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Comment — Maui Architectural Group, Inc. Jim Neiss (cont.)

Make no mistake....... this proposed project will have a very significant
impact on those who are forced to view its towering mass from the valley
floor.
Regarding treatment of its exterior, why was only brown color compared
to the highly reflective (and objectionable) white? This is a myopic
mistake. This towering mass should be camouflaged from view from the
island’s valley floor. The background color here is a much lighter misty
blue. This may not have the same thermal reflective properties as dead
white but it will surely outperform the dark brown that was studied.
Assuming the 145 feet 1s the only way this hardware can be configured (is
it? Have other configurations been studied? Where are the alternatives to
such a towering structural mass?) why has no consideration been given to
burying a significant portion of the structure below grade?
Why is there no mention on other impacts to the community this operation
will be joining
o The Road — I was the Safety Engineer for the satellite tracking
mounts in the early seventies then administered by Avco Everett.
The most dangerous part of the entire operation was getting to and
from work. More accidents occurred on the highway than at the
facility. How will this operation impact road safety? Both during
and, especially after, construction.
o How will the operation of this facility impact the hyper-critical
housing market in this community?
The proposed structure should be illustrated with views from various parts
of the island; the valley floor (Wailuku, Kahului, Maalaea, Paia); the
leeward communities of Kihei, Wailea, Makena; the windward
communities of Makawao, Haiku. This is not difficult to accomplish with
the software products in use today.
It is my opinion that a less reflective presentation can significantly
mitigate the building’s mass, making it far more acceptable to the
community at large. Showing the project from various views as suggested
can be a valuable tool by understanding the true visual impact of this
massive project, by putting irrational fears to rest, and by being more
forthright with the community it hopes to join.
There is an old adage: "Doctors can bury their mistakes but architects can
only plant vines....” Vines won’t grow at this elevation....that leaves you
only with paint. This needs more study.
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Maui Cultural Lands, Inc., Edwin Lindsey, Jr.
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Maui Cultural Lands, Inc., Edwin Lindsey, Jr. (cont.)
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Comment — Dick Mayer

Response
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Dick Mayer (cont.)
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Dick Mayer (cont.)
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Dick Mayer (cont.)
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Dick Mayer (cont.)
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Dick Mayer (cont.)
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Dick Mayer (cont.)
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Dick Mayer (cont.)
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Dick Mayer (cont.)
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Dick Mayer (cont.)
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Dick Mayer (cont.)
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Vicky McCarty
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Kathy McDuff, et al
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Kathy McDuff, et al (cont.)
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Kathy McDuff, et al (cont.)
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Kathy McDuff, et al (cont.)
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Kathy McDuff, et al (cont.)
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Kathy McDuff, et al (cont.)
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Kathy McDuff, et al (cont.)
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Lola Milani
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Kaimookalani Muhlestein
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Kaimookalani Muhlestein (cont.)
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Na Kupuna O Maui, Patty Nishiyama
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Wallette Pualani Lyn-Fah Garcia Pellegrino

Palmer Purdy
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Comments - Kiope Raymond

Response
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Kiope Raymond (cont.)
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Kiope Raymond (cont.)
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Kiope Raymond (cont.)
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Kiope Raymond (cont.)
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Kiope Raymond (cont.)
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Kiope Raymond (cont.)
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Kiope Raymond (cont.)
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Kiope Raymond (cont.)
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Kiope Raymond (cont.)

136

APPENDIX A: PUBLIC COMMENTS TO DEIS



Kiope Raymond (cont.)
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Kiope Raymond (cont.)
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Kiope Raymond (cont.)
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Kiope Raymond (cont.)

140

APPENDIX A: PUBLIC COMMENTS TO DEIS



Kiope Raymond (cont.)
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Donald Reeser
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Royal Order of Kamehameha |
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Royal Order of Kamehameha | (cont.)
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Nancy Shearman
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Comments - Douglas Sheehan

Response

146

APPENDIX A: PUBLIC COMMENTS TO DEIS




Warren Shibuya

TESTIMONY: Advanced Technology Solar Telescope Project for Haleakala
Summit, 29 Sept 2006.

Aloha and good evening members of National Science Foundation, National Solar
Observatory, University of Hawaii Institute for Astronomy, KC Environmental, Inc., State

Legislators, County Council members and fellow Maui residents.

Mahalo for this opportunity to testify on the Advanced Technology Solar Telescope project
proposed for siting on the summit of Haleakala Mt, Maui. | am Warren Shibuya, a

retired employee of the Space & Missile Systems Center.

[ listened to numerous testimonies and tried to find a possible workable arrangement
amongst various very valid community interests and concerns and comments as reflected

in the EIS.

Tonight, [ present four proposals for public and ATST consideration and hope this begins
a positive dialog and working discussion amongst us. I do not represent any interest

group, but I serve on Maui’s General Plan Advisory Committee to develop plans to 2030.

Unfortunately, these four points do not fix injustices, but provides a heading toward a

workable “win-win” for almost everyone.

First point. | ask National Science Foundation (NSF), National Solar Observatories
(NSO), UH Institute for Astronomy (UH IfA) and State contribute to an subscribe to a
workforce development program on Maui and hire Maui residents to work on ATST
project. Not only the usual OJT (On the Job Training), but programming educational
funding supporting studies of mathematics, physical and gaseous sciences, solar
physics, thermo and plasma dynamics, engineering, and Hawaiian Culture. This
proposal needs joint community, Stat and business support. State to provide land,
facilitics and faculty, create a 4-year University of Hawaii College of Sciences, Technology

and Engineering on Maui, emphasizing close partnership with ATST project and the NSF.

Secondly, ATST is to employ Maui residents, as much as possible and develop ATST
workforce through a close working relationship amongst NSF, NSO, UH, State, Maui
County Mayor and Council and contributions from private and business partners. Start-

up organization to manage development and implementing plans, coordinating funds for
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Warren Shibuya (cont.)

TESTIMONY: Advanced Technology Solar Telescope Project for Haleakala
Summit, 29 Sept 2006.

construction and staffing needs everyone’s buy-in and long-term commitment to making
this proposal and ATST project work for everyone. No one group can do it alone. All

mentoring and “bootstrap” type programs need everyone’s involved commitment.

Thirdly, as initially suggested by Uncle Charlie K. Maxwell, ATST establish a Maui Solar
and Hawaiian Culture Center, featuring staff, multimedia facilities and systems to share
information, educate and ignite the passion and encourage Maui students getting needed
skills and seek ATST employment. This cultural center informs the Hawaiian Culture
through programs, explanation of on-line solar images and solar disturbance impact on
Earth and satellite communications, our environment and even Astronauts in space and
customized curriculum or presentations for residents, students, educators and visitors.
Maui Solar and Cultural Center would proudly share ancient Polynesian navigational,

Ohana concept, and Malama Aina skills, accomplishments and belicfs.

Fourth, ATST adopt and enter in written contract a “Sunset” for the ATST structure and
program. Suggest at least a four-cycle (22.5 years each cycle) for a total approximately
90 years. This “Sunset clause” is prescedent setting and requires ATST to remove ATST
structures and restore used summit grounds to original Sacred configuration. Also,
asking HU Institute for Astronomy remove most of remaining historical radio telescope
structure, used in early 1950’s by UH Professor Dr. Grote Reber. With consent and job
site surveillance by appointed Hawaiian members (you would identify yourselves), Site
5113 would be restored to it’s original Puu 21 feet height from required ATST excavation
surcharge. Also, as I testified carlier, Hawaiian names or nomenclature would replace all

non-Hawaiian street, road, facility names currently posted at the Haleakala Summmit.
Please support these proposals and allow them to happen for everyone.
Mahalo for your patience and understanding!

Are there questions | need to answer?

Mahalo nui loa.

148

APPENDIX A: PUBLIC COMMENTS TO DEIS




Warren Shibuya (cont.)
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Warren Shibuya (cont.)
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Comment and Response - Warren Shibuya

From: Foltz, Craig B. [mailto:cfoltz@nsf.gov]

Sent: Friday, November 16, 2007 05:01 AM

To: "Warren Shibuya', 'Bijan Gilanshah Esq.", 'Blanco, Caroline M"

Cc: "Charlie Fein’

Subject: RE: Advanced Technology Solar Telescope (ATST) - Mitigation Proposal

Thank you for your words of encouragement, Warren. | trust this finds you well and look forward to
seeing you again soon.

With best wishes and aloha,
Craig

From: Warren Shibuya

Sent: Thu 11/15/2007 8:54 PM

To: Foltz, Craig B.; Bijan Gilanshah Esq.; Blanco, Caroline M

Cc: Charlie Fein

Subject: Advanced Technology Solar Telescope (ATST) - Mitigation Proposal

Mahalo Craig, Bijan and Caroline Blanco for actively working ATST Project and DEIS issues,
complying with specifics and spirit and intents of provisions in Section 106 of the National
and Historical Preservation Act.

Mahalo also for keeping me informed of your progress and mailing me a recent Maui Community
College mitigation proposal for ATST, ""Akeakamai | Ka La Hiki Ola™ (AIK). The AIK
implementing proposal includes almost every point provided by Kahu Charles (Uncle Charlie)
Maxwell and myself. Mahalo!

Craig, your long-range vision and generosity of sharing ATST gained knowledge with other
scientists, includes a constructive inter-relationship among Hawaiian culture and our folks
and students gaining knowledge and skills with astronomy, astrophysics, adaptive
optics/photonics and other sciences, including technologies, engineering and math is

certainly a true NSF legacy appreciated by residents and visitors of Maui and Hawaii! To
advance goals of AIK, resources are needed from various sources including the NSF, Hawaii
State, UH Institute for Astronomy, Center for Adaptive Optics at UCSC, Maui County, Maui
District DOE, business and private partners, including the Polynesian Voyaging Society.

Looking forward to chatting with you all on your next visit to Maui!

Respectfully, Warren Shibuya
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Sierra Club Maui Group, Kathy McDuff and Richard Lucas
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Sierra Club Maui Group, Kathy McDuff and Richard Lucas (cont.)
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Sierra Club Maui Group, Kathy McDuff and Richard Lucas (cont.)
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Sierra Club Maui Group, Kathy McDuff and Richard Lucas (cont.)
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Sierra Club Maui Group, Kathy McDuff and Richard Lucas (cont.)
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Sierra Club Maui Group, Kathy McDuff and Richard Lucas (cont.)
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Sierra Club Maui Group, Kathy McDuff and Richard Lucas (cont.)
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Sierra Club Maui Group, Kathy McDuff and Richard Lucas (cont.)
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Sierra Club Maui Group, Kathy McDuff and Richard Lucas (cont.)
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Sierra Club Maui Group, Kathy McDuff and Richard Lucas (cont.)
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Sierra Club Maui Group, Kathy McDuff and Richard Lucas (cont.)
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Sierra Club Maui Group, Kathy McDuff and Richard Lucas (cont.)
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Sierra Club Maui Group, Kathy McDuff and Richard Lucas (cont.)
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Sierra Club Maui Group, Kathy McDuff and Richard Lucas (cont.)
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Comments and Response - Walt Steiger
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Comments - Walt Steiger (cont.)
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Mele Stokesberry
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F. L. Tabrah

Response
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Penrod Vladyka

————— Original Message -----

From:

To:

Sent: Tuesday, September 26, 2006 6:54 AM
Subject: Support for IFA

Aloha,

My name is Penrod Vladyka and | am a vice Principal at Kalama Intermediate School, Upcountry Maui.
Last year | started an astronomy club, and one of our projects includes studying/imaging the sun.
Attached are some of our solar images. We have also been using the Faulkes Telescope

(student images attached). Also attached is a group photo of our recent star party sponsored by IFA

and HAA (Haleakala Amateur Astronomers).

IFA has been very active in their support of our efforts. Dr. JD Armstrong (solar astronomer) of

IFA has dedicated 3 hours a week to come to Kalama to instruct our students. Gary Fujihara (IFA)

is coordinating a live webcast of the Mercury solar transit Nov. 8th at the summit. Our students will be
using a hydrogen alpha solar telescope to image this rare event. Dr. Joe Ritter (solar astronomer) is also
active with our club. With the completion of the new Pan-starrs Observatory at the summit, our students
will be involved in asteroid follow-up studies thanks to Mary Kadaooka of IFA and her educational
outreach efforts.

One of our teachers at Kalama recently sent an e-mail to our staff asking them to sign a petition to
prevent the construction of the new solar telescope. My response to this e-mail was to inform the staff
of all of the benefits Kalama students are realizing as the result of our collaboration with IFA.

The students in our Astronomy Club and their parents are very excited about all of these new learning
opportunities. | can't possibly convey the awe, joy, and wonder that these children (our future) are
experiencing.

With the completion of the Pan-Starrs and new solar telescope, our students will have access to 2

of the most important scientific instruments in the world. The importance of studying the sun is

well documented and understood, and the best location in the world to do this is at the summit of the

House of the Sun. We (Kalama) will be a significant participant in this voyage of new discovery.

My hope is that the citizens of Maui will support Kalama's Astronomy Club and its collaboration with the IFA.

Respectfully,
Penrod Vladyka

Vice Principal
Samuel Enoka Kalama Intermediate School
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mailto:mauisky@hawaii.rr.com

Kathy Wong
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Kathie Zwick

Response
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“lI OPPOSE” form
received during DEIS Public Comment Period
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Individuals who submitted the same comment form shown previously.

Last Name First Name Last Name First Name
“Aikala Manaloa Bailey John
“Akahi Pomaikai Baker Amy
Abraham Susan Bal Brandon
Ackermann Dieter Bassil Galal
Acopan Janice Bayly Katy
Adkins Allen Beck Karen
Adkins Reiko Bell-Cockett Palika
Agcaoili Regina Belmonte Jake
Aiwohi Kaapuni Benavides Burke
Aiwohi Maile Benavides Carlotta
Aiwohi Pi“imauna Benavides Roxane
Aiwohi-Kolt Hivilei Biga Jaydina
Akita-Kealiha Thelma Bissen Isabella
Akiu Renee Boller James
Alexander Elena Bolos Laurie
Alo-Palau Myrlynette Bolos Robin
Altinbay Tan Bonillon Cheryl
Amakawa Mayumi Brada Garett
Amaral Debbi Bras R. Kalei
Ambrose Kristlyn Brault Sachiko
Anakalea Clyde Brown Debbie
Anseth Andrew Buetzer Hans
Anthony lliahi Bush Alana
Anzai Harriette Bush Nana
Apo Alexander Bush Roger
Apo Kelsey Bustamente Keahi
Aquino Princess Lehuanani Butterman Ansgar
Arakaki Jaye Butterman leka
Armitage Malia Cabrera Ryan
Armstrong Elisabeth Cadiz Corinna
Armstrong Sue Cagasan Ed
Asis Joe Calabrese Margo
Astrella Rachael Calandrella Leanne
Atay Daniela Calvan Roger
Atay Don Cantor Anna
Athearn Jamie Capertina Hulu/Theodore
Auhoon Gardenia Cappadocia Ragita
Auwae Makamae Carbonni Christopher
Avieiro Scott Carrion Kili"ohu
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Individuals who submitted the same comment form shown previously.

Last Name First Name Last Name First Name
Carter Jamie "Kamiki" Diego Maile
Casayuran Jesse Drake Lee
Cashman Ed Dukelow Jamie
Castro Chaz Dukelow John
Chambers Nancy Dukelow Kapualokeokuuleinani
Chappell Graham Dumangeng Percival
Char Corey Duquette Jason
Chargualaf Christen Duranleau Nicole
Chin Loretta Dye Rachael
Chong Kee Kenneth Eaton Cleighton
Chong Kee Rhoda Eaton June
Chow Nara Eaton Kalena
Chun-Gilliland Chalice Eaton Kaua
Clark April Eaton Keomailani
Cohen Joanne Edlao Gail
Collier Kiai Edlao Heather
Collins Lance Elliott Bill
Cornelio Jeffrey Ellis Leilani
Cravalho Carmelita Emata Gerilyn
Crow Diana Emata Grace
Cusi Karen Ennehoser Carolin
Czok Jutta Enos Vicky
Davidson Malia Esotov-Chang Maria
Davis Jonathan Evangelista Danny
De Journette Marie Evangelista Ernesto
DeFries Heather Evangelista Justina
DeFries Jacob Evangelista Teri
Dela Cruz Joelyn Evanson Mary
Dela Cruz Michal Ewaliko Catalina
Dela Cruz Moi Maikai Farin Lokalia
Dela Cruz Robert Faye Hoku
Delapinia Thomas Fazio Tara
Delos Santos Lesley Feiteira Jessie
DeMello Bessie Feliciano Joella
DeMello Melany Fenzl Ronnie
deNaie Lucienne Ferreira Chad
DeShayne Nece Figuracion Dimpag
DeStephano Clara Filimoe atu Kehaulani
Dias Pohai Flores Ariana
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Individuals who submitted the same comment form shown previously.

Last Name First Name Last Name First Name
Fratantonio Robert Helm Violet
Fujimoto Karen Helm Wilfred
Fujiyama Michelle Henderson Jason
Furukawa Colleen Hewahewa Kepa
Gacek Claudia Higa Mike
Gaddis Summer Higa Rhys
Gangini Carla Higgins Roberta
Garalde Brian Hill Richard
Garnet Tom Hinaga Garrick
Garrison Charles Hinau Curtis
Gilliland Puanani Ho Holiann
Godinez Marcia Ho Kaipo
Goebel Michael Ho Renfred
Goldberg Tasha Ho pai Kapono
Gonzales Rosa Hoe Kawaiolima
Gormley Kapa'ia Hoisington Wendy
Gottlieb Brookelin Hokoana Queenie
Goudreau Vincent Holi Puanani
Goya Ernesto Hong Leah
Greenleaf Masta Hong Leinani
Gusman Brenda Hooks Ash
Haake Kekuulani Hu'eu Jonah
Habbwitz Jeanette Hubin Sheila
Hagerty Patrick Huerter Carissa
Halbitter Ute Hueter Samantha
Haleakala Jaevin Hueu Sunnie
Hamoru Charlotte Hunt Corinne
Hara Kuninori lao Maydeen
Hara Maui Ichiki Vivian
Hara Mitsuko Ige Stan
Harima Keiko lllegible D. Ann
Harrowby Cailtin lllegible Mathew
Hartman Robert lllegible Jared
Haus Dorothee Inacker Dr. Matthias
Haus Werner Inouye Nichole
Hawkins Anna Irwin Julie
Heffman Jennifer Ishii Richard
Helm Kandy Ishikawa Noelle
Helm Rusty Ishikawa Trina
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Individuals who submitted the same comment form shown previously.

Last Name First Name Last Name First Name
Ishikawa Wayne Kanekoa Noelani
Jamgochian Jamie "Kamiki" Kaniaupio-Crozier |Jeriann
Jamgochian Mark Kaniaupio-Crozier |Kaleialoha
Janier-Grodan Anna Kaniho Natassja
Javier Nic Kaniho Tiffany
Jennifer Adamson Kantarova Pamela
Jensen Jennifer Kapaku Kenda
Jeremiah Debra Pua Kapaku-Kahu David
Johnson Daryl Kapu Rochelle
Johnson Faryn Kalei Kare Britta
Johnson Ginger Kasai Katsuharu
Johnson Kaylee Kato Mr. and Mrs. Gary
Johnson Kiana Katsutani Michelle
Johnson Melia Kaufmann Merrill
Johnson Tanya Kauhane Keith
Jones Sarah Kauhane Patti
Joy Lawakua Kawa'a Kamalani
Kahakauwila Aulii Kawa'a Luana
Kahula Patience Kawachi Kurt
Kahalehau Kaha Kealoha Daniel
Kaho'ohalahala Haaheo Keany Mary
Kaho'ohalahala Lynn Kehahuna Lono
Kaho'ohalahala Pualani Kekahuna Ashley
Kaho'ohalahala Sol Kekahuna Erika-Lei
Kaho'ohanohano |lris Kekahuna Haokeakumehokealani
Kaho'ohanohano |[Suzette Kekahuna likea
Kaholokua William Kekahuna N. Lonohiwa
Kahula lllegible Kekahuna S. Kamaile
Kaikala Pohai Kekoolani Tine
Kaina Orpha Keller Karen
Kaiwi Jasmyn Kenolio Punahele
Kalua Manaiakalani Kepano Doreen
Kama Jeremiah Khalafalla Ryoko
Kamakana Liane Kiakona Pa'ele
Kamakana Veronica Kimokeo Aliiloa
Kamalii Jeremiah Kimokeo Puawehiwa
Kamalii Robert Kimokeo Sommer
Kana Charlene Kincaid Kaipo
Kanekoa Kamalani Kneubuhl Robyn
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Individuals who submitted the same comment form shown previously.

Last Name First Name Last Name First Name
Koki Claire Lyman Kahala
Kolt Gaylord Macik Tyndale Mathew
Kong Leinoa Maeda Doris
Kuaana Danielle Maeda Richard
Kuailani Steven Kapena Maio Bernadine
Kualii Kipukai Maldonado-Morgan |Justine
Kuamo'o Pi‘imaana Manloue Christina
Kukea-Shultz Jonathan Manoa Brittney
Kupahu Kahiwaonalani Manuel William
Kusunoki Mea Marchetti Kathy
Kutsutani Michelle Marks Mayumi
Lani Pasha Marks Richard
Larin Cherrie Ann Marmack Tim
Laymon Lynn Marple Puanani
Leahy Chris Marrotte Karla
Lee Carol-Marie Martin Martha E.
Lee J. K. L. Martin Joan
Lee Jovel Martin Makana
Lee Ka'uhano Martinson Lawrence
Lee Kimoku Matsumoto Amy
Lee Noelani McBride Dolores
Lees Laura McCarty Vicki
Lemmo Roni McDuff Kathleen
Leong Debra McKeown Thomas
Levin Penny McLean Glenn
Lewis Ashley McLean lliahi
Lewis Lori McLean Luke
Librando-Souza Kalani McLinden Michelle
Life Kaiuipuni Medeiros Art
Lincoln Jody Mederiros Ashley
Lincoln Travis Mederiros Kanoelani
Llego Shannon Mederiros Reina
Lockard Jordan Mercier Deanne
Logotala, Jr. Faalata Meyer Stacy
Lorenzana Ashley Michaels Lesley
Lowell Robert Michaelson Paul
Lu uwai Leona Michimoto Glenn
Lucas Richard Michimoto Ryan
Lussich-Pretre Nohea Michimoto Sandra
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Individuals who submitted the same comment form shown previously.

Last Name First Name Last Name First Name
Miftahittin Shariff Noneza Carmela
Miguel Edward O’Rourke Ann
Miguel Laura Ann Oana Rosean
Miguel Lori Michelle Offerman Robert
Miguel Shari Offerman Susan
Mikell Bob Okamura Gain
Miles Sara Okimoto Andrew
Minker-Scorzelli Margaret Oliveros Geraldine
Mitnick Robert Oliveros Lisa Ann
Miyagawa Doreen Oliveros Pedro
Mjehovich Carol Orikasa Yoshimichi
Moleta Chazz Orikasa Yukie
Molina Jordan Ornellas Barbara
Molitau Kapono'ai Ornellas Uluwehi
Moniz Jaymie Osterteus Hoku
Montalvo Ywette Otsu Clara
Montira Gary Paahana-Lake Shirley
Morrison Pua Pacheco, Sr. Stanley James
Muecher Miriam Pagaduan Michelle
Murata Akiyo Page Charles
Muromoto Liane Paladin Ginger
Nae'ole Joshua Pali Pikake
Naeole Danileigh Kahealani Palmeira Chris
Nahoopii Michael Pamat Mark
Nakagawa Layne Pang Chadwick
Nakagawa Melissa Papaia Elizabeth
Nakamoto lan Pardillo Jobelle
Nakamura Rachel Parker Alin
Nakamura Wilma Parker Lapree Pua'olena
Nakoa Noelani Parker Scott
Nakoa Peter Pasco Ke'ala
Namau'u Daunserly Pascual Cyrila
Needham Kimo Patrick Katherine
Newlight Nadine Paul Anne
Nickens vy Peck Shannon
Nikaido Mark Perny Deandra
Nishida-Magaoay |Crystal Perrerira Hulali
Nishikawa Lois Peterson Leah
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Individuals who submitted the same comment form shown previously.

Last Name First Name Last Name First Name
Pittman Lea Romanchak Wendy
Pitzer Frances Roush Stephen
Plunkett Kona Rozel Kia'aina
Plunkett Leilani Ruhnau Hanne
Ponce Cecelia Rust-Sipili Toni
Ponce Maile Ryan Kaina
Porter Nicholas Ryder Frank
Potler-Dunpop Julie Ryder Miriam
Pratt Abigail Saffery Maya
Prest lkaika Sagadraca Kahiaikapili
Puaa-Freitas Kaulana Saiki Molly
Pule Thomas Saito Robert
Purdy Kaimana Sakamoto-Ribao  [Courtnee
Purugganan Frank Salzer Paul
Purugganan Leone Sandi Sasha
Pyle Laura Savaki-Kashiwa Dawn
Quenga “Ulili Scattergood Hakem
Quinto Hannah Schaff R. Lavender
Raisbeck Sarah Schamber Dean
Ralan Derrick Scott Linda
Ramos Glenda Sebstad Jeanene
Randall Brent Seelbach Tanda
Range Kealoha Shaffer Tracy
Ranney Keith Sheppard Earl
Rano lllegible Shibano Linda
Raymond Kala Shigematsu Kikue
Reader Carla Shim Ramiah
Redwell Ronald Silva Jeffrey
Reeser Donald Simon Andie
Reid Joy Skaff Joshua
Riga Lanakila Skowronski Francis
Ritte-Camara Starr Slate Isaiah
Rivera Isabelle Smith Deborha
Robinson Curtis Sheed Margaret
Robinson Kelly Soriano Cody
Rogers Sandra Sousa Keoki
Romanchak Abigail Souza Jonah
Romanchak Ethan Souza Kennethy
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Individuals who submitted the same comment form shown previously.

Last Name First Name Last Name First Name
Souza Michael Van Ambrugh Todd
Speed Lihinoe Van Buren Chelsie Ann
Stice Brianna VanHoose Don
Stokesberry Mele Vargas Daniel
Straatmann Maria Varholak-Madani  |Laurie
Subega Mikiala Ventura Daphne
Subiono Anna Verbena Melissa
Suda Ronnelle Verzoga Paulino
Summers Ka'ohu Viernes Darlene
Suzuki Shawn Viernes Kayla
Sylva Cheyenne Villa Alex
Taasan Koanani Villanueva Mililani
Tabisola Allen Villanueva, Jr. Catalino
Tabosa Laycie Ann Villiers Sara
Tachera Cherilyn Wailani Farm
Tada Robert Wainui Taiva
Tagalan Monica Ku'uliekaimana Walden Linda
Takahashi Kazihisa Walin Janice
Takamoto Courtney Wallace Jodi
Talon Konrad Watson Jesse
Tanida AKi Welker Briana
Taua Hokuloa Wicklund Cheryl
Taua Rainee Wikker Susan
Tavares Helen Wilder Kathryn
Taylor Miki‘ala Williams Elizabeth
Teves Pilialoha Williams Ronald
Thoma Marie Williams Steven Kapena
Thomas Kimberly Wilson Dee
Tihada Kahikina Wilson Janelle
Tinsley Jazmin Wilson John
Toll Rachel Wilson Sabrina
Tome Louise Wittler Rosario
Tsutsui Ayako Wong Donovan
Turrieta Gregory Wong Justine-Marie
Urquijo Eva Wong Kalani
Uyehara-Keliikea |Ha'aheo Wong Mathew Kainoa
Valle Cassie Wood Debra-Jean
Vallente Coral Wood Paul
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Individuals who submitted the same comment form shown previously.

Last Name First Name
Woolsey Hope
Wright Chelsea
Wright Leipualokelani
Wright Palani
Wyroster Ew
Yamamura Cheryl
Yasalk Kuakea
Yonemura Lloyd
Yonemura Satoshi
Yoshida Rosalie
Yoshioka Melissa
Zane Kuhao
Zimmer Ute
Zwick Kathie
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“lI OPPOSE and wish to be a Section 106 consulting party” form
received during DEIS Public Comment Period
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Individuals who submitted the same comment form shown previously.

Last Name First Name Last Name First Name
Agalerai Melinda Kaohu Kathy
Ahue Cliff Pali Karratti Margaret
Ampong Paulette "Leihua" Kerr Cheryl
Bailey Gordean Kneubuhl Alesa, Buzzy, and Robyn
Baker Chris Lee Gordon
Barnard Ki'inani o’Kalani Christy Makanani Attwood M.
Bass Ron Miller Ane
Benz Kylie Miller Chuck and Terry
Biga Jordan Mirkovich Sincerity
Boteilho Rose Morando Po’ouiokachuaino "Ohua"
Bulawan Mary Frances M. Murray Heather Ku'ulei Makamae
Bulawan, Sr. Bernard Oliveira Katrina
Callo Kiana Orme Maile
Chock April Pulama-Collier Wanda S.
Delapinia Kaulana Rabold Jeanne
Edwards Dylan Rasmussen Lena
Escobar, Jr. Sharon and Fausto Ryder Leiohu
Gerard Sheila Sampson Rina
Gibson Lehua Souza Eula
Heintz Heather Subiono David Kea
Helm Mikahala Thongtrakul Leimomi
Hokoana Lui Thyne Jacquelynn
Ishikawa Lei JoAnna, Kawaiokeolalani,
Ka auwai Kristen Tsuha and Mark
Kailihou Clara-Leen Whittle-Wagner Jamie Moanikeala
Kaina DeAnn Wong Annette
Kanoa Bewerly-Ann Wong Kerry

Wong Newton and Jodean
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“I SUPPORT” form
Received during DEIS Public Comment Period
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Individuals who submitted the same comment form shown previously.

Last Name First Name Last Name First Name
Aguinaldo Sheila lllegible Willie
Ah Loy Darleen lllegible William
Anger Robert lllegible James
Bangerter Bob lllegible
Bernardo Kristin lllegible Stephen
Bobbio Kate Inskie Karen
Bourque Monique Janoski Darlene
Brandenburg Donald Javier Paul
Cameron Ashley Jedicke Robert
Cameron Jyl Jennings Karen
Carrajal Christina Jennings R. Virginia
Cerawolo Debra Kadooka Mary Ann
Cerawlo Peter Kamibayashi Jacob
Conrad Cynthia Kanen Randi
Cost Curtis Kasprzycki Jan
Cost Elliott Kikuyama Ben
Currell lllegible King Dorian
Currell Pat Kolahi Bobby
DeAngelis Pierpaolo Kornreich Stewven
Dewey Graham Land Larry
Domsitz Nikki Lite Gary
Doran James Lombardi Henry
Doyle Linda Long William
Dunn Sara Makaena Felisha
Durish Gary Marie Lynnie
Elkins Robert Martinez Sal
Erickson Becky Mathews Geoffrey
Filler Tim Maune Kay
Findley Malcolm McCreight David
Flanders Carmen McLaren Robert
Fleming Shaun Meola Gary
Foreman Craig Moessner Debra
Frost Karen Mooney Wendy
Fujuhara Gary Morales Desiree
Garcia Megan Morales Nancy
Gaxion Cesar Munger Kelly
Gentry Kristopher Nagasaki D.
Gibbs Francina Nassir Michael
Gresham Mike Nathan Melidee
Guenther Kirsten Nitta Gary
Hallett lllegible Orwig Darrell
Hamai Jean Perreira Warren
Heafey Derek Pope Julian
Heasley James Popkipala Jean
Hofmann Andrea Putris Xander
Hogan Lauren Quimby Larry
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Individuals who submitted the same comment form shown previously.

Last Name First Name
Rafaman Chester
Reeve Clara
Resta Piero
Rogers Colin
Sanchez Johna
Sattler Kay
Smith Ron
Souza Lisa
Talbot Kristina
Talbot Thomas
Wagstaff Winnie
White Dennis
Young lli Louis
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Final Environmental Impact Statement — Advanced Technology Solar Telescope

MATRIX OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO DEIS TRANSCRIPTS MADE DURING THE PUBLIC COMMENT MEETINGS

Site Selection

Received from:

1. Foster Ampong, 09-27-06 4. J. Kapu, 09-27-06 7. Friends of Haleakala National Park (M. Evanson), 09-29-06
2. Dan Kanahele, 09-27-06 5. P. Vladyka, 09-28-06 8. K. Kamakawiwoole, 09-29-06

3. B. Medeiros, 09-27-06 6. D. Mayer, 09-29-06

Comment:

1. To imply Haleakala is the only location to achieve your objectives is misleading.

2. So | appreciate the benefits, the science of astronomy. | guess what | do not appreciate is maybe the selection of Haleakala as a place to build another
telescope.

3. On the alternative sites that you list on your EIS sacred places, not very many places have host cultures that protect their places that have been passed on
from our ancestors. [Implication is that the other sites are preferable for this reason.]

4. Why not just build it on Mauna Kea? There’s four or five of them over there already. We don’t need one here.

5. | take my own solar telescope up to the summit because that's where the best imaging is. | compare notes with other solar amateur astronomers from around
the world and the imaging from up at the summit is just suburb. It's just obviously the best place in the world to do this.

6. You have only looked at areas within the 18-acre site as if that's the only area on Haleakala that you looked at. You looked all over the world and then
decided to stay only within that 18-acre area, which is very close to the national park, the national treasure of the United States. Maybe a mile away from the
summit, further to the south dropping it to down to 9,800 feet so it wouldn't stick above the top of the mountain.

7. The Friends of Haleakala National Park strongly oppose its locating the Advanced Technology Solar Telescope project on Haleakala. This project will
adversely change the summit of Haleakala forever causing irrevocable loss of natural, cultural and scenic resources negatively impacting the significance of
Haleakala National Park. Another site should be given priority for the ATST. The Friends ask that the no action alternative be selected for Haleakala.

8. The Faulkes Telescope can be run remotely. If the ATST could be run remotely, it could be placed anywhere other than Haleakala, but still have the data go
back to Hawaii. With the ATST project’s federal money, take kids from Hawai’i to wherever this other location is. That's the best education we can give our
keikis is get them off of Maui and see how other people are doing business.

Response:

1 through 6. Some background information might be helpful: two proposals related to the proposed ATST Project were submitted by the NSO (an astronomy
center operated by (AURA) to NSF for funding. The first of these two proposals was for research and design (R&D Proposal), which did not trigger NEPA
compliance. The second proposal, submitted to NSF in January 2004, was to seek funding for construction of the proposed ATST Project; that proposal did
trigger NEPA compliance. With that understanding in mind, an explanation of the requested information follows.
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The effort to identify scientifically-viable sites began prior to the submittal of the R&D Proposal and continued after that proposal was considered and
approved. The process for identifying scientifically-viable sites was extensive and began in 1998. In partnership with other entities in the scientific
community, NSO was responsible for identifying sites that would meet the scientific criteria. That process began with an initial evaluation of 72 potential
sites; those sites were evaluated based on a broad set of scientific and logistical criteria developed by the solar research community. See Vol. I, Section
2.2.1- Site Selection Chronology, Vol. Il-Appendices J(1)-Sites Evaluated for Scientific Criteria, pp. 1 to 4 and J(2)- Supplemental Discussion of the
Constraints of Solar Science Development, pp. 1 to 5. After the extensive site identification process, it was determined that only one location met the
scientific criteria of the proposed ATST Project. Two sites were available within the HO reserve, and those two sites became the two action alternatives
under NEPA.

For a detailed explanation of the site selection process by the scientific community, please see Sections 2.2-Site Selection, 2.2.1-Site Selection Chronology,
2.3.1-Site Selection in Detail, and Vol. I, Appendix O-ATST SSWG Final Report.

The 18 acres comprising HO were set aside by Executive Order for observatory purposes and is the only property on Maui with a designated land use for
observatory purposes is the HO site. HO was established in 1961 by Governor Quinn under Executive Order 1987, which set aside 18.166 acres of land at
the summit of Haleakala in a place known as Kolekole to be under the control and management of the University of Hawai‘i. A Long Range Development
Plan (LRDP) was produced by IfA and was reviewed by the public. As mentioned above, two sites were identified within HO for inclusion in the LRDP for
a telescope like ATST. If built at the alternate Reber Circle site, the proposed ATST Project would be higher in elevation, thus, would be more visible. The
preferred Mees site is lower and, therefore would be less visible because it is further away from the ridge. It is blocked by the Air Force facility and the ridge
itself.

Putting the telescope outside of HO and in the saddle presents a number of issues. Although this area is located within a State of Hawai‘i Conservation
District. The Saddle Area is located outside HO and does not have a designated land use for observatory purposes. Under these constraints, this site could
not be considered as an alternative site for the proposed ATST Project. In addition, because the Saddle Area is both lower and downwind from the facilities
at HO, the “seeing” quality for the scientific requirements could not be met unless the facility was considerably taller than the proposed 143 feet. In order to
meet the science requirements, the observing requirements for the proposed ATST Project, the telescope must be above the ground layer and above the
disturbed air that comes out across the surface of Haleakala. If the proposed ATST Project were located in the saddle area, the building would be lower, but
the telescope would actually have to be significantly higher and essentially the same height that it is at the top to reach above the ground layer and the
disturbed air. That is why the telescopes typically must be situated on ridges on the top of the mountains.

Visibility from the Saddle Area to populated areas on Maui would not have the terrain blocking that the primary Mees site enjoys. Therefore, the proposed
ATST Project may be far more visible to most Maui residents, if located at the Saddle Area than at the preferred Mees site. For these reasons, this alternative
was not carried forward for further consideration.

For additional information on the site identification process, see Section 2.3.2-Response to Public Comment Regarding Alternative Siting on Haleakala
states.

See also the information presented in Sections 1.7.2-State Land Use Law, Chapter 205, Hawai‘i Revised Statues and 3.1-Land Use and Existing Activities
state: “The existing State Land Use District for the proposed ATST Project is designated as Conservation District, General Subzone. The objective of the
General Subzone is to designate open space where specific conservation uses may not be defined, but where urban use would be premature. During the past
few years, the OCCL within the DLNR has administered CDUPs for numerous potential uses, among them astronomical facilities on Haleakala. The
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proposed ATST Project would be located in the area of the Conservation District that has been set aside for astronomical research (HAR813-5-25: Identified
land uses in the General Subzone, which is applicable from R-3 Astronomy Facilities, (D-1) Astronomy facilities under an approved management plan); and
many facilities conducting astronomy and advanced space surveillance already exist within HO.”

Military Component and Security Implications

Received from: 1. Kapali Keahi, 09-27-06 2. M. Howden, 09-29-06

Comment:

1. Aslong as that flag is waving, it's never going be one good time for you guys. And we can say this now in this day and time because, well, your
predecessors, your ancestors wen' shut our people up. And the only reason why America Is here is because of the military. | mean, anything that goes on on
our island, period, is by virtue of the military being here.

2. | admire what I've learned from science. But | think science has been very impersonal and amoral. And science has also produced nuclear weapons, which
threaten life on earth. And we just keep on doing this when there are people who are homeless, people who are dispossessed. | mean we're not looking at
what the needs of our community are, and we're just going on toward this madness.

Response:
There is no military component in the purpose and mission of the proposed ATST Project.

Public Meetings

Received from:

1. Unnamed speaker, 09-27-06 4. M. Helm, 09-27-06 7. Vicky McCarty, 09-27-06
2. B. Medeiros, 09-27-06 5. Kalei Ka‘eo, 09-27-06 8. D. Mayer, 09-29-06
3. V. McCarty, 09-27-06 6. Friends of Haleakala National Park 9. S. Burns, 09-29-06

(M. Evanson) 09-27-06

Comment:
1. Will you clarify the time for the next two meetings? Are the times of the next meetings in the Maui News so the public knows? Did it say 6:00?

2. Was it coincidental that you planned these meetings during the time of Maui's biggest event, the County Fair? Members of the Hawaiian language
community, the people who are involved in preserving the culture are heavily involved in the fair every year. The meetings were scheduled at the
convenience of the proponents of this project, but not at the convenience of the people who care about Maui. We want you to speak to us, okay? You guys
screwed up the way you guys arranged and scheduled this meeting completely. In the future, talk to the people from Maui. Go back to Paukukalo, go to
Kula, go to Haiku, go to Hana, go to Lahaina, go to Kihei. Come to Olowalu where | live. Don't schedule meetings like you have on this round | understand
you had some challenges, but I'm pretty sure you all can overcome that.

3. You've not had any meetings in Lahaina. You've ignored places on this island that have much to say about this telescope. You've been dismissive here this
evening about families and communities and organizations that wait all year to raise money for their families and for their clubs and for their keiki at the
fair. That tells me you don't understand this community.

4. Inaddition, | would like to also express my concern that this meeting -- | understand, Charlie, you said they can only come on this particular time. But for
our community, this particular evening has at least two major meetings, one is the super ferry and one is this. So from mauka to makai we are being affected.

APPENDIX A: COMMENTS AND REPONSES TO DEIS TRANSCRIPTS (SEPTEMBER 2006)

3




Final Environmental Impact Statement — Advanced Technology Solar Telescope

9.

And this is the public comment period and our County fair?

So for me, the younger people speaking over here, because they're alive. (Testimony given in Hawaiian language). We're going to endure. We'll endure by
resisting. What is wrong is wrong. What is right is right. And for God's sake, fair week. This is obvious. This is obvious to us. This is hot coming from the
community. This is obvious to us. There's an attempt here supposedly to keep the community out of here. All you had to do was go to the last meeting at
Paukukalo. We had three times more people there.

We understand the project's funding source, the National Science Foundation, has not yet conducted the required senior review, and furthermore, it will not
be available to the public until November. The Friends would like to know why the public comment period closes before this review has been disclosed.

You've not had any meetings in Lahaina. You've ignored places on this island that have much to say about this telescope. You've been dismissive here this
evening about families and communities and organizations that wait all year to raise money for their families and for their clubs and for their keiki at the
fair.

At your scoping meetings, | made a number of comments, wrote them down. My comments were left without your reaction, your comment, and I think that
is something that's negligent on your part. At the scoping meeting, several people asked the question on the height of the building, and it was stated at the
meeting, not in the Maui News, that the height of the building was 92 feet. And many people left that meeting thinking it was 92 feet. The diagrams behind
correctly said 143 feet, but the individuals conducting that meeting repeated 92 feet several times. It’s not 92 feet, which would have been lower than the
present facility up there, but it's 143 feet high. | think that has misled the public and maybe has lulled the public into thinking it's a smaller facility than it
actually is. The aerial photos were taken from an angle such that it looked like the top of the building was far below the summit of Haleakala when, in fact,
the top of this telescope would be approximately 100 feet higher than anything else on the top of that mountain. It will look like the nipple on the top of a
breast.

Because the meetings are set up at the same time as the Superferry and the Fair, could you please consider setting up a time where we could in a Hawaiian
community? Not a lot of Hawaiians live up here. So please consider it before the 23rd, just let them speak. Is that a possibility?

Response:
1t05,7,9. These meetings were planned in conjunction with publication of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. If you are familiar with the state

process, the document goes through the Office of Environmental Quality Control and is accepted on a certain date, published on a certain date, which
begins the clock for the public comment. The public comment period continues for 45 days. These meetings need to be held within that period of time.
Because we have individuals who come from Washington D.C., Tucson, and so on, we had a very narrow window of choice. And these three days are
actually the only time that these gentlemen are available. As of Friday, they are in different parts of the world. Unfortunately, the timing is such that the fair
is this week, but that is another reason for having three meetings. There's no requirement in the law to have three meetings, but if an individual or a group
cannot make one meeting, then the intent is to provide two additional opportunities for people to participate.

Originally the time was 6:00 p.m.; but three weeks before the meeting, we noticed that we had a conflict. Unfortunately, some of the publications carried the
original time of 6:00 p.m. We sent out dozens of post cards and reposted it in the media as 7:00 p.m. for all three nights. The corrected time of 7:00 p.m. was
posted in the Maui News for two separate weeks; it was also posted in the Haleakala Times and Maui Times.

To clarify, the senior review the speaker referred to is unaffiliated this with the proposed project. It is a review of our current facilities with an eye towards
how we move into the future. The recommendations of that review do not bear in any way on the proposal to fund this project
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In our very first scoping meeting, the Maui News misreported the height of the telescope as 92 feet. That was an error. The figures and graphics that we
brought correctly showed the 143-foot structure. This building would not be 100 feet taller than anything on the summit. The advanced electro-optical
system or AEOS telescope is 120 feet above ground level. This telescope would be 23 feet taller than that, although they would not be built at the same
ground level.

Meeting Transcripts

Received from: 1. M. Helm, 09-27-06 2. Unnamed speaker, 09-27-06

Comment:

1.

My concern is where is the voice that you continue to hear this evening? Where is the voice in that DEIS, besides small little sentences, that say the
consultation occurred? And so my concern -- | hope you will address this -- is with how this whole DEIS comment period is being addressed, the sincerity in
getting our community's input both from Section 106 for Hawaiians and non-Hawaiians alike, then | think that we need to be sure that in the environmental
impact statement that these are clearly listed there. The oral testimony and everything must be listed there to show the depth of concern and support for
avoiding this telescope on Haleakala.

I have concerns about the DEIS process as well as the Section 106 process. The Section 106 meetings that are held are limited to those who have submitted
mitigation and minimization proposals. My concern is where is the voice that you continue to hear this evening? Where is the voice in that DEIS, besides
small little sentences, that say the consultation occurred?

You stated that you, not you but the other gentleman, stated that in the final EIS, what is said here doesn't all get put into the EIS. Who is in charge of
selecting the script that goes in if it's not verbatim? And is that a neutral person, or is that a person, a proponent of the project? How does that work? Does
everything tonight get transcribed? Is this verbatim when it comes out? Will all of this that's been recorded this evening be in the public record? Meaning,
printed in the EIS in addition to the Section 106 meetings that were not included in the draft?

You stated that what is said here doesn't all get put into the Final EIS. Are you saying that people only know what | and other people said here tonight, if
they get a lawyer and do a Freedom of Information Act request? I think that's outrageous. Who is in charge of selecting the script that goes in if it's not
verbatim? And is that a neutral person, or is that a person, a proponent of the project? How does that work? There's no control on the selective script that
goes into the record. There's a lot of latitude of what you put in.

Comments may be listed in the document but not given a weight that the majority of the people expressed this particular statement or sentiment. When you
talk about Section 106 meetings that we had, and it seems more than one person saying something, but it doesn't seem to say what percentage of them did. If
99 percent of the people said that, | mean that should make a difference whether National Science Foundation makes a decision on funding this project or
not. The oral testimony and everything must be listed in the EIS to show the depth of concern and support for avoiding this telescope on Haleakala.

Response:

1, 2. Public comments and requests were made that transcripts from all formal public meetings be included in the EIS. To accommodate these requests,
transcripts were sent to requesters and verbatim transcripts for the Public Scoping Meetings, the DEIS Public Comment Meetings, and formal Section 106
meetings are provided in Vol. 11, Appendices B through D-Meeting Transcripts (2005, 2006, 2008) and in Vol. IV, Appendix C for the SDEIS Public Hearings
(June 2009). The proceedings of each meeting were taken by machine shorthand and thereafter reduced to print by means of computer-assisted transcription. The
transcriptions represent, to the best of each stenographer’s ability, a true and correct transcript of the proceedings.
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It should be noted that transcripts were not taken during the June 8, 9, and 10, 2009 Section 106 consultation meetings at the suggestion of HALE. Instead of
transcripts, HALE provided several note-takers. As of the date of publication of this FEIS, those notes were not yet finalized. Once they are, they will be posted
on the project website: http://atst.nso.edu/library/NHPA. The notes of the facilitator of the June 8, 9, and 10, 2009 Section 106 consultation meetings,
however, are included in Vol. IV of this FEIS. All oral and written comments are considered part of the official record of this process and will be considered,
along with all other portions of the official record by the NSF Director prior to his issuance of a decision regarding whether to fund the proposed ATST Project.

Land Use

Received from:
Walter Kanamu, 09-27-06

Comment:

Your whole southern boundary 7,000 acres is mine. | have the lease for 7,000 acres of that land. Did you guys know that? From the summit down to 3,500 feet of
Kahikinui, Hawaiian homelands, belongs to life living in this forest ecosystem. And | received -- at the last meeting | introduced myself as just a Hawaiian
kanaka. Today I'm introducing myself as the lessee for the land that abuts your boundary. Make sure you stay on your boundary now, and | want to see that. |
want to see all the boundaries all drawn out because | went through your entire draft and it was very vague.

Response:
See Section 1.2-Land Ownership and Figure 1-6, which shows the HO site and adjacent properties.

Management Plan

Received from:
D. Mayer, 09-29-06

Comment:
The community plan for upcountry Maui calls for a master plan of the summit. The university did a master plan only of their 18 acres. Until that master plan is
done, | believe this is jumping ahead in the timetable of what needs to be done.

Response:

Haleakala High Altitude Observatories (HO) site is located on 18.166 acres of State of Hawai‘i Conservation District land. The IfA will comply with Hawai‘i
Administrative Rules (HAR) Chapter 13: Department of Land and Natural Resources (DLNR), Subtitle 1: Administration, Chapter 5: Conservation District. The
Proposed Action conforms to the LRDP, which would serve as the IfA contribution to any summit master plan. There are more than 25 separate State, Federal
and private entities with interests in the summit area of Haleakala. IfA is the only one of these entities that has undertaken long-range planning for the property
under its jurisdiction. The LRDP has specific protocols and measures that ensure orderly and sensitive development that is designed to be compatible with the
intended land-use and purposes for the 18.166 acres of land under the stewardship of IfA.

In accordance with HAR 13-5, Exhibit 3, the IfA is preparing a MP for HO. The Management Plan will consist of a general description of the land use,
ownership, the resources on the property, constraints such as topography, geology, easements, etc., proposed land uses, environmental monitoring strategies, and
reporting to the DLNR of those areas under the jurisdiction of IfA. The decommissioning and restoration of facilities within HO will also be included in the MP.
The MP will be accompanied by a Programmatic Environmental Assessment (PEA). The LRDP and MP, along with the PEA, will comprehensively address
planning, monitoring, and reporting for the 18.166 acres of HO and will comply fully with Exhibit 3 of HAR 13-5.
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Cultural, Historic, and Archeological Resources

Received from:

1. Albert Dizon, 09-27-06 11. K. Kekahuna, 09-27-06 21. M. Howden, 09-29-06

2. Jonah Kapu, 09-27-06 12. K. Kamakawiwaole, 09-27-06 22. Mr. Rizzo, 09-29-06

3. Richard McCarty, 09-27-06 13. Haumea Hanakahi, 09-27-06

4. Kalei Kaeo, 09-27-06 14. M. Evanson, 09-28-06

5. Nameaina Hoshino 09-27-06 15.  P. Vladika, 09-28-06

6. Vicky McCarty, 09-27-06 16. S. Burns, 09-28-06

7.  Walter Kanamu, 09-27-06 17.  Friends of Haleakala National Park (M. Evanson), 09-29-06

8. Brianna Welker, 09-27-06 18. L. Bruce, 09-29-06

9. Bill Mederiros, 09-27-06 19. M. Stokesberry, 09-29-06

10. Verna Nahulu, 09-27-06 20. K. Kamakawiwoole, 09-29-06

Comment:

1. I'm opposed of this because there's always recognition for astronomers who went to school. There's no respect for the kupuna who has the gifts and learned
from the kupunas. We promote the importance of education, but not all education is found in textbooks. Our education was passed on from our ancestors.
We were taught by our kupuna to also keep our aina, our land, as natural and undisturbed as possible.

2. Come on now, why you guys no just build it on Maunakea? Get four or five of them over there. No need one.I no like drive around Maui looking at
Haleakala and all you see is this big white ball. Come on now. | been on big island, | seen Maunakea, and it's like | just like broke that. | no care about this.
Why you guys like learn about the sun for? I mean, come on now. | know the thing stay affecting our environment and affecting the world a lot; but still yet,
that's not you guys' responsibility. E ke akua like this happen, so be it. Maybe he's trying for tell us that this world gotta change already, because right now,
now get this, we stay dealing with development, come on now. How much more issues we're going to have to fight for just so you guys finally need one slap
behind your head from our kupunas telling you guys to wake up. Right now this is not pono.

3. This is your problem to show respect for this area. And to think about what is happening. Throughout history, if somebody wanted to desecrate a culture,
what would they do? They would tear down the statues of their heroes, they'd go into their sacred spots and desecrate them. Because once you take that
away, the culture is gone.

4. Alohato our friends and foes. Aloha. | don't say that lightly. A fool is one who disrespects, doesn't listen, doesn't adhere to what | have said many times
before. So if | come here and | sound angry, I am. I'm burning up inside. It's not the first time. | know how to go on. This is part of a large major campaign
which have been perpetrated on my people for generations. Other native peoples have been pi[][Jed on and s[][]Jt on across the islands, across the Pacific,
across north America, across the world since the time of that great supposed European explorer Columbus. Looking for gold, god and glory, who cut off the
hands of the native, who sicked his maddening dogs on the women and children for the sake of science. Let's talk a little bit about history. Because when |
look at your culture reports it sounds like, man, some people missed some classes or courses here. There's a bunch of history that was just ignored.

5. This place Haleakala is house of the sun. You guys like look at the sun? What that prove to you, brah? Proving nothing. This place is a sacred place, brah.

And what the thing going do for our culture, huh? If | stay sailing out there, | stay looking at that place, hey, | think going throw me off, because us we used
to look at the stars, not this telescope.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

It's a sacred place. It is a sacred place. It is a sacred place. What gives you or anyone the right to interfere with the cultural practices and the sacredness of
this site?

You see, from long time ago, | believe akua led the Hawaiians to this land. God led the Hawaiians to this land. He gave this land to the Hawaiians knowing
that they were the people that would malama aina and aloha aina. And that's why we're here today, because we are going to malama aina and aloha aina.

Aside from the personal, everyone in this room can articulate better than | can the spiritual, the Hawaiian significance of Haleakala. But to me it does. I can
feel it. I am not kanaka maoli, but I was born here. This is my home. | can feel it up there. So the very last thing that | would challenge you to do is go to
Haleakala. Don't go to the site of your telescope. Go to the mountain that these people are talking about.

On the alternative sites that you list on your EIS sacred places, not very many places have host cultures that protect their places that have been passed on
from our ancestors. So what | say is respect the voices of the Hawaiian people, our ancestors and our aumakua, and | join with the rest of them as | say that |
oppose this project.

I'm a school teacher, retired elementary school teacher, and | would like to present a different perspective than has been stated here tonight. | would like to
represent the children. There are so many things that we don't know because in some way we were held back to our parents' and grandparents' past. | would
like to see our children claim their future. There is so much that I see of the solar telescope being up on Haleakala. | am in touch with her. She is in favor of
education on Haleakala. And she has asked me to do everything | could to bring this to a possibility for the children. There is -- our ancestors were really
close to the sun, and they learned everything about the sun, and they taught the children everything they knew about the sun. But there was even more that
they didn't know yet that we have an opportunity to bring to the children who are our children here today. | know that there are resistances to this, and |
respect everything that has been spoken tonight. But there are even more to be said, and there is the children to consider. The children have the future, and
we are not part of their future. The children's future belongs to them and their children. And I would like to see the ATST as an opportunity for them to learn
about the sun that all of us have no idea about yet. But the children can take that information and soar with it. | am a native Hawaiian, and this is my mana‘o.
There are no children here to speak for their future. And this is why | am here. | am here to speak for their future.

It is not for the Hawaiian people. It is not for the Hawaiian people of different ethnicities. We're Hawaiian, but I'm Hawaiian something else, something else,
something else. | come from many backgrounds. However, we speak from our Hawaiian core, because this is where we are from. And I just have to end too
with saying | resist, | resist for my generation, | resist for my son's generation, and I resist as a keiki.

So why are we going to do something -- my mana'o is, why we going build this thing and then years from now we're going to say, you know, we gotta save
Haleakala. Now the president gotta go make a monument for something to happen?

As far as mitigation, proponents are coming up with a plan of how to manage the mountain. By providing a cultural monitor, simply having someone of
Hawaiian blood standing there watching as land is desecrated does not mitigate anything. We need to have a much more comprehensive plan that is
approved by the communities and a nonbiased board.

There is mentioned a couple of times ko'a. A ko'a is a shrine that one finds down on the shoreline. The EIS says there is a ko'a up on the top of the
mountain? I don't think so. Two archeologists confirmed that no, probably not. There is some coral up there, but it has nothing to do with a shoreline. This
project is so huge, it will change Haleakala forever.
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15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

| see there is a unification of science and the mountain also. It's called the House of the Sun. It's unifying in a way and it's very spiritual also to me as just an
average citizen.

There are things you just don't do on sacred land. If you are a woman and it's not one of the three good weeks of the month, then you don't go. Using the
bathroom while up there is breaking a couple more rules. | think I'm cutting some possibilities here, but that's okay because there is always science, you can
go to the second site, you can make it -- push yourself beyond the limits that you have today and make it better. You can have lots of telescopes, there is
only one Haleakala. And very few places that are sacred to us and that one is just deteriorating.

We challenge the draft EIS's assumption that significant impacts to the cultural resources can be mitigated. Native Hawaiians in written and verbal
comments have overwhelmingly stated that the construction and operation of ATST constitute significant impacts and that no mitigation the draft EIS
provides will compensate for the defilement of the cultural and spiritual values this project represents.

This document was commissioned by the promoters of the ATST, and as a result, lacks credibility as an unbiased expression of the thinking of the native
Hawaiians. Even the principal author has stated opposition to this project and was motivated to propose token mitigation feeling the project was a done deal
based on his past experience.

This proposed use of Haleakala summit for another telescope is undesirable, culturally offensive and ethically questionable. It's undesirable because it is a
further covering of our mountain's open space and special viewscapes. It is culturally offensive because it further intrudes on our sacred Hawaiian aina.
People I know on the island, including myself, feel hurt, offended and invaded by outsiders' intrusions on our wahipana, our sacred places that lose their
pristine character and cultural significance by being used for large, obtrusive structures that obliterate the emptiness we value so highly on our mountaintop.
The NSF proposal is ethically questionable because it imposes on Hawaiian people, Hawaiian culture and the singularly important place on Maui that should
suffer no more intrusions. NSF should decide to do what is best for Haleakala. Please choose the no action alternative and move your Advanced Technology
Solar Telescope elsewhere.

The ATST would also cause ruinous harm to the view planes, serenity and the sacredness of the mountain and its yet not fully characterized harm to the
entire summit environment due to the huge excavation and disturbance it will invade. There are other acceptable sites in the world for this telescope. The
location is an intrusive structure in the middle of a national park in the middle of an area of archeological importance and fragile habitat of endangered
species and on the summit of a mountain sacred to the host cultural people.

| think the EIS is very shortsighted. It only is looking at the top. The fact of the matter is Haleakala has been and is known to be a sanctuary, | mean
sanctuary in a sense of a church sanctuary, a sacred sanctuary. And please, we cannot, we cannot allow it to be a sanctuary like a reserve sanctuary. We don't
want to go there. We're there now with the Northwest Hawaiian islands. | don't want to see the day when | can only talk about and show pictures of
Haleakala and being on the summit to my kids.

I find this incredible that this European scientific mindset would want to impose upon a sacred landscape what can only be considered in spiritual terms
really a monstrosity. This is a place of prayer. | don't see this obviously simply as a native Hawaiian issue. | see it as a community issue.

I don't know enough about Haleakala to know how much of the mountain is sacred. Is it the whole mountain? Is it certain sections? If it could go in an area
around the summit that is respectful to the Hawaiian people, if that could be pursued, I think that would be a great thing for everybody.
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Response:

1 through 22. The Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) was prepared in response to public and agency comments of the DEIS and was
described in the “Note to Reviewer” inside the cover of the SDEIS. In a number of respects, the SDEIS was considerably revised from the DEIS; comments
received warranted additional surveys and studies, which were completed after the DEIS was published. In particular, a Supplemental Cultural Impact
Assessment to further identify cultural resources issues was conducted in May 2007, and the results are analyzed in Section 4.2-Cultural, Historic, and
Archeological Resources. That Section of the document was substantially revised to reflect the comments on the DEIS, the information learned from the
Supplemental Cultural Impact Assessment, and the comments received during the more than 30 formal and informal Section 106 consultation meetings that were
held as part of NSF’s Section 106 compliance responsibility. All individual and agency comments and responses from additional formal Section 106 meetings
and informal consultations with the Native Hawaiian community and other members of the public since 2006 are reflected in this FEIS. In addition, Section 4.5-
Visual Resources and View Planes was revised to address comments such as those raised in comment #19.

Biological Resources and Endangered Species

Received from:
1. M. Stokesberry, 09-28-06 2. Friends of Haleakala National Park (M. Evanson ), 09-29-06 3. M. Stokesberry, 09-29-06

Comment:

1. 1 oppose the 143-foot high ATST being built on Haleakala. There are other places that it could be built and it's probably a good project, but I don't think it
belongs on Haleakala. Its tremendous size cannot be placed on Haleakala without irreversible harm of a very serious nature to the endangered petrels whose
burrows are all around the proposed site.

2. We challenge the draft EIS's assumption that significant impacts to the natural resources can be mitigated. We reject the conclusion on Page 4-12 that
impacts to the endangered Hawaiian petrel and the 'ua'u are less than significant. There is no evidence that suggests that construction noise, vibration or
human proximity will not impact the 'ua'u nesting sites. The fact that mitigations are proposed on Page 4-81 supports the credibility of our assertion. We
reject the conclusion of Page 4-6 to 4-8 that construction and operations related impacts are significant but mitigable to less than significant impacts.

3. The ATST must not be built at this location It's tremendous size cannot be placed on the summit of Haleakala without irreversible harm of a very serious
nature to the endangered petrels whose burrows are all around the proposed sites.

Response:

See Section 3.3.3.1-Endangered, Threatened, Listed or Proposed Avifaunal and Vesper Bat Species for a description of the species present within the ROI. See
also Section 4.3-Biological Resources, which describe the impacts to those species anticipated from the proposed ATST Project. Along with the mitigation
measures described in Section 4-18, mitigation from the LRDP and on-going ‘u‘au monitoring, the ESA Section 7 Informal Consultation document (Vol. II,
Appendix M) prepared by USFWS in 2007 contains a number of specific requirements to avoid or minimize potential effects to ‘ua‘u, all of which support the
conclusions raised in the analysis contained in the FEIS.
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Noise

Received from: W. Kanamu, 09-27-06

Comment:

If you go to Kahikinui right now and you sit up at 3,000 or 4,000 feet elevation, you can hear everything that goes on in the observatory. You can hear the
grinding, you can hear the rumbling in the earth. The sounds emitted up there travel all the way down. All the way down and affects us. | know you cannot hear
it in Lahaina or Wailuku or Kahului, but we hear it in Kahikinui.

Response: In response to comments received concerning noise impacts, Section 4.10-Noise has been revised.

Water Resources

Received from:
1. N. Hoshino, 09-27-06 2. Haumea Hanakahi, 09-27-06

Comment:
1. With our current water issues, the existing water supply cannot sustain us right now.
2. I'mvery concerned about the water issues here. I'm concerned that we need an absolutely comprehensive study. Hydrology study of our water tables here.

Response:

1, 2. Section 3.7-Water Resources addresses these issues. There is no source or supply of water at the summit area of HO. At various times during the year —
particularly the winter months — rainwater is collected from building roofs, etc., and stored in water catchment systems. To supplement this source, water is
trucked to each user in certified tanks where it is stored on-site. Users maintain their own collection systems and storage tanks for potable and/or non-potable
water, as well as their individual pumping and distribution systems.

Hazardous Materials

Received from:

1. Foster Ampong, 09-27-06 2. Vicky McCarty, 09-27-06
3. Unnamed speaker, 09-27-06 4. Haumea Hanakahi, 09-27-06
Comment:

la. When you say properly contained and disposed of by private contractor, where exactly --what is it contained in? Is it a 55-gallon barrel? Is this going to be
trucked down to Kahului, put on a barge, and removed from the state? Is it going to be trucked down two miles in the summit and stored -- | think what we
want to hear is the specific, something definitive about the hazardous material, how it's going to be removed, and where it's going to be moved to. So to say
that it's going to be properly disposed of is really -- it doesn't leave room for any assurance for us.

1b. Is this explanatory in the DEIS? Is this in writing in the environmental impact statement?

2. That tells me that there's a possibility that hazardous waste will spill. What gives you the right to put an emergency spill plan in place and perhaps deny all
of the children that will come after us to enjoy this sacred place?

3. Will mercury be used at the facility? What's the disposal process for hazardous materials? We also don't have a complete listing of hazardous materials.
Where is the disposal plan? Does it go into our oceans then, our endangered reefs where we get our fish from, where we feed our children? We need an
absolutely comprehensive hydrology study. These are concerns that need to be addressed. Is this explained in the DEIS? Can you explain how it will
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mercury will not be used to strip the mirror if that's the technology that's released up until now?
What substance will the mirrors be floating on?

4. In the many years they [Mauna Kea] were using it, they were telling us that there was no problem and that it was safe. They were telling us it was the newest
technology available at the time, and we had no worries. Now, we're hearing that this is a newer more progressive technology, and I respect that. I'm not
equipped to discuss the technology. Science is not an exact discipline. Just take the story of the mongoose in Hawaii. But we no longer believe it when you
tell us there are no worries and there are no problems. This is not the place to experiment and to find out about this technology. This is a sacred place.

Response:

la. Responded by Mr. Fein at the meeting: The material will be stored in certified containers. There are containers that are appropriate for each kind of
hazardous material. Those containers are placed in an area that has containment, so that any containers that were to leak would, in fact, leak into the
containment area and be held in that area. The hazardous material that becomes hazardous waste after use is stored in the certified containers. They would be
taken down the mountain. It is, in fact, shipped to Oahu. There's a facility on Oahu, Campbell Industrial Park, that manages most of the hazardous waste for
the state, and they are licensed to do so. All of that handling must be done by people who are licensed to handle it, transport it. You can't just put it on a
truck. It has to be put on a vehicle that's certified to carry that.

1b, 3,4. Mercury will not be used at the facility. Section 2.4.4-Telescope Operation Activities provides information about hazardous materials. Hazardous
materials that would be used at the proposed ATST facility and their uses are shown in Table 2-5.

1b, 2.3. The disposal of the effluent and other waste materials from the mirror stripping process is specified in the ATST Hazardous Material and Hazardous
Waste Management Program (Vol. Il, Appendix D-ATST Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Waste Management Program, Section 11.6, p. 10). As
described therein, the effluent is required to be captured and contained in special-purpose holding tanks, tested on site to determine pH and other potentially
hazardous properties, and disposed of in accordance with local authorities. Criteria for determining hazardous waste, as well as procedures for storage,
transport and disposal by a licensed hazardous waste contractor are also described in that document (Vol. 11, Appendix D, Sections 5 and 7).

3. Responded by Jeff Kuhn and Dr. Craig Foltz at meeting:
Jeff Kuhn: What you are speaking about is from the old days. We used to take a bag of mercury that was used to support the mirror because the mercury was
heavy — it won’t happen. It uses electronic actuators and motors.

Dr. Craig Foltz: It uses a six and a half meter mirror and the secondary mirror at the top is half the size of this. The actuators that one uses can be dramatic
where they are powered by air cells. It could be hydraulic, which is a concern. And in our telescope, it was such a concern that we would not use hydraulics,
not because of spills but for other reasons due to contamination.
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Visual Resources and View Plane

Received from:

1. Walter Kanamu, 09-27-06 4. M. Stokesberry, 09-28-06 7. Mr. Rizzo, 09-29-06
2. Verna Nahulu, 09-27-06 5. K. Kamakawiwoole, 09-28-06

3. Dick Mayer, 09-29-06 6. V. Nahulu, 09-29-06

Comment:

1. Inyour draft statement, in your picture, you don't have one picture depicting Kahikinui right below you. Right on your border. There's nothing.

2. | ama native Hawaiian, and this is my mana'o. There are no children here to speak for their future. And this is why | am here. | am here to speak for their
future. | liken this to -- most of the resistances are to the outside of the structure. It is like having a beautiful ukulele that plays incredible music and
criticizing the case of the ukulele. When we look inside, we can see the benefits that is produced. This structure is a 143-foot structure that sits right behind
the Air Force telescope that is 120 feet high. So 143 feet ATST will be peaking up like the roof will be seen. 256-foot windmills are sitting on the mountains
way above 143-foot ATST. Eighteen of these windmills are up on the mountain, 260-foot each.

3. Inthe draft, | didn't see a description of the impact on Haleakala National Park and the visual element at the top of that mountain. We have somewhere in the
order of 2 million people a year going to the summit of Haleakala in this building, and it is going to be right in the face of these people. It's a very bright
object up there, and it's certainly going to be in the visual view plane. You have some photos up there that simulate it, but it doesn't give I think the true
impression of how big this building will be right near the very summit of the mountain. The original photos of pictures or diagrams that are in the draft and
eventually in the final should be from ground level at the summit, what the tourists that go up there actually see.

4. 1 oppose the 143-foot high ATST being built on Haleakala. There are other places that it could be built and it's probably a good project, but | don't think it
belongs on Haleakala. Its tremendous size cannot be placed on Haleakala ....... without ruinous harms to the view planes......".

5. Itis described in the EIS and what they do is they try to convince you, you know, it is big, it's massive, and it's white, and you're going to see it for miles, so
that actually all you're going to see is that little piece on the top. And that, according to this, is not a severe impact. Why is mitigation even in here? Why
would there be a need to mitigate unless something was going to be wrong in the first place? How to minimize the impact? By trying to fake out the public
that you know what, this big building is not that big, it's not that white, the visualization that you're going to see and the height and everything is a manini
thing because of the way it's situated, you're only going to see this much. Is the height and the weight and the color really -- is that the issue? That's not the
issue. Whether it's 140 feet high or whether it's 14 centimeters high, it doesn't belong up there.

6. I’ve been to Haleakala. | have never, ever had those telescopes in my face. I have looked down to the summit with the pu'us and everything. | do not see
Science City. It is in the back. I think it is a mistake saying that it is in our face because it certainly is not.

7. 1 know people are concerned what it looks like. It's an observatory. It's going to look like an observatory. You talk about ugly buildings. The County
building is an ugly building. And somebody else was talking about Haleakala National Park keeping it, you know, pristine and just experiencing Haleakala
National Park. I wish the park lady was here, because | would tell them to get rid of the bike tours and that would really clean up Haleakala National Park.
Driving around the island, when it is cloudy you can't really see it. When it's not cloudy, you've got that shiny AEOS dome up there.
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Response:
1. Figure 4-19 (Mees Site Rendering, View From Kahikinui and Map Showing Photographer Location, May 11, 2006) has been provided in the SDEIS in
response to your request for a map depicting Kahikinui.

2,6. Thank you for your comments, which are noted.

3,4,5. The Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) was prepared in response to public and agency comments of the DEIS. The SDEIS
was considerably revised from the DEIS; comments received warranted additional surveys and studies, which were completed after the DEIS was published.
In the SDEIS see Sections 3.6, 4.6, 4.17.9, and 4.18.9 address visitor use and experience. Some of the view plane and viewshed modeling and photographic
renderings were also updated in the SDEIS, see Sections 3.5, 4.5, 3.17.8, and 4.18.5. Based on comments received on the SDEIS, additional revisions to the
viewshed analysis were made. Accordingly, in the SDEIS Section 4.5-Visual Resources and View Plane has again been modified to provide additional
clarification of the viewshed issues.

Environmental Justice

Received from: D. Sytze, 09-27-06

Comment:

We have a mountain here that is revered. It's known throughout Polynesia and considered sacred throughout Polynesia from all over. This is like the Sistine
chapel of the Hawaiians. And so when | look at the EIS, and it says that there’s no environmental justice issues here, | question the very foundation. There's a lot
of injustice that's gone on here both environmental and political and there's been cultural genocide that's happened here. I think anybody who walks into this
environment without taking that seriously, and calls the environmental justice issue irrelevant is going to be walking on really shaky ground.

Response: Executive Order 12898, “Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations,” provides that
“each Federal agency shall make achieving environmental justice part of its mission by identifying and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and
adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and low-income populations.” The comment
seems to raise concerns about impacts to cultural resources and, in particular, to Haleakala as a Traditional Cultural Property. These concerns have already been
analyzed under Section 4.2-Cultural, Historic, and Archeological Resources. A typical environmental justice review under NEPA looks at whether the proposed
project will have a disproportionate impact on an adjacent community of minorities or residents below the poverty line, as compared to other affected
populations. It is noted that there is no minority population that resides adjacent to the project site. Section 4.12-Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice has
been revised in response to this comment.
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Environmental Consequences and Cumulative Effects

Received from:

1. W. Kamanu, 09-27-06 3. Haleakala National Park (Superintendent Marilyn Parris), 09-28-06
2. F. Skowronski, 09-28-06 4. Friends of Haleakala National Park (M. Evanson), M. Stokesberry, 09-29-06
Comment:

1. In the statement that you have, one thing that stands out the most to me, no significant affect. In your entire proposal it says that everything you do will not
have a significant affect. Well it's already affecting, and you have not even started.

2. You're building the tallest structure that's ever been built on the island and you're putting it on the highest elevation and the highest parcel that is buildable
on the island at the highest wind force and this construction warrants an EIS of no significant impact? Is that the essential implication of the Draft EIS?

3. Itisthe National Park Service's contention that this Draft EIS falls far short in adequately evaluating the numerous cumulative impacts to our resources, our
visitor experiences, and our overall park operations with the construction of this ATST. Therefore, the National Park Service must strongly oppose the
construction of this facility adjacent to our boundary based on the information presented within this Draft EIS. We will be submitting more detailed
documentations of these omissions, shortfalls, and our concerns to the National Science Foundation.

4. Another site should be given priority for the ATST. The Friends ask that the no action alternative be selected for Haleakala, and we challenge the draft EIS's
assumption that significant impacts to the natural and cultural resources can be mitigated. We reject the conclusion on Page 4-12 that impacts to the
endangered Hawaiian petrel and the 'ua'u are less than significant. There is no evidence that suggests that construction noise, vibration or human proximity
will not impact the 'ua'u nesting sites. The fact that mitigations are proposed on Page 4-81 supports the credibility of our assertion. We reject the conclusion
of Page 4-6 to 4-8 that construction and operations related impacts are significant but mitigable to less than significant impacts.

Response:

The Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) was prepared in response to public and agency comments on the analysis of impacts provided
in the DEIS. The SDEIS was considerably revised from the DEIS; comments received warranted additional surveys and studies, which were completed after the
DEIS was published. Many of these comments, along with others received on the SDEIS are addressed in Section 4.0-Environmental Consequences, Cumulative
Effects and Mitigation. In particular, the intensity levels were revised such that the test is no longer whether the impacts are “significant.” The SDEIS was
revised to include several intensity levels: negligible, minor, moderate, and major. In addition, impacts are discussed in terms of whether they are short-term or
long-term and whether they are adverse. The FEIS uses these same measures for the analysis contained therein.

Construction: Building Code

Received from: F. Skowronski, 09-28-06

Comment:

In the EIS, is there a comparison of the size and scope and scale of the projected improvement as compared to other existing structures on the island of Maui? If
constructed and as the island exists now, your proposed construction on Haleakala is going to be the tallest building that's ever been constructed on this island.
The County of Maui Building Code allows only a 12-story structure. So if you were to build this structure any place other than federally owned land, you would
not be able to get a building permit because you would be too high. But you don't have to get a building permit to build on this site. Is that true? So there will be
no county, state, or federal reviews of the construction drawings of this proposed construction.
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The idea here is that you're building a 14-story building that you couldn't possibly build anyplace else on the island and you're going 21 feet into the soil to hold
it up. And you're building something that is the largest structure -- tallest structure that's ever been built on the island and you're putting it on the highest
elevation and the highest parcel that is buildable on the island at the highest wind force and this construction warrants an EIS of no significant impact? Is that the
essential implication of the Draft EIS?

Response:

This comment was raised and addressed at the DEIS Public Meeting: A county building permit is not required. However the State of Hawaii requires all
construction plans to be submitted with a conservation district use application. Those plans, blue lines, and all of the construction details including the
construction plan will be reviewed carefully by the state and become part of the application process.

The existing State Land Use District for the proposed ATST Project has been identified as Conservation District, General Subzone, where a Conservation
District Use Permit (CDUP) will be required by the Dept. of Land and Natural Resources (DLNR) prior to construction. (See Section 1.7.2-State Land Use Law,
Chapter 205, Hawai‘i Revised Statutes and Section 1.6.4-Permits and Approvals). A CDUP decision will be made by the BLNR, for which the Proposed ATST
Project would require a Board permit.

Infrastructure and Utilities: Excavation

Received from:
1. F. Skowronski, 09-28-06 2. M. Stokesberry, 09-28-06

Comment:
1. Can you explain what the soil placement area is on the top of -- in the course of this construction? Is the excavation of the footings and the caissons that are
going to be replaced on top of the mountain in the effect as if it's a pu'u?

2. | oppose the 143-foot high ATST being built on Haleakala. There are other places that it could be built and it's probably a good project, but I don't think it
belongs on Haleakala. Its tremendous size cannot be placed on Haleakala ......... , and without as yet not fully charted harm to the entire summit
environment due to the tremendous amount of excavation and disturbance that it will entail.

Response: The answers to the questions raised in comments #1 and #2 regarding excavation and ground disturbance can be found in Section 2.4.3-Construction
Activities, which provides a detailed discussion on excavation, soil placement, and staging. With regard to the issue on site selection raised by commenter #2,
the scientific viability of the available sites drove the site selection process by the scientific community. This is extensively described in Section 2.2-Site
Selection and Section 2.3-Alternatives Considered But Removed from Further Evaluation.

Infrastructure and Utilities: Roadways and Traffic

Received from: M. Evanson, 09-28-06

Comment:

I do not feel comfortable with the document. The Draft EIS has many errors. This map has Haleakala Highway going through Science City. | brought it to the
preparers attention — the response was that it came from the Maui County website. Two wrongs do not make a right. There is no Haleakala Crater Road anymore.
There used to be. But several years ago the Maui Fire Department felt Haleakala Highway should extend from Hana Highway all the way up to the top of the
mountain, and therefore Haleakala Crater Road is no more.

Response:
The map referred to in the comment is shown in Section 1.2-Land Ownership in Figure 1-6- Haleakala High Altitude Observatory Site and Adjacent Properties.
This graphic was taken from the County TMK site as indicated under the figure. It was used to be consistent with the County TMK map. The reference to
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Haleakala Crater Road was taken from the Hawai‘i Dept. of Transportation website, which refers to Haleakala Crater Road (State Route 378) as such. This road
ends at the Park entrance station.

Infrastructure and Utilities: Electrical

Received from:

1. K. Kamakawiwoole, 09-27-06
2. Unnamed speaker, 09-27-06
3. R. Lucas, 09-28-06

Comment:

1. The power that is needed for the air force telescope is massive. Estimated ten percent of Maui's electricity to run that one. This one is way bigger. That
makes me a little nervous because, yes, we do have the windmills but my mana'o on that is that's a sustainable type of energy. So | have a little bit of a
different spinoff on that.

2. Will this facility or any other facility that you may build in the future be used to capture or harness the sun’s power?

3. Energy is being generated from burning fossil fuels down from Haleakala because you can't even put a single solar panel up here like we do in our houses so
we're not burning up as much as of this carbon in your one little facility. 500 KVA is the power load of all of the other facilities. Look at your one little
facility. 670 KVA. You're using one and a third times more power than all of the other facilities on this mountain top. You are expecting Maui Electric to
generate it. They are going to import more oil to give you guys the electricity to exceed the power requirements of the entire top of this mountain. What is
there in your proposal that's going to offset the amount of carbon that Maui Electric is putting into the air? What are you going to do in terms of carbon
credits? How much of a reduction is expected from closing the two observatories? My question was directed to carbon dumping and carbon credits to offset
the power usage that's generated by your site. | would appreciate to see, you know, after you look into it, what your conclusions are.

Response:
Section 2.4.4-Telescope Operation Activities under the subheading Electricity describes the electrical power for the proposed ATST Project that would be
provided by connection to the MECO substation on HO. The maximum peak electrical demand of the proposed ATST Project is estimated to be 960 kVA.

1. Responded to at the meeting by Mr. Jeff Barr: The peak power potential of the ATST (if you turned on everything (lights, soldering irons) and operating the
facility at the same time, would be one megawatt. We hope to keep that down to something like 600 kilowatts, which would be basically 60 percent of that
in order to keep our own power flows down. That’s less than half a percent.

2. Responded by Dr. Craig Foltz at the meeting: The Sun comes in, the sunlight is so far away, the sun leaves -- we're so far away, the rays of the sunlight are
powerful. Here is the sunlight that comes in and hits this mirror, this four and a half meter dish concave mirror, which focuses the light, it makes an image of
the sun up here. So all of that power, and it’s about 20 kilowatts. You take ten irons and you plug it in your house, you are using 12 kilowatts of power. It's
like 12 irons on your ironing board is about how much energy is used. It's not terrible. You don't want to do it. You pay for it. You might burn your shirts.
But, anyway, up here is what is called a heat stop. Its job is to take most of that light, collect it, and take the heat away. And it takes it away and fluid -- I'm
just getting started. The heat is eventually dissipated through a chilling system which will probably involve nothing else. So the heat is taking away the little
bit of sunlight you are interested in studying. You are looking at the small part of a -- it shows in great detail. It sends down all the way down to the base, to
the instrument. So in terms of it's not collecting an enormous amount of energy, number one. Number two, all of that energy is dissipated within the
structure.
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3. At this juncture, there has been no plan to close other observatories if the proposed ATST Project is approved for construction.

At the meeting, Jeff Barr presented additional information regarding the viability of using solar panels for the proposed ATST Project: As counterintuitive
as it is, solar panels are not really an efficient energy savings alternative for the project. MECO sponsored a study on what logical and efficient ways for us
to reduce our power consumption overall, our peak as well as our sort of overall average use. And they suggested a lot of alternative technologies including
solar power. Photovoltaics are dark in color. We can't cover the building with these dark panels without doing more harm than good, requiring more energy
for cooling than the panels would actually provide themselves. Even though we're a solar observatory, studying solar physics, we don't have any kind of
access to any advanced kind of solar panels that as you say you wouldn't use on your own house. So basically we have the kind of off the shelf technology.
Based on the 2,000 photovoltaic panels of the same type referred to in the MECO study, about 14 feet each, providing 155 watts each, would provide
something like 330 kilowatts, roughly half the peak requirement. However this would cover virtually everything — every site area and getting pretty darn
close to the petrel burrows and some of the other environmentally and archeological sensitive sites. It would be insensitive of us to put solar panels in all
these places. Plus it expands the footprint three or four times. We may end up doing something, but nothing on a large scale.

Additional Comments

Received from:
Friends of Haleakala National Park (M. Evanson), 09-29-06

Comment:
We understand the project's funding source, the National Science Foundation, has not yet conducted the required senior review, and furthermore, it will not be
available to the public until November. The Friends would like to know why the public comment period closes before this review has been disclosed.

Response:

This comment was raised and addressed at the DEIS Public Meeting: Responded by Dr. Craig Foltz, NSF at meeting: The senior review the speaker referred to is
unaffiliated with this proposed project. It is a review of our current facilities with an eye towards how we move into the future. The recommendations of that
review do not bear in any way on the recommendation, to fund this or not.

Education and Public Outreach

Received from:

1. P.Vladika, 09-28-06 4. S. Burns, 09-29-06
2. V. Nahulu, 09-28-06 5. Mr. Rizzo, 09-29-06
3. V. Nahulu, 09-29-06

Comment:

1. I'min favor of the telescope; giving children the opportunity to learn and to discover; and to see people come from around the world to ask to look and see
and to experience the joy of discovery together.

2. My whole presence here is to ask that the children be allowed the education that comes from such a structure, from within the structure, and not be held back
any more. Our children can learn and discover and should be allowed the freedom of education.

3. There is so much to learn from -- from new technology in our world today, that an island way out in the Pacific, sometimes we don't have the facilities, we
don't have enough of the educators that are in the mainland at other schools. Our children are sometimes left out of information going on nationally, and
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we're out here, so we don't get all of the information that we need. | feel that the ATST is a great blessing and a gift to our children, our children's future and
our children's education. | feel personally that there are a lot of things that I didn't learn as a child from my grandparents because they were concerned that
we should be more connected to their past. | feel today that our children should own their future and that we should not hold them back to our past, that they
should speed on ahead. | would like to say that my Hawaiian ancestors felt it was so important to know about the sun, to know about the stars and to know
the skies, because when we traveled throughout the Pacific, it was necessary to know about the sun. Why we are keeping this knowledge away from our
children today, | do not know.

4. | talked to the kids at my college and nobody is interested in going and studying this. They like the stars, but this is for the sun.

5. I've had a unique opportunity over the last 20 years of accompanying hundreds of school children from Maui up to the observatories. These children are very
excited and just really in awe of what's going on up there at the different facilities. And | just think it's an important thing. | believe that this is a great
opportunity. A lot of the local children really express interest and they're pleased to know that they can get a great education here, especially that they don't
have to go to the mainland. They can stay with their families. They can get the education that they want and have got an opportunity to do some fantastic
science, some great technology and something really worthwhile here in Hawai'i.

Response:
Section 1.4.3.2 describes ATST Education and Public Outreach (E&O) on several fronts that leverage and expand existing programs within the partnering groups
and create unique opportunities offered by the ATST during both its development and operation, if approved.

Solar Cycle and Decommissioning

Received from: Kapali Keahi, 09-27-06

Comment: | really don't see what impact, positive or negative, this development will eventually do to our social well-being. But, right now, | mean, already get
stuff up there and that never do nothing for us anyway. And, in fact, instead of adding stuff on, we should be taking stuff off.

Response: Decommissioning of facilities constructed with NSF’s financial assistance is determined on a case-by-case basis. Of course, decommissioning is
taken into consideration as part of life-cycle project planning. With regard to the proposed ATST Project, NSF anticipates that the estimated lifetime of the
telescope would be at least 45 years (spanning two 22-year solar cycles) after it becomes operational (if funding for construction is approved). If the construction
of the proposed ATST Project is approved, NSF has committed to decommission, deconstruct or divest itself of any interest in the proposed ATST Project at the
end of its productive lifetime. IfA is the lessor for all observatory facilities within HO and would be the responsible entity for coordinating with its lessees and/or
determining a facilities’ estimated service life.

Mitigation Proposals Submitted

Received from: W. Shibuya, 09-29-06

Response: Mitigation Proposals can be found in Section 5.2.2-Addressing Adverse Effects.

Thank you for submitting a mitigation proposal. Elements of mitigation proposals are being considered for inclusion in a Programmatic Agreement (PA)
prepared pursuant to 36 CFR 800.14(b) to address adverse effects to cultural/historic properties through the Section 106 consultation process of the National
Historic Preservation Act. A draft PA containing several proposed mitigation measures is currently under review by the consulting parties.
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APPENDIX B

Appendix B contains comments and responses to the SDEIS published in May 2009. All comments were
carefully evaluated during the preparation of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS), and,
where appropriate, were incorporated into the Document.

This Appendix is organized as follows:

1. Matrix of comments and responses on the SDEIS.

2. Copies of public comments to the SDEIS.

3. Matrix of comments and responses to the SDEIS transcripts made during the Public Comment
Meetings.

Substantive comments for both the SDEIS and the SDEIS transcripts are either summarized or excerpted
in a matrix format and are organized in a box according to subject matter and type of comment received
(i.e., individual letter, e-mail, form letter, etc.). Each commenter is assigned a number that corresponds to
the comment and response within each subject matter box and, where comments are of a similar nature,
they are grouped together. Responses to grouped and individual comments also appear in the matrix.

In some cases, comments were responded to immediately after being received. Copies of both the original
comments and their responses are shown in the section containing the copies of the public comments
following the matrix.

Copies of all comments on the SDEIS can be found in their entirety following the comment/response
matrix. All comments are listed in alphabetical order, first by Agency and then by individuals and
community groups. The verbatim transcripts for the SDEIS Public Comment Meetings can be found in
Vol. IV, Appendix C.
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MATRIX OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO THE SDEIS

Environmental Protection Agency Review and Rating

Received from: EPA, Kathleen M. Goforth, Manager, 06-18-09

Comment:

EPA reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and provided comments to the National Science Foundation (NSF) on October 30, 2006. We
rated the DEIS as Environmental Concerns - Insufficient Information (EC-2) due to the apparent underestimation of direct impacts on cultural and natural
resources, insufficient detail regarding mitigation, cumulative impacts from construction and traffic, and impacts on endangered species. We requested additional
information regarding impacts to Haleakala National Park, and the progress of the National Historic Preservation Act Section 106 consultation.

The Supplemental DEIS (SDEIS) contains substantially more information on impacts to Haleakala National Park and other resources and is much improved. It
identifies impacts to Native Hawaiian sacred sites and cultural resources as major, adverse, and long-term. While such impacts are acknowledged to be
unmitigable, the supplemental cultural impact assessment identified several mitigation proposals from the community that could allow Native Hawaiians to
derive a benefit as a result of any project approval. We encourage the NSF to consider integrating one or more of these proposals into the proposed project or
commit to implementing one or more as mitigation for identified impacts to cultural resources in the Final EIS. The SDEIS adequately addresses our previous
concerns and requests for additional information; therefore. We are rating the preferred alternative of the SDEIS as Lack of Objections (LO) (see enclosed
"Summary of Rating Definitions"). We understand NSF will respond to comments on both the DEIS and SDEIS at the FEIS stage.

Summary of EPA Ratings Definitions:

“LO” (Lack of Objections): The EPA review has not identified any potential environmental impacts requiring substantive changes to the proposal.
The review may have disclosed opportunities for application of mitigation measures that could be accomplished with no more than minor changes to the
proposal.

Response: Thank you for your comments, which are noted. NSF fully intends to integrate several of the proposals for mitigation presented by the consulting
parties. A draft Programmatic Agreement (PA) has been prepared and is currently under review by the consulting parties.
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Need for the Project

Received from: Harriet Witt, 06-22-09

Comment:

How will we benefit from the ATST when only science-as-usual mechanisms are available for translating its data into social policies?
If ATST is so beneficial to life, then why does it not include any plan for bringing about such benefits?

What good is more scientific data if it doesn’t improve our ability to survive this fragile planet?

Response:

The importance of the Sun for determining the near-Earth space environment is unquestionably important to most western civilizations. The economic impact of
our past failures to estimate solar storm radiation is several billion dollars. There is also no question that the Sun has affected global climate change -- that is, it is
not a question of “if” the sun will change our climate, but “when”.

Listed below are a few examples to demonstrate the vulnerability of our technology-dependent society (see Astrobiology Magazine, 07-06-03,

http://www.astrobio.net/news):

1. In 1989, a solar storm tripped a protective switch at the Canadian Hydro-Québec power company. For nine hours, the entire province of Québec was without
power. The problem nearly spread to the United States through an interconnected grid, officials said at the time.

2. Ina 1997 solar storm, an AT&T Telestar 401 satellite used to broadcast television shows from networks to local affiliates was blacked out.

3. A more serious breakdown of communications occurred in May 1998, when a space storm disabled PanAmSat’s Galaxy IV. Among the Galaxy IV
casualties: automated teller machines, gas station credit card handling services, 80 percent of all pagers in the United States, news wire service feeds, CNN’s
airport network; and some airline weather tracking services.

Early southwestern civilizations like the Mogollon, Anasazi, and Hohokam vanished during a likely solar-induced warm period, which allowed historic Norse
peoples to cultivate the western coast of Greenland. The failure of the Nordic culture can then be traced to the beginnings of the cool period that we now call the
Maunder Minimum or “Little Ice Age” in Europe. All of these climate events are related to dramatic changes in the solar activity which we are still unable to
predict. Past civilizations have come and gone with the rhythm of the Sun. While we cannot change the Sun, or by analogy a hurricane storm, we surely need to
know when a storm or solar change comes. As we appreciate the technology of satellites that warn of impending storms, a mountaintop facility such as the
proposed ATST Project that teaches us how to predict solar activity is necessary.

Atmospheric “Seeing”

Received from: Elle Cochran, 06-15-09

Comment: Can you see through this vog we have had for weeks? Thick clouds hamper the viewing? Does the lens fog or steam up? Tax payers paying for this
down time?

Response: The Haleakala summit is a superb astronomical site because it is usually above the tropical atmospheric inversion layer. This means that convection
normally does not penetrate from below to disturb the seeing or to bring low-level aerosols into the summit line-of-sight to the Sun. On-going summit
measurements of the Sun thus far have not been disturbed by the relatively gentle Kilauea sulfur dioxide (SO,) emission. A major eruption has the potential for
introducing aerosols higher into the atmosphere, but the ATST system is designed to study the long-term solar cycle changes and these goals would not be
affected by episodic eruptions, even lasting a few years. Note also that if the proposed ATST Project is approved, the ATST would potentially begin looking at
the Sun in 2017 at the earliest. See Section 2.3.5-Summary of Site Selection Process for more information.
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Education and Public Outreach

Received from:
1. Harriet Witt, 06-22-09 2. Jeff Bagshaw, 06-21-09 3. Roger Dennis Hawley, 06-22-09

Comment:

1. How do we know the education and public outreach to be provided by the NSF won’t just train students to collect more data that fills up more and advances
more individuals’ careers?

2. s there an education/visitor center that can attract visitors and help them understand the science of astronomy? The small office in Pukalani with two
conference rooms, lined with physics texts, hosting monthly talks to 20 or so locals doesn't seem like the type of facility/venue that would attract many
visitors.

3a. ...and the daily data from the completed working solar telescope is available to all Hawai‘i state schools through the Internet.

3b. Finally, just remember that on August 7, 1972, one of the largest solar flares ever recorded at 250,000 miles in length, out from the Sun, caused world-wide
power blackouts and telecommunications failures. With the proposed solar telescope atop Haleakala, it would give advance warning around the world of a
coming crisis.

Response:
1,2,3a. See Section 1.4.3-ATST Education and Public Outreach describes Education and Outreach (E&O).

2. Currently, there is no general public access to HO and “AUTHORIZED ENTRY ONLY” is posted on a located at the entrance to the facilities. Native
Hawaiians, however, are welcome at any time to enter HO for cultural and traditional practices, as the sign also indicates. (See Section 3.1.2-Existing
Activities). The “small office in Pukalani” is the office for the University of Hawai‘i Institute for Astronomy, who conduct their own venues in astronomy
for the interested public.

3b. Thank you for your comments, which are noted.

Land Use
Received from:
1. Hilary Parker, 06-10-09 2. Jeff Bagshaw, 06-21-09 3. Dick Mayer, 06-22-09
4. Clare Apana, 06-30-09
Comment:

1. There are questions about whether the UH has the right to use the land.

2. The very top of the volcano is in public trust and always accessible, as Haleakala National Park. Unfortunately, neighboring land is not and the neighbors
seem to forget that they are responsible for a public trust that has no boundaries.

3. The lands at the summit of Haleakala are ceded lands.

4. This is insulting. An answer was given by the head of the UH astronomy center to the acquisition of land title. He answered "when the government of
Hawaii gets organized and is reinstated, then the land will go back to the Hawaiians." | paraphrase from memory because I did not find it in the record of the
meeting moderated by Annelle Amaral at the UH Astronomy building. Did it disappear from the transcript?

Response:

1,2,3,4. (See Section 1.2-Land Ownership) In 1961, an Executive Order (EO) by State of Hawai‘i Governor Quinn set aside 18.166 acres of land on the
summit of Haleakala in a place known as Kolekole to be under the control and management of the IfA for scientific purposes. The site is known as HO and it is
the only such property on Haleakala specifically designated for such purposes. UH is the recorded fee owner of the parcel identified as Tax Map Key (TMK) (2)

2-2-07-008.
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4. The transcripts referenced in the comment can be found in Vol. 111, Appendix C(6) for the formal Section 106 meeting that was held at University of Hawai‘i
Institute for Astronomy, Maikalani Facility, August 27, 2008, Evening session, on page 16, block 58 of the condensed transcripts. In the transcripts Mr. Mike
Maberry of the IfA responds to comments made by Ms. Joyclynn Costa about a Supreme Court decision on ceded lands as: MR. MIKE MABERRY: “When a
Native Hawaiian government is formed and takes over all ceded lands, then they will have control of this 18-acre area as well.”

Site Selection

Received from:

1. Hilary Parker, 06-10-09 3. Michael Lucas, 06-22-09 5. Roger Dennis Hawley, 06-22-09
2. Sylvia Cabral, 06-13-09 4. D. Mayer, 06-22-09 6. Clare Apana, 06-30-09
Comment:

1. Why is Haleakala the only place being considered?

2. Send the telescope to California.

3. Please explain to the public why the ATST telescope must be located on the top of Haleakala. A location on the south-facing slope (the “back” slope)
of Haleakala would avoid the sacred summit, would avoid creating a visual eyesore for residents and visitors, and would still allow full functioning of the
telescope as a solar observatory. But this issue cannot be ignored. The telescope does not have to be built on the summit of Haleakala. Moving it to the south
slope would provide avoidance of the summit location, which the Hawaiian spokespeople have said repeatedly, passionately and loudly is the only solution
to the cultural issues surrounding this project. Moving it to the south slope would provide the benefits of the Haleakala location without the desecration of
the summit area.

4a. The SDEIS has limited its evaluation only to the 18 acre site operated by the UH IfA. The SDEIS then attempts to make a careful analysis between two
almost similar sites, both in the 18 acre HO location. Consequently, a potentially superior site, perhaps in the saddle to the southwest of the 18 acre site, was
only mentioned and certainly was not seriously evaluated. This alternative site could potentially avoid many of the visual problems of being located so close
to the Haleakala National Park. The site also may avoid some of the problems with Hawaiian cultural sites. It was prematurely dismissed.

4b. Being located in the 18 acre site requires a CDUA permit, just as a site in the “saddle” would require a CDUA permit.
5. A far, far better location is available on land adjacent to Science City owned by the State of Hawai'i. ...”just below the FAA Repeater Station...
6. “The solar telescope at Bear Lake California although just completed last year is inadequate. We even agree that it has great viewing of the Sun and so many

sunny days to do our study according the information. We posted on our newsletter and web site. Haleakala is the only site possible. We need to do
Haleakala because no one else in the world is planning a solar telescope of this scale and magnitude.”

Response to all comments:

Some background information might be helpful: two proposals related to the proposed ATST Project were submitted by the NSO (an astronomy center operated
by (AURA) to NSF for funding. The first of these two proposals was for research and design (R&D Proposal), which did not trigger NEPA compliance. The
second proposal, submitted to NSF in January 2004, was to seek funding for construction of the proposed ATST Project; that proposal did trigger NEPA
compliance. With that understanding in mind, an explanation of the requested information follows.

The effort to identify scientifically-viable sites began prior to the submittal of the R&D Proposal and continued after that proposal was considered and approved.
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The process for identifying scientifically-viable sites was extensive and began in 1998. In partnership with other entities in the scientific community, NSO was
responsible for identifying sites that would meet the scientific criteria. That process began with an initial evaluation of 72 potential sites; those sites were
evaluated based on a broad set of scientific and logistical criteria developed by the solar research community. See Vol. I, Section 2.2.1- Site Selection
Chronology, Vol. ll-Appendices J(1)-Sites Evaluated for Scientific Criteria, pp. 1 to 4 and J(2)- Supplemental Discussion of the Constraints of Solar Science
Development, pp. 1 to 5.

Seventy-two candidate alternative sites for the proposed ATST Project were considered, as detailed in Section 2.2-Site Selection, 2.2.1-Site Selection
Chronology, 2.3.1-Site Selection in Detail, and Vol. Il, Appendix O-ATST SSWG Final Report.

See Section 2.3.2-Response to Public Comment Regarding Alternative Siting on Haleakala.

4b. As the approving agency for the proposed ATST Project, IfA will comply with the permitting process required by the Dept. of Land and Natural Resources
(DLNR) for land uses within the Conservation District. A Conservation District Use Application (CDUA) will be submitted with the FEIS for the DLNR.
(See Sections 1.1-Project Location, 1.3.2-ldentification of Accepting Authority, and 1.6.4-Approvals and Permits, Table 1-5.)

Space-based Telescope

Received from:
1. Hilary Parker, 06-10-09 2. Jeff Bagshaw, 06-21-09 3. Dick Mayer, 06-22-09

Comment:

1. lunderstand a space-based telescope would work better.

2. This telescope would be duplicative technology already available and could not achieve what a satellite in orbit can.
3. A space-based solar telescope should be included in the Final EIS as an alternative site.

Response: (See Section 2.3.2- Response to Public Comment Regarding Alternative Siting on Haleakala) The ATST is designed to measure and understand the
influence of the outer solar atmosphere on the interplanetary space between the Earth and the Sun. Virtually all of the Sun’s dynamic effects on the Earth can be
traced back to solar magnetic fields and the ATST would measure these outer fields for the first time.

The technology does not exist anywhere for doing this measurement from space. While the Japanese/American/British SOLAR-B/Hinode mission looks on the
disk of the Sun for solar flares, its mission is complementary to the goals of the ATST. We are many decades away from having the technical capability to launch
a solar telescope with the necessary 4-meter mirror, like the proposed ATST, into space to measure these coronal magnetic fields. Meanwhile our global
communications and the impact of solar changes on terrestrial climate remain a risk for human civilization while we wait to understand solar cycle variability.
For these reasons, this alternative was not considered.
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Military-Related Component and Security Implications

Received from:

1. Hilary Parker, 06-10-09 3. Harriett Witt, 06-12-09

2. Sylvia Cabral, 06-13-09 4. Dick Mayer, 06-22-09

Comment:

1. To what extent is or will the military be involved?

2. See three Maui News Articles June 17, 2009, June 3, 2009, April 4, 2009 about Korea targeting the islands including evacuation of. Hawaii beaches.

3. Isit possible that the ATST is a military project that’s throwing crumbs to the astronomers to keep them employed and therefore quiet?

4. There are indications that there may be military connections to this project, e.g., communications link via a fiber optic cable, the telescope will occasionally

be serviced by the Air Force’s Mirror Coating Facility, and scientific results from the ATST observation and analysis would be of great use the U.S.
emerging “militarization of space”. Is the ATST actually part of the Federal government’s military program? Close ties to the military will result in
potential security concerns.

Is the connectivity referring to the military’s computer located in Kihei (South Maui)? To the Waiakoa Astronomy facility in Kula? To the new astronomy
building constructed in Kula Malu in Pukalani? All of these locations? Or none of them? Until the cumulative impacts of this project and its use of other
sites, the EIS will be incomplete. For example, is the design and construction of the “military financed” Kihei-Upcountry Highway connecting the ATST
telescope to the Kihei computer actually a portion of this project?

Response:
1,2,3.  There is no military component in the purpose and mission of the proposed ATST Project.

4. The references made to these connections pertain to data transmission connectivity currently provided at HO. The existing facilities at HO are currently
served by a microwave link for data transmission. The U. S. Air Force facility is served by a fiber link. Telephone service for all facilities is provided by
Hawaiian Telcom, which has spare fiber lines already in place to the summit. The Proposed Action would require connection to those existing
data/communications service lines (see Section 2.4.4 Telescope Operation Activities (Utilities, Communications).

No agreements are in place with the U.S. Air Force facility to utilize the Mirror Coating Facility.
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Comments Regarding Haleakala National Park (HALE)

Received from:
1. Harriett Witt, 06-12-09 2. Judith Mancini, 06-14-09 3. Elaine Wender, 06-22-09

Comment:

1. Why was pressure applied to HALE to accept ATST when the Park does not regard it as acceptable?

2. The ATST project does impact the mission and goal of the Park service. The Park Service has a duty, and a moral responsibility to protect Haleakala for all
of our children. The assertion that they must grant a special use permit to another adjacent user who can meet the criteria for not impacting bridges and roads
is ludicrous ...

3. The Haleakala National Park road is a historic resource which is eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. The proposed monstrosity
would seriously impact the cultural landscape which the Park has worked so hard to preserve.

Response:

1,2,3. The only access to HO is on the road through HALE. The Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 36 § 5.6 Commercial vehicles. (c) states: “The
Superintendent shall issue permits for commercial vehicles used on park area roads when such use is necessary for access to private lands situated within or
adjacent to the park area, to which access is otherwise not available.”

As Federal agencies, the NSF and HALE are working collaboratively to address and mitigate the affected environment associated with the proposed ATST
Project, if approved for construction, which also includes portions of HALE, specifically, a 50-foot corridor along the Park road. The only access to HO is
through HALE, and according to the applicable regulation, the Park must issue a Special Use Permit for access, if the proposed ATST Project is approved.

(See Section 1.0-Introduction) The EIS was also prepared to evaluate the potential environmental effects associated with issuing a National Park Service (NPS)
Special Use Permit (SUP), pursuant to 36 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) § 5.6 to operate commercial vehicles on the Haleakala National Park Road during
the construction and operation of the proposed ATST Project.

(See Section 3.0-Description of the Effected Environment) The affected environment of the Proposed ATST Project also includes portions of HALE. The
primary area affected by the proposed ATST Project includes the Park road corridor, specifically, a 50-foot corridor along the Park road measured from the mid-
point of the road extending out 25 feet on each side. The Park road corridor is included because a Special Use Permit (SUP) is required by HALE to operate
commercial vehicles within the Park.

(See Section 4.18-SUP Mitigation) The ATST Project is working collaboratively with HALE in establishing mitigation measures for use of the Park road during
the project construction, if approved. These mitigation measures include load limits, limits on the number of wide loads, temporary alteration of the entrance
station, underground utilities, pre- and post-project documentation, and traffic controls.
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Meetings

Received from: D. Mayer, 06-22-09

Comment: At the Scoping Meetings, the public was not well informed about the actual height of the telescope facility and the attached service building.

Response:
This comment was raised and addressed at the Kula Community Center DEIS Public Meeting by Dr. Charlie Fein. (See Vol. I11, Appendix D3-Transcripts Sep.
29, 2006 DEIS Public Comment Meeting, pg. 24) The following is excerpted from the transcription of that meeting:

“Mr. Mayer: ...I made, for example, the comment that at the scoping meetings you were saying that the height of the telescope would be 92 feet, and you
repeatedly on several occasions during the meeting left that impression. You also left that impression with Maui News and did not correct it in due time with the
Maui News. And finally, we find out it's not 92 feet, which would have been lower than the present facility up there, but it's 143 feet high. And I think that has
mislead the public and maybe has lulled the public into thinking it's a smaller facility than it actually is....”

“Mr. Fein:...I'm going to briefly respond to two items. The first was the incorrect reporting by the Maui News in our very first scoping meeting of the height of
the telescope at 92 feet. That was an error. The figures that we brought, the graphics that we brought correctly showed the 143-foot structure. And it was
unfortunate that it was misreported. There was a correction. Unfortunately, those kinds of things do get stuck in the public eye.”

Additional information about the proposed ATST Project facility description, see Vol. Il, Appendix J(4)-Proposed Action and Alternatives: Supplemental
Description of ATST Equipment and Infrastructure). Figure 17 of Appendix J(4) is a cross-section drawing of the Telescope Enclosure and Support &
Operations Building.

Meeting Transcripts

Received from: D. Mayer, 06-22-09

Comment:
The final EIS should contain the complete, unedited, transcripts from each of the scoping meetings held in 2005. During those meetings much valuable
testimony was given by the public; a recorder was present and took down all the comments verbatim.

Response: Public comments and requests were made that transcripts from all formal public meetings be included in the EIS. To accommodate these requests,
transcripts were sent to requesters and verbatim transcripts for the Public Scoping Meetings, the DEIS Public Comment Meetings, and formal Section 106
meetings are provided in Vol. ll, Appendices B through D-Meeting Transcripts (2005, 2006, 2008) and in Vol. IV, Appendix C for the SDEIS Public Hearings
(June 2009). The proceedings of each meeting were taken by machine shorthand and thereafter reduced to print by means of computer-assisted transcription.
The transcriptions represent, to the best of each stenographer’s ability, a true and correct transcript of the proceedings.
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Received from: Mikahala Helm, 06-22-09

Comment:

1. The NSF has failed to develop a Section 106 plan for public involvement, notification, and consultation. Steps were not properly taken and disclosed
regarding the meetings to ensure that more Hawaiian practitioners and consultants were consistently involved. Meetings were held at times and days that
conflicted with major community activities on our island and/or at times when many were at work and unable to attend. Assumptions were made and some
individuals requesting to be Section 106 consultants were no longer notified of upcoming meetings.

2. There was no connectivity from the start of the Section 106 process. The context was not clear; those Hawaiian consultants who were participating to talk
about historic preservation and avoidance were tracked into meetings that were focused on community benefits and mitigation. As a matter of fact, a few
years ago, | was told that the Section 106 meeting was for those with mitigation proposals. Those of us supporting “avoidance” were asked to attend the
community public meetings.

3. There has been overwhelming confirmation on the sacredness of Haleakala and its vital role in perpetuating our Hawaiian culture, traditions, and beliefs.
Hawaiian practitioners and keepers of the culture have repeatedly come forward, clearly voicing that the spirituality and sacredness of Haleakala could not
be mitigated. There was no way to mitigate the shadow of this monolithic man made structure on our sacred land. This process was supposed to be data
gathering; however, it came predisposed with money to plan, design, and now, to construct the ATST. The NSF was supposed to put forth efforts and did
not come across objective. Meetings were not held to empower the people with future decision-making or to recognize our unique status as decision-makers
to shape the future. We are true stakeholders and need the NSF to recognize this.

4. In closing, are we going to have additional Section 106 meetings that will focus on our cultural and religious heritage issues relative to the use of the
summit of Haleakala?

Response:

1. Please be assured that Section 106 consultation (and NEPA) meetings were not deliberately scheduled to conflict with times and days of community
activities and/or times when many were at work or unable to attend. Scheduling logistics with individuals coming from various parts of the country is
challenging and requires coordinating times when everyone can travel to Maui. Also, some of the meetings were held during a mandatory 30- or 45-day public
comment period, in which the public had a specific time period in which to comment.

Your question concerning conflict with community events was also asked by Bill Medeiros at a DEIS Public Comment Meeting held on September 27, 2006, in
which the meeting coincided with the Maui County Fair (see Vol. I11-Appendix D1), Transcripts September 2006). During that meeting Dr. Charlie Fein
responded to that concern: “These meetings were planned in conjunction with publication of the DEIS, the draft environmental impact statement, if you are
familiar with the state process, which I'm sure you are, goes through the Office of Environmental Quality Control. It's accepted on a certain date, published on a
certain date, that begins the clock, and public comment period then begins for 45 days. These meetings need to be held within that period of time.

Because we have individuals who come from Washington D.C., Tucson, and so on, we had a very narrow window of choice. And these three days are actually
the only time that these gentlemen are available. As of Friday, they are in different parts of the world. Unfortunately, the timing is such that the fair is this week,
but that's another reason for having three meetings. There's no requirement in the law to have three meetings, but if an individual or a group cannot make one
meeting, then we had two others to provide an opportunity for them.”

NSF has made efforts to have more than one meeting to try and accommodate the interested community since 2005. NSF has held meetings during both the
daytime and evening with the intent to try to accommodate the various schedules of consulting parties. NSF has also sought input from the Advisory Council
on Historic Preservation, the Hawai’i State Historic Preservation Office, and the HALE staff regarding appropriate times and days to schedule meetings with the
goal of increasing the opportunities for consulting parties to be in attendance. Section 5.0-Notification, Public Involvement, and Consulted Parties provides
details about the ATST Project’s efforts to notify and consult with Federal and State agencies, Native Hawaiian Organizations (NHO) and individuals, other
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community organizations and members of the public during the course of both the NEPA and NHPA Section 106 processes for the proposed ATST Project.

Consulting party lists were generated either by individuals or community groups requesting to be a Section 106 consulting party or, through other sources, the
ATST Project was provided with lists or names of individuals or groups who potentially might be interested in becoming a consulting party. Numerous attempts
to inform people about the proposed ATST Project were made since 2005.

2. NSF has received many comments, both in writing and during meetings, expressing a position that the proposed ATST Project should not go forward.
With regard to the availability of people to express this position during meetings, NSF did explain during the June 2008 meetings the reasons why the adverse
effects to the summit as a traditional cultural property could not be avoided. NSF did not preclude any consulting parties during those meetings, the August
2008 meetings, or the June 2009 meetings from expressing their views regarding whether adverse effects could be avoided. Please see Section 5.0 for a more
detailed discussion on the Section 106 process, as well as the transcripts and notes of the meetings set forth in Volumes 3 and 4.

3. NSF acknowledges the spiritual and cultural significance of Haleakala as a traditional cultural property (TCP) and has determined that the proposed ATST
Project would have a major and adverse effect on this TCP. While many individuals spoke about the sacred and cultural significance of Haleakala, and
expressed their belief that spirituality cannot be mitigated and that construction of the proposed ATST project should be avoided, many others have, to the
contrary, expressed their support for the proposed ATST Project and their belief that culture and science can co-exist. Still others have expressed their view that
they are opposed to the construction of the proposed ATST Project, but believe that mitigation through an educational program focused on the intersection
between traditional culture and science would help to reduce the adverse effects. All views have been received and will be considered before a final decision is
made.

4. Since 2005, there have been over 30 formal and informal Section 106 consultation meetings, and the list of consulting parties has grown to over 120. NSF
has received many comments from the consulting parties and is now in the process of soliciting comments on a draft Programmatic Agreement designed to
address adverse effects. No additional formal Section 106 meetings are anticipated, but additional consultation is ongoing.
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Received from: Daniel Kanahele, 06-29-09

Comment:

1.

3.

4.

| feel that the consultation process under Section 106 is not or should not be over. There are still a lot of questions that need to be asked and answered by
many who have signed up to be consulted and that more time should and needs to be allowed for dialogue and the asking and answering of questions. In the
June 10, 2009 meeting | attended at Maui Community College, we ran out of time before that happened. There were too many comments and too many
participants and just not enough time allotted at that meeting to finish the discussion, which, in my opinion, was just beginning when the meeting was
adjourned. The dialogue between the stakeholders needs to continue.

Who has the final authority to sign off on the 106 consultation process for this proposed project?
I would like to know if | am considered a consulting party under the 106 consultation process by the officials of the NSF and by the NHPA?

I would like to know if the 106 consultation process will continue and when and where will the next meetings be scheduled? If not, what are your reasons for
ending it?

Response:

1.

See Section 5.2-The Section 106 Consultation Process Pursuant to the National Historic Preservation Act. In compliance with Section 106, NSF invited
participation in this process to organizations and individuals who may attach religious and cultural significance to a historic property that may be affected by
a proposed undertaking. Table 5-7 briefly lists numerous the Historic/Cultural Resource Preservation Consultation Events that have occurred since 2005.
Formal and informal consultation meetings resulted in individuals, community groups, or Federal, State and County agencies requesting to become a Section
106 consulting party; and the consulting party list has continually developed as ongoing requests to become a consulting party were received by the ATST
Project. The Office of Hawaiian Affairs provided the ATST Project with a list of potentially interested parties who were also added to the consulting party
list. All consulting parties were sent informational mailings and all participants were encouraged throughout the process to submit mitigation proposals to the
ATST Project. The first Section 106 meeting you attended was on August 27, 2008 (see Vol. 111, Appendix C(6)-Transcripts), where you were also included
as a consulting party. At that meeting it was clarified that the Section 106 process was a discussion about the adverse effects and, primarily, looking at ways
to resolve them through avoidance, minimization and/or mitigation.

During the June 10, 2009, meeting, it was explained that additional comments would be accepted through June 22, 2009. Moreover, attached to a May 29,
20009, letter from NSF to Ms. Laura Theilen, the Hawai’i SHPO, on which all consulting parties were copied, NSF provided its determination on effects
resulting from the proposed ATST Project; consulting parties were invited to provide comments on that determination through June 29, 2009. Since 2005,
there have been over 30 formal and informal Section 106 consultation meetings, and the list of consulting parties has grown to over 120. NSF has received
many comments from the consulting parties and is now in the process of soliciting comments on a draft Programmatic Agreement designed to address
adverse effects. No additional formal Section 106 meetings are anticipated, but additional consultation is ongoing.

The Section 106 process is dictated by Federal regulations found at 36 CFR. Part 800; these regulations were promulgated by the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation, which is the Federal agency charged under the National Historic Preservation Act with providing guidance to Federal agencies in
carrying out the Section 106 process. Pursuant to the regulations, NSF has engaged in consultations with the consulting parties, including the SHPO, the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, Native Hawaiian Organizations and individuals, the National Park Service, and other individuals and groups
regarding how to address adverse effects to historic properties, including the summit as a traditional cultural property. Those consultation efforts have
resulted in the preparation of a draft Programmatic Agreement, which is now under review by the consulting parties. If a final Programmatic Agreement can

APPENDIX B: COMMENTS AND REPONSES TO SDEIS (MAY 2009)

11




Final Environmental Impact Statement — Advanced Technology Solar Telescope

be agreed upon and executed by the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, the Hawai’i SHPO, AURA/NSO, NSF, and any other consulting party that
has a responsibility under the Programmatic Agreement, the Section 106 process will be completed. If a Programmatic Agreement cannot be reached, then
consultation may be terminated by NSF, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, or the Hawai’i SHPO, and the regulations set forth at 36 CFR.
8800.7 must be followed. If the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation provides advisory comments on the proposed ATST Project, NSF must consider
and address any such comments in its final decision regarding whether to go forward with the proposed ATST Project.

You have been included on the consulting party list since August 2008, when you first attended a Section 106 meeting.
As explained above, since 2005, there have been over 30 formal and informal Section 106 consultation meetings, and the list of consulting parties has grown

to over 120. NSF has received many comments from the consulting parties and is now in the process of soliciting comments on a draft Programmatic
Agreement designed to address adverse effects. No additional formal Section 106 meetings are anticipated, but additional consultation is ongoing.
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Cultural, Historic, and Archeological Resources

Received from:

1.  Ken Wrobel, 05-26-09 7. Dept. of Defense, Office of the Director of Civil Defense, 06-18-09
2. International Brotherhood of Electrical workers Local 1186, 8. Nancy Shearman, 06-21-09

Brian Lee, Research & Communications Director, 05-28-09 9  Maui Economic Development Board, 06-22-09
3. Princess Lehuanani Aquino, 06-06-09 10 Harriet Witt, 06-22-09
4. Hawai’i Carpenters Union, Ivan Lay, 06-10-09 11 Thomas R. Cannon, 06-22-09
5. Hawai’i Carpenters Union, 06-10-09 12. Alan Cohen, 06-22-09

(see list of individuals with copy of comment letter) 13. “Enough is Enough” Petitioners

Laborers’ International Union of North America, Local 368, 06-09-09 (see list of individuals with copy of Petition)

(see list of individuals with copy of comment letter) 14. Elaine Wender, 06-22-09
6. Richard Lucas, 06-19-09 15. Clare Apana, 06-30-09
16. Penny Davies, 05-30-09
Comment:
1. 1 am writing you to express my support for the ATST proposed for Haleakala, Maui. As a Maui resident of 25 years, | have found the projects located in

“Science City” to be places of interest to both residents and visitors. Rather than an eyesore, | see them as objects that demonstrate our cultures need to learn
and explore.

Our organization, the International Brotherhood of Electrical workers Local 1186 in Hawai‘i believes that the potential cultural impact of the solar telescope
project being proposed for the Haleakala High Altitude Observatory Site, which is managed by the University of Hawaii, may be mitigated and we would
like to be a "Consulting Party" in the NHPA Section 106 process.

...this is a sacred land that deserves the respect and honor from outsiders like yourselves. | pray and ask all of you again to stop your nonsence of greed. and
to begin the healing of this sacred place and seek peace with her people and her sacred land. It is because of our respect of our ancestors and land that we
come with aggression and voice this concern of another greed by business scientific men like yourselves. This is not like the mainland that has no respect for
their people and land like what you have brought to our land of Aloha.

This project will benefit all cultures. It will have a positive effect worldwide. | support and ask that you move it forward as fast as possible.

I care about what happens to Haleakala, but | support the ATST because | believe that we can have a balance between Hawaiian culture and science.
Ancient Hawaiians studies the stars and the Hokulea has proven that it was this understanding of the stars that allowed ancient Hawaiians to voyage across
the Pacific. The study of the sun, what better place than The House of the Sun.

But in the same moment, we ask you to understand and respect a culture that was exploring the far reaches of the Pacific Ocean at a time when most of our
European ancestors still believed that the world was flat.

We are concerned about the major impact on cultural, historical, and archeological resource, but defer to the DLNR on the viability of proposed mitigation
measures.

Please do not attempt to place the telescope on Haleakala. Show respect for the Native Hawaiians.

The cultural and environmental needs can and should be addressed through ongoing dialogue and consensus building with key stakeholders in the
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community—pre- and post- its construction and throughout its operation. This is the only way to ensure responsiveness on a continuing basis to cultural and
environmental needs which may not have been identified in prior stages.

10. Why is it acceptable to place 14 stories of scientific instruments atop Haleakala when it would be unacceptable to place 14 stories of research instruments
atop the National Cathedral — or atop any man-made house of worship?” What justifies using a globally sacred site as a trophy?

11. Not only is the planned 14-story telescope offensive to the native Hawaiian culture, but it would have a major detrimental effect on the sense-of-place of
Haleakala Crater and especially its summit for all hikers and other users of Haleakala National Park.

12. Even more significantly, the proposed telescope will desecrate an ancient Hawaiian burial ground.

13. The disturbance, attention and removal of sacred national resources and possible cultural artifacts would be a desecration of Haleakala. The proposed
development would have an adverse and devastating visual effect caused by the addition a 14 storied intrusive and culturally inappropriate structure.

14. The desecration of the sacred summit area, violates respect for the 'aina and common sense.
15. Similar comments regarding cultural concerns.

16. In my opinion there is too much desecration already to Mauna Haleakala. The only structures that should remain is the old observatory building and
the lumi ho'opau pilikia (bathroom).

Response:

1,2,4,5,7,16. Your comments are respectfully noted. NSF has listened to the voices and testimony of Native Hawaiians and others who have taken the time
to come to meetings or provide written testimony to share their mana‘o about Haleakala, both as a spiritual, sacred place and also as a place where culture and
science can co-exist. Section 5.0-Notification, Public Involvement, and Consulted Parties addresses the numerous consultation meetings, both informal and
formal that have taken place since 2005.

See Section 4.18-Mitigation, which describes aspects to the strategy proposed by NSF and cooperating Native Hawaiian individuals to minimize or mitigate
effects to what is acknowledged to be a Traditional Cultural Property (TCP).

Preservation Plans are in place at HO. See Vol. I1-Surveys and Assessments, Appendix B (2) Archaeological Recovery Plans: a. State of Hawai‘i, Department of
Land and Natural Resources (DLNR) approval letter sent to Erik Fredericksen, Xamanek Researches, regarding Preservation Plan for Eleven Sites at Science
City, from Peter Young, Chair, State Historic Preservation Officer, dated July 10, 2006, acknowledging that the Preservation Plan is acceptable.;

and, b. Archaeological Preservation Plan for an 18-1-acre parcel known as “Science City”, Haleakala Crater, Papa‘anui Ahupua‘a, Makawao District, Maui
Island (TMK: 2-2-07: por. of 8).

The 2003 cultural resource evaluation conducted for the LRDP, offered a series of recommended rules to ensure preservation of cultural resources at HO. The
IfA adopted the preservation recommendations in 2003, and maintains a program that includes “Sense of Place” training for everyone working at HO,
coordination with and oversight by a cultural specialist for all construction projects, and set-aside areas for exclusive use by Kanaka Maoli to practice cultural
and spiritual ceremonies. (CRE, 2003, p. 16).

A Cultural Specialist would be engaged at the earliest stages of the planning process, monitor the construction process, and consult with and advise the on-site
Project Manager with regard to any cultural or spiritual correction. That includes disposition of rock and soil, rehabilitation of disturbed areas, and the
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appropriate prayers at the beginning and end of work. Because NSF has found that the proposed ATST Project would affect cultural resources on this portion of
the summit area, the Cultural Specialist must be a Kanaka Maoli, preferably a kupuna (elder) and if possible a kahu (clergyman) as well, and one who has
personal knowledge of the spiritual and cultural significance and protocol of Haleakala.

Another mitigation strategy is directed under guidance of Section 106 of the NHPA, which requires Federal agencies to take into account the effects of their
undertakings on historic properties. The NSF has been consulting with HALE, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), the State Historic
Preservation Division (SHPD), Native Hawaiian organizations and individuals, and other members of the public to find ways to resolve adverse effects from the
proposed ATST Project.

Another mitigation strategy is the removal of the proposed ATST facility after its operational lifetime, which would constitute a significant mitigation of its
potential long-term impact. Such decommissioning is taken into consideration as part of life-cycle project planning, and, in the case of facilities constructed with
NSF’s financial assistance, it is determined on a case-by-case basis. With regard to the proposed ATST Project, if funding for construction is approved, NSF
anticipates that the estimated lifetime of the telescope would be at least 45 years (spanning two, 22-year solar cycles) after it becomes operational. As a
mitigation measure under Section 106 of the NHPA, and relating to other categories of impact as well, NSF is seriously considering decommissioning,
deconstruction, or divestment of the proposed ATST Project at the end of its productive lifetime.

3,6. Thank you for your comments, which are noted.

10. The proposed ATST Project is not a 14 story building. A single story is not 10 feet; however, building stories are variable from project to project, and from
state to state. Some examples clearly demonstrate this. Single stories of the 110 story Sears Tower in Chicago average 13.2 feet, but they averaged 12.3 feet
at the destroyed 110 story World Trade Center #1. On Maui, a story averages about 11.55 feet at the County’s 9-story Kalana O Maui building. If one story
for ATST is considered to be the same as that for Kalana O Maui, the completed ATST Project would be a little more than 12 stories tall. If the average story
height of the Sears Tower is the benchmark, it would be less than 11 stories tall.

The number of floors in the proposed ATST facility is six, as shown in the building section (Figure 2-12-Proposed ATST Facility Section Drawing Showing
Depth of Foundations in Relation to Building and Natural Rock); however, NSF does not mean to imply that the ATST structure would be a “6-story
building”. Nevertheless, it would not be accurate to describe it as reaching 14 stories, since 10 feet per story is very low for a typical tall

building. Considering a normal 8- to 9-foot ceiling height plus at least 1 foot for structure and 3 feet for ductwork and other utilities, the minimum floor-to-
floor height for the majority of tall buildings is roughly 12 feet. Many research-use buildings, which typically have higher ceilings and more intensive
structures and utilities, are 16 feet or more floor-to-floor. Even taking the more modest, reasonable assumption of 12 feet per story, the proposed ATST
structure could accurately be characterized as approximately equivalent to a typical 12-story building. NSF does acknowledge, however, that even if the
proposed ATST Project can be characterized as having 12 rather than 14 stories, it will have a major, adverse impact on the summit as a Traditional Cultural
Property. See Section 4.2 for more detail.

11. Adverse impacts on the visitor experience for hikers and other users of HALE are also acknowledged by NSF to result. These impacts are analyzed in
Section 4.6-Visitor Use and Experience.

12. (See Vol. lI-Surveys and Assessments, Appendix A-Archaeological Field Inspection) Xamanek Researches carried out an archaeological inventory survey of
the Science City parcel in the fall of 2002. This 18.1-acre project area, inventory survey report was approved by the State Historic Preservation Division
(SHPD) in a 10 July 2003 review letter (SHPD DOC NO:0307MKO03). The study area contains several existing observatories and other structures that have
been constructed at different times over the years. The bulk (80% +) of the features in newly identified Sites (5438-5442) consist of temporary habitation
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areas or wind shelters. Two features in Site 5440 are petroglyph images and one is interpreted as a possible [emphasis added] burial.

Preservation Plans are in place at HO. See Vol. II-Surveys and Assessments, Appendix B (2) Archaeological Recovery Plans.

13,14.15,16. NSF notes your comments and acknowledges that the proposed ATST Project will have a major adverse impact on the summit as a Traditional
Cultural Property. See Section 4.2 for more detail.

16. The comment is unclear as to which old observatory building, so therefore a response cannot be made. The only public bathroom at the summit is located at
the HALE Summit Visitor’s Center and not within the jurisdiction of HO.

Air Quality

Received from: “Enough is Enough” Petitioners (see list of individuals with copy of Petition), 06-22-09

Comment: “The impact of .... effects to our air quality...”

Response:

Site development and construction at the proposed Mees site, including excavating and grading approximately 4,650 cubic yards of native material, would
generate some hazardous and nuisance air emissions. However, actual adverse effects on air quality at HO, based on proposed operations and regional
meteorological conditions, are expected to be temporary, intermittent, and at levels substantially below both human health and hazardous air pollutant industrial
hygiene criteria. See Section 4.11.2-Evaluation of Potential Effects at the Preferred Mees Site for more detailed information. To minimize fugitive dust
emissions, contractors would be required to comply with applicable State regulations under HAR 11-60.1-33, which require the implementation of “reasonable
precautions” for controlling fugitive dust. Operational practices by the Contractor would limit controllable emissions from site activities that could adversely
affect the local air quality. These practices would be established through an ongoing program by Contractors to control fugitive dust by strictly adhering to the
procedures imposed by the LRDP on construction projects at HO. Construction of the proposed ATST Project adjacent to the Mees site would not involve large-
scale release of volatile HAZMAT into the environment. Under LRDP-imposed construction constraints, no oil or chemical treating may be used at the site for
dust control. Implementation of the control measures and mitigation measures described above would minimize emissions from construction activities.
Construction of the ATST would affect the air quality; however the changes would be small and localized resulting in minor, adverse, and short-term effects on
air quality in HO and along the Park road corridor.

Biological Resources and Endangered Species

Received from:
1. Jeff Bagshaw, 06-21-09 2. Elaine Wender, 06-22-09

Comment:
1. It will be built in endangered species habitat.
2. The possible significant impact on native birds, particularly the 'ua'u, must also be considered.

Response:
See Section 3.3.3.1-Endangered, Threatened, Listed or Proposed Avifaunal and Vesper Bat Species.

Along with the mitigation measures described in Section 4.18, mitigation from the LRDP, and on-going “u‘au monitoring, the ESA Section 7 Informal
Consultation document (Vol. Il, Appendix M) prepared by USFWS in 2007 contains a number of specific requirements to avoid or minimize potential effects to
‘ua‘u.
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Noise
Received from:
1. Elaine Wender, 06-22-09 2. “Enough is Enough” Petitioners (see list of individuals with copy of Petition), 06-22-09
3. Dick Mayer, 06-22-09 4. Clare Apana, 06-30-09

Comment:

1. The noise involved in construction and operation would impact the essence of the crater, which is silence. | have been hiking in Haleakala crater for 37
years, and | shudder to think of encountering such an inappropriate edifice.

2. Theimpact of .... high noise levels...

3. ..the Red Hill overlook is located within the 55 db noise contour emanating from the 7 years of the ATST construction. Although this is noise level
revealed, it is in “exeedance of the state standard for maximum permissible daytime sound levels in class A zones”. The SDEIS describes this as being only
disturbance. Itis not!

4. There is no cumulative level of noise. The noise up there is probably from the air force.

Response:

Text has been revised in Section 4.10.2-Evaluation of Potential Effects at the Preferred Mees Site to better clarify this point and to convey that effects of noise
from the construction of the proposed ATST Project at either the Mees site or the Reber Circle site are anticipated to be a major, adverse, short-term, direct
impact.

Construction: General

Received from:
S. Paapanen, 05-12-09

Comment:
Could you bury the telescope under the ground? The long lens part, so it doesn’t have to stick up so high into the skyline?

Response:

The telescope needs to be well above the ground in order to avoid turbulence in the air near the ground. The sunlight heats the ground and the ground then heats
the air which drives turbulence. This causes the images to blur. It is like looking over a campfire, though that example is extreme. In fact, the telescope is
designed to be as short as possible and still function to its specifications. (See Section 2.4.1-Features of Infrastructural Design)

Construction: Building Code

Received from:

1. County of Maui, Dept. of Public Works, 06-04-09 3. Hilary Parker, 06-10-09 5. Elaine Wender, 06-22-09

2. Sylva Cabral, 06-13-09 4. Dick Mayer, 06-22-09

Comment:

1. The County Building Code does not apply to lands that are designated State Land Use conservation District.

2. This will set precedents to allow building heights over six floors on Maui.

3. Upcountry has a 35 foot height limitation.

4. The proposed telescope would violate the 35 foot height limit in the Upcountry Community Plan. The height and the scale of the proposed 143 feet ATST

facility and the approximately 70 feet adjoining service building violate an important design guideline contained within the (Upcountry) Makawao-Pukalani-
Kula Community Plan. Since the Community Plan is a Maui County ordinance and because a CDUA permit requires that every application must conform to
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ALL State and County ordinances, the ATST would be ineligible to receive a CDUA permit from DLNR.
5. The proposal violates many existing laws, including height limitations.

Response:

1. Itis acknowledged that the County Building Codes do not apply. The existing State Land Use District for the proposed ATST Project has been identified as
Conservation District, General Subzone, where a Conservation District Use Permit (CDUP) will be required by the Dept. of Land and Natural Resources
(DLNR) prior to construction. (See Section 1.7.2-State Land Use Law, Chapter 205, Hawai‘i Revised Statutes and Section 1.6.4-Permits and Approvals)

2,3,4,5. See Comment 1, above, from the County of Maui, Dept. of Public Works, 06-04-09.

Chapter 2.80A, Maui County Code, pertaining to the General Plan and the community plans, requires that “For community plan areas on the island of Maui,
urban and rural growth boundaries and a map delineating urban and rural growth areas, consistent with the general plan;” The Makawao-Pukalani-Kula
Community Plan as adopted by Ordinance No. 2510 and became effective on July 23, 1996, page 29, describes the Goal, Objectives, and Policies for Urban
Design. Obijective No. 8 recommends: “Enforce a two-story or 35-foot height limitation throughout the region...” Urban Region Design. However, HO is in
a Conservation District, as noted in the plan and, therefore, the community plan does not apply. Moreover, the Maui County Code, Chapter 16.26 Building
Code 16.26.101.3, Subsection 101.3 amended, reads as follows: 101.3 Scope. The provisions of this code shall apply to the construction, alteration, moving,
demolition, repair, and use of any building or structure within the county, except those lands within the county that are designated by the state land use
commission to be within the conservation district boundaries or designated as Hawaiian Home Lands. Accordingly, there are no height restrictions imposed
on structures within the conservation district boundaries.

4. A CDUP decision will be made by the BLNR, for which the Proposed ATST Project would require a Board permit.

Construction: Roadways and Traffic

Received from:

1. Historic Hawai‘i Foundation, 06-08-09 3. “Enough is Enough” Petitioners, 06-22-09 4. Roger Dennis Hawley, 06-22-09
2. Elaine Wender, 06-22-09 (See list of individuals with copy of Petition)
Comment:

1. The vehicle load limits should relate not just to the bridge but also to the culverts. As the majority of contributing features are culverts, there should be some
mitigative measures preventing the culverts from being overloaded.

Will there be some kind of plan as to what to do if damage inadvertently occurs to the roadway and related features during the course of the project? HHF
feels that should any damage occur, replacements and/or patching should be made using in kind materials following the Secretary of the Interior's Standards
for Rehabilitation.
Historic American Engineering Record (HAER) report was completed in 1999 we would like to suggest that as part of the mitigation that this report be used
for some kind of educational purpose within the park. Possible ideas include putting the report on the Park website, or perhaps doing a piece on it for the
Park newsletter.

2. The traffic alone involved in hauling construction materials would seriously impact residents and visitors alike, as well as park operations.

3. The impact of traffic on our roads for the 7 year construction period...
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4a. ...erect a temporary concrete batch plant and take up individual smaller truck loads of cement clay, hard rock, and aggregate sand and water to a site of an
abandoned radio or television tower near the proposed solar telescope construction site.

4b. 1 object to the very really dangerous aspect of hundreds of local construction workers racing up and down Haleakala mountain every day to and from
work...” “Why not use part of Dowling’s Pukalani Shopping Center parking lot as a staging area for future construction worker’s private cars and truck?

Response:

1,2,3,4a,4b. See Section 4.17.12-Infrastructure and Utilities for more detailed information. See Section 4.18-Mitigation. The ATST Project is working
collaboratively with HALE , as part of the Special Use Permit process, to establish mitigation measures for use of the Park road during the project
construction, if approved. Mitigation measures for roadways and traffic include load limits, wide loads, temporary alteration to the entrance station,
protection or possible relocation of underground utilities, pre- and post-project documentation, and traffic controls.

1. Itis noted that your comments were cc’d to HALE, and while the NSF cannot implement mitigation proposals within the National Park or post to their
website, the HAER Report was posted to the ATST website: http://atst.nso.edu/library/NHPA, see Item 3-Cultural and Historic Resources Surveys.

1,2, 3,4a,4b. The majority of the anticipated trips to the proposed ATST site are by small pick-up trucks, vans and passenger vehicles, as required for the
commuting of workers, small equipment or material deliveries, and passenger car traffic for inspection and supervision. During all phases of the proposed
ATST Project, carpooling by workers to the summit would be mandated, to the maximum extent practicable, in order to minimize traffic effects and to
address parking space limitations on the site. See Section 2.4.3-Construction Activities, under the subheading Construction Traffic.

Construction In General

Received from: Hilary Parker, 06-10-09

Comment: The short-term construction phase will have an impact on noise pollution, air pollution, traffic tie ups, road degeneration from Kahului to the top of
the mountain, decrease in tourists and locals using the crater for education, cultural, spiritual and recreational endeavors.

Response: The noise analysis has been enhanced in response to comments on the SDEIS. NSF acknowledges that the proposed ATST Project will have a major
adverse impact on the summit as a Traditional Cultural Property. See Section 4.2 for more detail. Adverse impacts on the visitor experience for hikers and other
users of HALE are also acknowledged by NSF to result. These impacts are analyzed in Section 4.6.

Received from: State of Hawai‘i, Dept. of Health, Environmental Planning Office, Kevin Sunada, Manager, 06-15-09

Comment: Please specify the construction demolition waste disposal destination.

Response: Construction demolition as described in the SDEIS (Section 2.4.3-Construction Activities (Mees site) and 2.5.3- Construction Activities (Reber
Circle site) would result in a variety of waste materials. Removed equipment, such as the test tower, weather station, and test equipment, would be returned to
the owners for storage or reuse elsewhere. Rubble from concrete foundations, building walls and other building materials would be transported to an appropriate
land fill and disposed of as permitted by local regulations. Native rock from site walls and other structures would be placed within the HO area as specified by an
on-site Cultural Monitor. Removal of the existing cesspool, as stated in the SDEIS (page 2-21) “...would require testing of the surrounding soil and possible
remediation measures. Proper disposal of the cesspool, treatment of the soil, and all other aspects of this work would comply with applicable regulations of the
EPA and the State Health Department.” This compliance would include the ultimate destination of any materials related to the cesspool removal.
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Infrastructure and Utilities: Excavation

Received from: Dick Mayer, 06-22-09

Comment: What will happen with the excavated soil, i.e. a site for soil placement vs. a construction staging area?

Response: See Section 2.4.3-Construction Activities for detailed discussion on excavation, soil placement, and staging.

Infrastructure and Utilities: Roadways and Traffic

Received from: Hawai‘i Dept. of Transportation (DOT), B. Morioka, 05-22-09

Comment:

1.

2.

3.

No Traffic-lmpact Analysis Report (TIAR) was provided. However, given the limited number of staff at the site, it is unlikely that the completed project
would generate significant traffic impacts.

Available analysis limited to determining impact on the pavement of Haleakala Crater Road rather than the operational traffic impact of heavy construction
equipment.

Coordinate with the DOT Highways Division Maui District Engineer to ensure coordination of vehicle movements and compliance with necessary
procedures, including discussions for Oversize and Overweight Vehicle Permits for transport of large equipment on State highway facilities leading to the
site. Coordinate contingency plans with District Engineer if there is damage to State highway facilities. The contractor is responsible for remediation of
damage occurring from construction vehicle movement.

Response:

1.

2.

Your comments are respectfully noted.

The analysis and report completed by the Federal Highways Administration (Vol. 11, Appendix P-FHWA HALE Road Report) focused primarily, as the
comment notes, on the impact of the Proposed Action on the road pavement. However, additional analysis was undertaken in preparation of the SDEIS that
addressed the impact of construction traffic on the current use of the road by tourists and other road users. The extent of construction traffic required for the
proposed ATST Project is summarized in Table 2-4-Anticipated Major use of the Road for Construction of the Proposed ATST Project. The extent of
existing traffic on the roads that lead to the site was researched through the most recent available DOT traffic surveys for the Haleakala Crater Road (State
Route 278). Twenty-four-hour traffic counts from 2007 and 2003, as well current traffic volume data from the FHWA report, are described in Section 3.9.5-
Roadways and Traffic. The impact of the construction traffic on the existing traffic, on both the State and Park roads leading to the site, is then discussed
extensively in Section 4.9.2-Evaluation of Potential Effects at the Preferred Mees Site, subheading Construction-Related Effects on Roadways and Traffic.
The potential impact of construction traffic is further elaborated in Section 4.18-Mitigation. Specific proposed mitigation measures are presented in Section
4.18 include: limitation of the number, size and timing of wide loads, preparation by the Project of a traffic plan to allow coordination with other traffic; and
restriction of the hours for large construction vehicle to travel on the Haleakala Crater Road through the Park.

The “STATUS” column of Section 1.6.4-Approvals and Permits, Table 1-4-Anticipated Permits and Approvals Required for the Proposed Action, has been
updated to include the provision for contingency planning.

Received from: Anonymous, Submitted at the June 10, 2009 NEPA Public Hearing Held at Mayor Hannibal Tavares Community Center

Comment: Have you factored the weight of the newer and larger telescope that may have an impact to the wear and tear of the roads and bridges?

Response: Yes. See Section 2.4.3-Construction Activities and Table 2-4. Anticipated Major Use of the Road for Construction of the Proposed ATST Project and
Vol. I, Appendix P-FHWA HALE Road Report.
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Infrastructure and Utilities: Communications

Received from:
1. Hawaiian Telcom, 06-10-09 2. Hilary Parker, 06-10-09 3. Dick Mayer, 06-22-09

Comment:

1. Contact Hawaiian Telcom prior to excavation work, exploration or otherwise, to request for toning as excavation work will be in close proximity to existing
Hawaiian Telcom underground facilities (copper and fiber). Please submit electrical designs and/or drawings to the Hawaiian Telcom engineering office for
review and approval for a new service request.

2. Another salient point is the lack of information forthcoming on off-site connections.

3. Several references are made in the DEIS to connections to off-site facilities. The references are to some kind of “base” for communication to an off-site
computer “server”, there is no description or evaluation of these off-site locations.

Response:
1. Thank you for providing information about Hawaiian Telcom’s requirements. Should the proposed ATST Project be approved for construction, Hawaiian
Telcom would be contacted at the earliest possible date to collaborate on this project. (See Section 2.4.4-Telescope Operation Activities)

2, 3. The references made to these connections pertain to data transmission connectivity currently provided at HO. See Section 2.4.4-Telescope Operation
Activities (Utilities, Communications) for detailed discussion.

Infrastructure and Utilities: ATST Apron and Paint Color

Received from:
1. Dick Mayer, 06-22-09 2. Michael Lucas, 06-22-09

Comment:

la. Unfortunately, this white apron was not discussed in the DEIS. If it had been included in the building design, evaluated and discussed, it might be possible
to reduce the height of the telescope, maybe also the proposed illegally tall service building, and perhaps the overall cost of the project. If the white apron
were built, what would be the telescope height needed?

1b. The SDEIS is silent on the type of paint to be used in coating the exterior of the telescope facility. However, it was made clear in previous meetings that a
“super-bright” white paint was being utilized on the telescope’s exterior.

I could find no discussion in the Sup-DEIS of the impact of that white paint on the visibility of the telescope. In discussions during the scoping, it was
pointed out that the white paint would be “extremely reflective”, much more so than the highly visible, neighboring AEOS telescope. Consequently, the
visual impact of the 143 feet high ATST will be amplified by its reflected radiance. The final EIS must report on this undesired effect.

2. ...the NSF refused to consider alteration to the .... color of the observatory.

Response:

la. See Vol. Il, Appendix J(4)- Proposed Action and Alternatives: Supplemental Description of ATST Equipment and Infrastructure.
In addition to direct sunlight, heat radiating up from the dark volcanic rock around the enclosure is shown by thermal modeling to be a significant contributor
to the heat load on the enclosure surfaces. A simple passive approach is proposed to significantly reduce this heat source. A ground-level concrete apron
extending 10 meters (32 feet 10 inches) out from the base of the enclosure would reduce the incident heat on the lower enclosure by approximately 40
percent. This ring of concrete would be painted with a white sealant and would incorporate a trench drain to allow it to serve as a back-up containment
method for any potential coolant leakage from the carousel above.
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1b.

The paint specified for most of the enclosure was accurately rendered in the SDEIS. See Vol. Il, Appendix J(4)-Supplemental Description of ATST
Equipment and Infrastructure for a detailed discussion.

NSF explained, both in the SDEIS, this FEIS, and during the public hearings that the color must be white in order to meet the scientific objectives of the
proposed ATST Project; if a different color were used, the purpose and need of the proposed ATST Project could not be met. See Section 2.4.1-Features of
Infrastructural Design and Vol. 11, Appendix J(4)-Supplemental Description of ATST Equipment and Infrastructure for further discussion on these features.

Infrastructure and Utilities: Wastewater, Domestic Water, Stormwater

Received from:

1. R. Miller, 06-04-09

2. State of Hawai‘i, Dept. of Health, Environmental Planning Office, Kevin Sunada, Manager, 06-15-09

3. “Enough is Enough” Petitioners (See list of individuals with copy of Petition)

Comment:

1. Where will the sewage go?

2a. The project is located in the Critical Wastewater Disposal Area (CWDA) where no new cesspools will be allowed. We have no objections to the proposed
development as long as the generated wastewater is treated through a wastewater system that conforms to our state rules. You could use individual
wastewater system or a centralized treatment works. All wastewater plans must meet Department's Rules, HAR Chapter 11-62, "Wastewater Systems."

2b. We do reserve the right to review the detailed wastewater plans for conformance to applicable rules.

2c¢. Any project and its potential impacts to State waters must meet the following criteria:
a. Anti-degradation policy (HAR, Section 11-54-1.1), which requires that the existing uses and the level of water quality necessary to protect the existing

uses of the receiving State water be maintained and protected.

b. Designated uses (HAR, Section 11-54-3), as determined by the classification of the receiving State waters.
c. Water quality criteria (HAR, Sections 11-54-4 through 11-54-8).

2d. You are required to obtain a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit for discharges of wastewater, including storm water runoff,
into State surface waters (HAR, Chapter 11-55).

2e. Please provide Best Management Practices (BMPs) for the cesspool removal and site remediation.

2f. Please provide BMPs for the disposal of concrete truck wash water. For your information, the DOH-CWB prohibits disposal of concrete truck wash water
via percolation.

2g. All discharges related to the project construction or operation activities, whether or not NPDES permit coverage and/or Section 401 WQC are required, must

comply with the Water Quality Standards. Noncompliance with water quality requirements contained in HAR, Chapter 11-54, and/or permitting
requirements, specified in HAR, Chapter 11-55, may be subject to penalties of $25,000 per day per violation.
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3. Theimpact of ...incomplete water and waste plan is unacceptable...

Response:
1, 2a, 3. See Section 2.4.4-Telescope Operation Activities (Utilities, Wastewater Management) for detailed discussion about installation of an individual
treatment plant adequate to process the domestic wastewater from both the Proposed Action and the MSO facility, if approved for construction.

2b, 3. Table 1-5. Anticipated Permits and Approvals Required for the Proposed ATST Project has been updated to include the Dept. of Health’s right to review
plans for conformance.

2c. The proposed ATST Project has reviewed those statutes. None of the construction or operational activities of the Proposed Action are expected to be in
violation. More extensive review and assurance of compliance with the required criteria will be undertaken in the future, full design and specification of the
proposed ATST Project, if approved.

2d,3.  Asstated in Section 1.6.4-Approvals and Permits, the proposed ATST Project will submit an NPDES application for permit, if construction is approved.
The proposed ATST Project would be bound by the HO Stormwater Management Plan (Vol. 1l, Appendix L) to prevent erosion, excessive losses of soil, and
reduce the potential for off-site sedimentation.

2e,3.  BMPs typical of construction and remediation would be implemented, such as development site plans, photo documentation before, during, and after
remediation, impervious liners for excavated materials, and covers to minimize dust. BMPs used would be determined previous to construction by the
construction site manager and contractors responsible for performing the work.

2f. Water used for washing out concrete trucks will be captured in containers and disposed of off-site at an authorized location in an authorized manner.

2g. The comment is duly noted. The ATST Project personnel and contractors will be made aware of those standards and the consequences for a violation of
them.
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Infrastructure and Utilities: Electrical

Received from:

1. Maury King, 06-12-09 3. Elaine Wender, 06-22-09

2. Dick Mayer, 06-22-09 4. “Enough is Enough” Petitioners (see list of individuals with copy of Petition)

Comment:

1. ...one of the smart things we can do is not adding a telescope to the grid that will have its own substation and apparently use as much electricity as a couple

of thousand homes.

2. Anupgrade to MECO’s HO sub-station is mentioned. However, no mention is made as to who will pay for this upgrade. Will the burden fall on the general
population of Maui who will see the capital cost of MECO rise, with a subsequent increase in resident’s electric power rates?

3. The proposed building would require huge amounts of electricity which would put increased pressure on our power supply. Will the general population pay
for the upgrades needed, and will this lead to increased electric rates?

4. The impact of ... drain on our energy grid....

Response to 1, 2, 3, 4:
Members of the proposed ATST Project have contacted MECO on the anticipated electrical load and will continue to consult with MECO engineers should the
Proposed Action be approved and plans become refined.

See Section 2.4.4-Telescope Operation Activities (Utilities, Electricity) for a detailed discussion about electrical power for the Proposed Action that would be
provided by connection to the MECO substation on HO.

The potential upgrade of the electrical substation at HO is a project that MECO had been considering prior to the proposal for the ATST facility. Such an
upgrade, if the ATST Project is approved, would take into account the additional power demand of the Project. It has not yet been determined whether the initial
capital cost of a new or upgraded substation would be funded directly by the ATST Project or funded by MECO, the cost of which would then be recovered over
the duration of the service.
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Hazardous Materials

Received from: State of Hawai‘i, Dept. of Health, Environmental Planning Office, Kevin Sunada, Manager, 06-15-09

Comment:
1. Please specify the disposal destination for the effluent from the mirror stripping process completion wash holding tanks.
2. Clarify if the dome and structure cooling system will result in discharges of Propylene Glycol.

Response:

1. The disposal of the effluent and other waste materials from the mirror stripping process is specified in the ATST Hazardous Material and Hazardous Waste
Management Program (Vol. 1, Appendix D-ATST Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Waste Management Program, Section 11.6, p. 10). As described
therein, the effluent is required to be captured and contained in special-purpose holding tanks, tested on site to determine pH and other potentially hazardous
properties, and disposed of in accordance with local authorities. Criteria for determining hazardous waste, as well as procedures for storage, transport and
disposal by a licensed hazardous waste contractor are also described in that document (Vol. Il, Appendix D, Sections 5 and 7).

2. There would never be any intentional discharge of propylene glycol or any other heat transfer fluid from the cooling systems for the enclosure (dome) or
other structures. The potential for unintentional releases of heat-transfer fluid would be minimized by leak-detection and automatic shut-off valves as
described in Vol. 11, Appendix J(4)-Supplemental Description of ATST Equipment and Infrastructure, p. 8). Additional back-up containment of potential
leaks from the enclosure cooling system, which has the highest demand for heat-transfer fluid and is the most exposed cooling system, would be provided by
trench drains in the concrete apron around the base of the enclosure as described in Vol.-11, Appendix J(4), page 9.

Visual Resources and View Plane

Received from:
1. Dick Mayer, 06-22-09 2. Elizabeth Havelin, 06-22-09 3. Elaine Wender, 06-22-09

Comment:

1. The SDEIS has trivialized the impact of the ATST on the disruption to the view plane and the reduced quality of the tourist (and resident) experience.
Unfortunately, the SDEIS grossly underestimates the impact of the “in-your-face” 143 feet high telescope and the adjacent service building. Maui County
law in the form of the Upcountry Community Plan states as a Land Use Policy (P. 18), “Recognize the value of open space, including agricultural lands and
view planes to preserve the region’s rural character.

There is the matter of the 250' crane and a number of smaller 100" cranes that will be utilized for many years during construction. These will be a further
blight on the visual enjoyment of this very special place.

2. ...itis indeed within the visual representation of this majestic place. So much so that it is becoming the attraction most visible from every vantage point on
Maui. Then, upon viewing the photos that look up to the existing telescope site from different vantage points on Maui it was notable that it appeared barely
visible from Pukalani, Kaupo, the beaches, anywhere according to the photos in your report. Each one had to be magnified 10X's to show where the
telescope is on top of the mountain!” “Ask any resident or visitor if they can ever see what's atop Haleakala National Park and you'll surely get a much
different answer. No magnification necessary. We see it all too clearly most of the time. From everywhere. This is very significant to note that your photos
don't reflect this truth.

3. The visual impact would further deteriorate the view of the mountain from many parts of the island.
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Response:

1.

Chapter 2.80A, Maui County Code, pertaining to the General Plan and the community plans, requires that “For community plan areas on the island of Maui,
urban and rural growth boundaries and a map delineating urban and rural growth areas, consistent with the general plan;” The Makawao-Pukalani-Kula
Community Plan as adopted by Ordinance No. 2510 and became effective on July 23, 1996, page 29, describes the Goal, Objectives, and Policies for Urban
Design. Obijective No. 8 recommends: “Enforce a two-story or 35-foot height limitation throughout the region...” Urban Region Design. However, HO is in
a Conservation District, as noted in the plan and, therefore, the community plan does not apply. Moreover, the Maui County Code, Chapter 16.26 Building
Code 16.26.101.3, Subsection 101.3 amended, reads as follows: 101.3 Scope. The provisions of this code shall apply to the construction, alteration, moving,
demolition, repair, and use of any building or structure within the county, except those lands within the county that are designated by the state land use
commission to be within the conservation district boundaries or designated as Hawaiian Home Lands. Accordingly, there are no height restrictions imposed
on structures within the conservation district boundaries.

1, 2, 3. Quantitative methodology is based on a way of measuring objective physical criteria. The comment appears to advocate a more qualitative approach.

Section 4.5 has been revised to include a more qualitative approach to the analysis. Section 4.5.1-Impact Assessment describes methods used to determine
whether the proposed ATST Project would have a significant effect on visual resources. This section also describes additional methods that were employed
to assess the potential effect of the proposed ATST Project to the viewshed with the Region of Influence.

Section 4.5.1-Methodology of Effect Assessment of the SDEIS, explained that the combination of all the above viewshed assessments methods provides a
comprehensive prediction of the potential visual effect the proposed ATST Project would have within the ROI. While ATST would be clearly visible as the
largest structure within HO from the Pu‘u Ula‘ula (Red Hill) Overlook and from elsewhere in HALE, it would be less prominent from other locations on
Maui. Distance, atmospheric transparency, terrain blocking, and other facilities in the foreground would reduce the visibility of the proposed ATST Project
such that in some locations it would be difficult to distinguish between ATST and the other existing facilities at HO, At some locations, such as Wailuku and
Kahikunui, the proposed ATST Project at the Mees site would be seen more directly, without as much terrain blocking or other intervening facilities. From
Kaupo, the proposed ATST Project facility would not be visible.

Visitor Experience

Received from:

1. Dick Mayer, 06-22-09 2. Elaine Wender, 06-22-09

Comment:

la. Asnoted in the SDEIS (See 3-46), Haleakala National Park (HALE) has “indicated that [the visitors survey you included in the SDEIS] is significantly
flawed and likely biased and there are significant technical errors in the instrument and related reporting.” HALE further asserted that “the conclusions are
based on an insufficiently designed and administered survey. This survey should not even be considered in the Final EIS. Where is the impact study on the
effect these people touring the facility will have on the noise, on the land, on the Kanaka Maoli Practitioners trying to practice at the ahus, on the parking lot,
on the traffic, etc?

1b. The ATST SDEIS is woefully lacking in economic analysis. It does not even describe the major basic economic activity on Maui, the industry which brings

in most of the income and provides most of the jobs, namely tourism. Is there even a reference to tourism, tourist employment, and tourism dependency?
The summit of Haleakala is probably the most visited spot on the island, and at the summit lookout the ATST will be a direct assault on that tourist
experience. There will be consequences: a serious erosion of the visual experience. This is not just some mere “subjective” observation, as the Sup-DEIS
attempts to portray the view plane.
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1c. Notonly is the planned 14-story telescope offensive to the native Hawaiian culture, but it would have a major detrimental effect on the sense-of-place of
Haleakala Crater and especially its summit for all hikers and other users of Haleakala National Park.

2. The massive structure proposed for the summit of Haleakala would also have enormous negative impacts on the experience of visiting the national park and
well as the environment at the summit and elsewhere on the island.

Response:
1a, b. The visitors survey presented in the SDEIS provides some information obtained from a sample of visitors exiting HALE regarding whether they would

have an interest in returning to the Park if the proposed ATST Project were built. NSF notes HALE’s objections to this survey; moreover, NSF does not
imply that the survey has applicability beyond the questions asked. See Section 4.6.

1c. The proposed ATST Project is not a 14 story building. A single story is not 10 feet, however, building stories are variable from project to project, and from
state to state. Some examples clearly demonstrate this. Single stories of the 110 story Sears Tower in Chicago average 13.2 feet, but they averaged 12.3 feet
at the destroyed 110 story World Trade Center #1. On Maui, a story averages about 11.55 feet at the County’s 9-story Kalana O Maui building. If one story
for ATST is considered to be the same as that for Kalana O Maui, the completed ATST Project would be a little more than 12 stories tall. If the average story
height of the Sears Tower is the benchmark, it would be less than 11 stories tall.

The number of floors in the proposed ATST facility is six, as shown in the building section (Figure 2-12-Proposed ATST Facility Section Drawing Showing
Depth of Foundations in Relation to Building and Natural Rock), however, NSF does not mean to imply that the ATST structure would be a “6-story
building”. Nevertheless, it would not be accurate to describe it as reaching 14 stories, since 10 feet per story is very low for a typical tall building.
Considering a normal 8- to 9-foot ceiling height plus at least 1 foot for structure and 3 feet for ductwork and other utilities, the minimum floor-to-floor
height for the majority of tall buildings is roughly 12 feet. Many research-use buildings, which typically have higher ceilings and more intensive structures
and utilities, are 16 feet or more floor-to-floor. Even taking the more modest, reasonable assumption of 12 feet per story, the proposed ATST structure could
accurately be characterized as approximately equivalent to a typical 12-story building.

1c, 2. NSF acknowledges that the proposed ATST Project will have a major adverse impact on the summit as a Traditional Cultural Property. See Section 4.2
for more detail. Adverse impacts on the visitor experience for hikers and other users of HALE are also acknowledged by NSF to result. These impacts are
analyzed in Section 4.6.
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Upcountry Community Plan

Received from:

1.

Dick Mayer, 06-22-09 2. Thomas R. Cannon, 06-22-09

Comment:
1. There is a strong feeling among residents in the surrounding community that this whole area should NOT be impacted by urban, large or industrial-type

facilities. These feelings have been expressed in the vision of the Kula Community Association (which includes the ATST site within its community). The
KCA vision statement reads as follows: “The vision of the Kula Community Association is to preserve open space, support agriculture, maintain a rural
residential atmosphere, and to work together as a community.”

The SDEIS has trivialized the impact of the ATST on the disruption to the view plane and the reduced quality of the tourist (and resident) experience.
Unfortunately, the SDEIS grossly underestimates the impact of the “in-your-face” 143 feet high telescope and the adjacent service building. Maui County
law in the form of the Upcountry Community Plan states as a Land Use Policy (P. 18), ““Recognize the value of open space, including agricultural lands and
view planes to preserve the region’s rural character.”

After conducting numerous studies and hearing public comments from people throughout the island over a three year period, the General Plan Advisory
Committee (a twenty-five member citizen panel appointed by the either the Maui County Mayor or County Council to set out recommendations for the Maui
County General Plan for the County of Maui for the next 20 years) adopted a county wide policy plan that includes language to “immediately provide and
encourage laws to preserve and enhance the summit of Haleakala with no new buildings.” [Emphasis added] (Policy No. 5031).

Response:

1.

If approved for construction, the proposed ATST Project would not be located in the Kula community. It would be located within HO on State Conservation
District land. Sections 1.7.2-State Land Use Law, Chapter 205, Hawai‘i Revised Statues and 3.1-Land Use and Existing Activities state: “The existing State
Land Use District for the proposed ATST Project is designated as Conservation District, General Subzone. The objective of the General Subzone is to
designate open space where specific conservation uses may not be defined, but where urban use would be premature. During the past few years, the OCCL
within the DLNR has administered CDUPs for numerous potential uses, among them astronomical facilities on Haleakala. The proposed ATST Project
would be located in the area of the Conservation District that has been set aside for astronomical research (HAR813-5-25: Identified land uses in the General
Subzone, which is applicable from R-3 Astronomy Facilities, (D-1) Astronomy facilities under an approved management plan); and many facilities
conducting astronomy and advanced space surveillance already exist within HO.”

Chapter 2.80A, Maui County Code, pertaining to the General Plan and the community plans, requires that “For community plan areas on the island of Maui,
urban and rural growth boundaries and a map delineating urban and rural growth areas, consistent with the general plan;” The Makawao-Pukalani-Kula
Community Plan as adopted by Ordinance No. 2510 and became effective on July 23, 1996, page 29, describes the Goal, Objectives, and Policies for Urban
Design. Obijective No. 8 recommends: “Enforce a two-story or 35-foot height limitation throughout the region...” Urban Region Design. However, HO is in
a Conservation District, as noted in the plan and, therefore, the community plan does not apply. Moreover, the Maui County Code, Chapter 16.26 Building
Code 16.26.101.3, Subsection 101.3 amended, reads as follows: 101.3 Scope. The provisions of this code shall apply to the construction, alteration, moving,
demolition, repair, and use of any building or structure within the county, except those lands within the county that are designated by the state land use
commission to be within the conservation district boundaries or designated as Hawaiian Home Lands. Accordingly, there are no height restrictions imposed
on structures within the conservation district boundaries.

The Draft Maui Island Plan, April 2008 in Chapter 3. Economic Development: High Technology, Opportunities, Natural Environment Conducive to
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Development of Industry Niches (p.88) states: ““Several aspects of Maui’s natural environment are highly conducive to the development of specific
technology industry niches. Due to Maui’s year-round growing season, biotechnology has the potential of becoming a leading force in the island’s high
technology industry. Additionally, with Haleakala’s elevation and high quality visibility, space surveillance is another industry niche with considerable
growth potential. Growth of this industry niche also depends on continuing cooperation with the University of Hawai‘i Astronomy Program. Biotechnology
and space surveillance are also industry niches that are prime candidates for the development of successful clusters.”

The GPAC and Director’s Recommendations of April 2009, on p.41, Economic Development, Emerging Industries, Policy Item 7 under GPCA Final
Recommendations states: “Support a sustainable, culturally sensitive, astronomy industry.”

Environmental Consequences and Cumulative Effects

Received from: 1. Elizabeth Havelin, 06-22-09 2. Dick Mayer, 06-22-09
Comment:
1. When I looked at the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement there were many statements that struck me as doubletalk. There where way too

many sentences including "minor, adverse, long-term effect”. These words placed together create contradictory statements in and of themselves. Especially
in light of it “effecting’ a cultural, natural sanctuary. On (SDEIS) page ES-36 it states “effects from land clearing, demolition, grading/leveling, excavation,
soil retention and placement, construction, paving and other site improvement activities...” and that there would be “...no adverse or beneficial effects on
topography under the No Action Alternative”. Many of us see non development greatly benefiting Haleakala mountain in the protection of, and the respect
for it.

On page 4-1 is a telling passage- “Effects include ecological...on natural resources...affected ecosystems...aesthetic, historical, cultural, economical, social,
or health, whether direct or indirect, or cumulative. Effects may also include those resulting from actions that may have both beneficial and detrimental
effects, even if on balance, the agency believes that the effect would be beneficial.” What I'm reading here is that while acknowledging there will likely be
adverse effects you just want to do it - period. This means one group or interest can push their objectives though even if it means forever altering a
communally revered special place.

2. There are other projects in addition to the ATST: Pan-STARRS; NASA Transportable Laser Ranging System; and the AEOS Mirror Coating Facility. Are
there traffic concerns? Biological considerations? Cultural considerations? Disrupted view corridors? Etc.? Does each of them have a separate CDUA?
If yes, how will the DLNR Board be able to consider cumulative impacts? Since these are all on the same University of Hawaii leased site, Hawaii HRS 343
requires a cumulative impact review/analysis.

Response:

1. We refer the commenter to NPS Director’s Order #12, Handbook, Chapter 4, G (5) for a discussion of the use of impact thresholds for evaluation of

resources in compliance with NEPA and Department of Interior regulations. Those guidelines, which NSF used in preparing its NEPA analysis, dictate the
use of the impact intensity thresholds major, moderate, and minor, along with the terms adverse and long-term, to describe the full extent and relative
importance of impacts that could result from the proposed ATST Project.

NEPA regulations require federal agencies to identify and assess adverse effects, including those adverse environmental effects which cannot be avoided
should a proposal be implemented. The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations implementing NEPA, 40 CFR Parts 1500-1508, describes how
agencies are to proceed with the environmental impact assessment process. Part 1502.16 discusses the identification and description of environmental
consequences, and specifically does not preclude implementing a project solely because there are such consequences. Therefore, although the proposed
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ATST Project has identified a number of major adverse effects that could result for specific resources, the comment that “a group or interest can push their
objectives through” is an inaccurate depiction of the NEPA process for the proposed ATST Project. Moreover, NSF has not made a final decision regarding
whether to go forward with the proposed ATST Project.

2. Section 4.17-Cumulative Effects to the Affected Environment addresses the impacts of the proposed ATST Project that were examined together with the
impacts from past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities within the ROI for each resource.

All new facilities within HO that involve conservation land use (excluding interior renovation and reuse of lands) since the rules were issued in 1994 have
required CDUP. These permits involve a Conservation District Use Application (CDUA) that requires detailed effects analysis. In general, the permits are
temporally limited (although often renewable), because the intent of the OCCL administering CDUPs is to return the land to its undeveloped conservation
use when the permitted activity is completed. See Section 4.17.4-Land Use and Existing Activities.

Employment
Received from:
1. Ken Wrobel, 05-26-09 7. Hilary Parker, 06-10-09
2. International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, 8. Judith Mancini, 06-14-09
Local 1186, Brian Lee 05-28-09, Ray Shimabuku 06-17-09 9.  Harriet Witt, 06-22-09
3. Princess Lehuanani Aquino, 06-06-09 10. Maui Economic Development Board, 06-22-09
4. Laborers’ International Union of North America, Local 368, 06-09-09 11. Jeff Bagshaw, 06-21-09
5. Hawai’i Carpenters Union, lvan Lay, 06-10-09 and 06-22-09 12. “Enough is Enough” Petitioners
6. International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, Local 1186, (See list of individuals with copy of Petition)
Ray Shimabuku 06-17-09
Comment:
1. The creation of jobs is something that benefits all Mauians. The facility will not only provide jobs, but clean jobs that do not impact our fragile island

environment. Technology is Maui's best hope for the future, and | welcome your facility to my wonderful island home.

2. Our organization, the International Brotherhood of Electrical workers Local 1186 in Hawaii believes that the potential cultural impact of the solar telescope
project being proposed for the Haleakala High Altitude Observatory Site, which is managed by the University of Hawaii, may be mitigated and we would
like to be a “Consulting Party” in the NHPA Section 106 process.

Our NJATC apprenticeship program is a qualified program that is recognized by this law. It would be a tremendous experience for our apprentices to be able
to be a part of building a one of a kind facility right here on Maui. Our Apprenticeship program is a five year program which includes schooling and on the
job training. A project of this magnitude might not be available again in our lifetime, so why not take advantage of this and give our young men and women
an opportunity to have an incredible experience.

3. The employees you will be hiring comes from the mainland, not a kanaka maoli...
4. We’re saying the mountain is sacred but what about our young Native Hawaiians that have no jobs and are struggling to make ends meet aren’t they more

sacred then the land.” “The ATST Project is a welcome investment not only for the scientific and educational community but to the local economy as well. It
is no secret that the entire state economy is depressed.”...”The ATST Project and other job creating opportunities are needed.
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10.

Our Apprentice Training Program is an accredited carpenter's apprentice program that is accepted under the Davis Bacon, Prevailing Wages regulations,
which this project falls under. Our apprentices are all residents of this island, with a very high percentage of them native Hawaiian. Shouldn't the
construction of this project include the training of our local apprentices? We have a young work force willing and able to take the challenges that will come
with this project. Our apprentice program is a four year schooling program that covers all aspects of carpentry including framing, layout, and concrete form
work and finishing. They are taught at schools and more importantly, hands on in the field. A state of the art faculty like this ATST project will further
enhance their education and abilities in the carpentry field. Go that one that step further and help these young adults in securing a foot-hold on their island
home. Support their apprentice program.

Employ a local workforce for the construction of this project.

Education is the key issue, be it the scientific or spiritual. But let's take it one step further and include education on the construction site. “Shouldn't the
construction of this project include the training of our local apprentices? We have a young work force willing and able to take the challenges that will come
with this project.”

A state of the art faculty like this ATST project will further enhance their education and abilities in the carpentry field. Go that one that step further and help
these young adults in securing a foot-hold on their island home. Support their apprentice program.

This scientific project proposed can be of many benefits to our Island home. It would be an asset in our economic status, creating new employment, and
having the opportunity to explore in new technology. This project would fall under the laws regarding the Davis-Bacon Act, Prevailing Wages regulation. It
would be a tremendous experience for our apprentices to be able to be a part of building a one of a kind facility right here on Maui. A project of this
magnitude might not be available again in our lifetime, so why not take advantage of this and give our young men and women an opportunity to have an
incredible experience.

I don’t buy the sales pitch of the project creating employment.

There is mention of the need for jobs by the construction industry, the need for another tourist attraction and the need for educational opportunities in science
for our students. We may need these things, but we also need a vision for our children's future.

How will the dollars brought to Maui by the construction and operation of this scope help Mauians to generate sustainable ways of living?

MEDB is prepared to assist in programs to mitigate the effects of ATST on cultural and natural resources. Toward that end, we would recommend that the
National Science Foundation build on existing programs within the County of Maui and the State of Hawaii that are designed to integrate culture and
science, such as the MEDB’s nationally renowned Women in Technology programs for STEM education and workforce development. MEDB has
established its role in supporting the expanded educational component with internships and grants for Hawaii students who may be drawn to studies STEM
disciplines including astronomy and optical sciences. Similarly, the business development component of MEDB which works under the banner of High
Tech Maui builds awareness in prospects about the cultural and environmental values of Maui County and promotes measures to address these values as
businesses establish roots or expand in our community.

MEDB also recommends the NSF consider support for programs in Maui County that would enhance opportunities for apprenticeships for local residents in
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construction, design and engineering related to the development of the observatory and the evolving ATST technology. This will capitalize on a unique,
historic opportunity to build local capacity in these fields.

Additionally, there are numerous models of incorporating cultural and environmental values in the preparation of workforce in numerous fields. The ATST
will offer increased professional and technical employment while it furthers growth of Science, Technology, Engineering and Math (STEM) education
options through K-12 initiatives for example developed and offered by MEDB’s Women in Technology program or through the University of Hawaii and its
expanded affiliations in the fields of physics, mathematics, and astronomy. The skills fostered by projects like the ATST will contribute to the overall
wellbeing of our residents as they seek to succeed in the 21st Century with cultural, environmental and economic needs intact.

ATST is a scientific program that promises to expand the base of knowledge about the source of energy and life on the Earth and that will provide increased
professional and technical employment opportunities on Maui and in Hawaii. Its construction, operations and the continued need for support and
maintenance of all the observatory facilities on Haleakala will be a major source of new short-term and long-term jobs.

11. 1 would like to see how many people currently employed by all the astronomical institutions in Hawai‘i were residents prior to the construction of those
facilities. Shipping people over to Hawai‘i does not create jobs for those who already live here.

12. ...there will be loss of revenue to local businesses associated with tourist to Halealaka National Park.

Response:
1. Thank you for your comments, which are noted.

2 through 10, 12. If approved, the construction phase of the proposed ATST Project is anticipated to be approximately five years where all best efforts will be
used to employ members of the local Maui workforce. When the construction phase has been completed, the proposed ATST Project estimates 50 to 55 new hires
by the final year of commissioning. Of the approximately 55 personnel, 35 people would be working on Maui and therefore would slightly increase the local
spending. Half of this number would be hired locally at the onset of the operational phase. After two or three years, the other half of staffing, originally hired or
relocated from off-island sources, would be replaced by local hires, resulting in a long-term beneficial effect on local employment. (See Section 4.12.2-
Evaluation of Potential Effects at the Preferred Mees Site.) With regard to the suggestion that NSF create an educational program to help mitigate the cultural and
natural resource impacts, NSF has committed to fund an educational program at Maui Community College designed to cultivate and reinforce the intersection
between Hawaiian culture and knowledge with science, technology, engineering, and math through courses, programs, certifications, and degrees. If the
proposed ATST Project is approved, this educational program would be funded by NSF at the rate of $2 million per year for ten years. See Section 4.2.

11. We do not have access to Human Resources data for astronomical institutions in Hawai’i. However, the largest employer at HO is currently Boeing LTS,
who operates the Maui Space Surveillance Complex (MSSC). In the early 1960°s, when the MSSC was first constructed, the local Maui workforce was utilized
for construction; and, once it was completed, qualified individuals from the construction crews were hired to work within the facility. Many Maui residents have
worked at and retired from this facility. In some cases, Maui- or Hawai‘i-born individuals who resided on the mainland were able to relocate to Maui through
employment opportunities at the facility. Some of these qualified individuals were either employed in fields suitable for open positions, students completing
college, or men and women who had served in the military. Since the MSSC has been operating, there have been anywhere from around 30 to nearly 200
individuals employed at this facility, many of which are local residents who already live here (unpublished MSSC Human Resources data).
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Sunspot Cycle and Decommissioning

Received from:
R. Miller, 06-04-09

Comment: I’ve heard the building will operate for 4 Sun cycles and therefore 4 x 70 yrs = 280 yrs. I’ve also heard the building will be torn down in 50 yrs.
Which is true?

Response: See Sections 1.4.1-Need for the Project, 2.4.3-Construction Activities, and 4.19-Mitigation.

What you are referring to is known as the 11-year sunspot cycle. Since George Ellery Hale’s 1908 discovery that sunspots coincide with strong magnetic fields,
astronomers have become increasingly aware of the Sun’s magnetic field as a complex and subtle system. The familiar 11-year sunspot cycle is just the most
obvious of its many manifestations.

Decommissioning of facilities constructed with NSF’s financial assistance is determined on a case-by-case basis. Of course, decommissioning is taken into
consideration as part of life-cycle project planning. With regard to the proposed ATST Project, NSF anticipates that the estimated lifetime of the telescope would
be at least 45 years (spanning two 22-year solar cycles) after it becomes operational (if funding for construction is approved If the proposed ATST Project is
approved, NSF will decommission and deconstruct the proposed ATST Project fifty (50) years from the date operations commence, unless decided otherwise in
consultation with the Native Hawaiian community; in that case, NSF will take steps to divest and relinquish itself of all responsibility associated with the ATST
Project.

Mitigation Comments

Received from:

1. Laborers’ International Union of North America, Local 368, 06-04-09
2. Hilary Parker, 06-10-09

3. Harriet Witt, 06-22-09

Comment:

1. The views of our Native Hawaiian brethrens and persons concerned with the environment must be heard and appreciated for cultural and religious values
and practices as well as the need to protect the environment. We believe the ATST Project can be built respecting these values with attention to mitigating
actions. We believe the ATST project would comply with the requirements of the Conservation District that has been set aside for astronomical research.

2. The “community benefits package” is merely a bribe.

3. Why does it not include plans for a museum of Indigenous Polynesian astronomy and navigation on Maui?

Why does the proposal not include plans for a science-and-sustainability center on Maui?

Response:
1. Thank you for your comments, which are noted.

2. A community benefits package was proposed by the Office of Hawaiian Affairs as a potential way of mitigating adverse effects to cultural resources. Other
consulting parties through the Section 106 process have also suggested educational programs and workforce programs as suggested mitigation measures.

3, 4. ldeas from the community for these types of plans were not submitted to NSF as potential mitigation proposals, but NSF notes your comments.
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Mitigation Proposals Submitted

Received from:

Warren Shibuya, 03-27-06, 08-28-08, 06-22-09

Maui Community College, Chancellor Clyde Sakamoto, 05-14-2007

Laborers International Union of North America, Local 368, 06-01-09, 06-04-09

Maui Hotel & Lodging Association, Carol Reimann, Executive Director, 06-03-09

Maui Native Hawaiian Chamber of Commerce, Howard Kihune, President, 06-04-09
International Brotherhood of Electrical workers Local 1186, 06-17-09

Aha Ali*i O Kapua‘aiwa O Kamehameha V, Ali‘i Sir and Grand Master Clifford Hashimoto, 06-18-09
Hawai‘i Carpenter’s Union, Ivan Lay, 06-22-09

Maui Economic Development Board, Jeanne Unemori Skog, President and CEO, 06-22-09
Office of Hawaiian Affairs, Clyde Namu‘o, Administrator, 06-22-09

Response: Thank you for submitting a mitigation proposal. Mitigation Proposals can be found in Section 5.2.2-Addressing Adverse Effects.

NSF acknowledges the spiritual and cultural significance of Haleakala as a traditional cultural property (TCP) and has determined that the proposed ATST
Project would have a major and adverse effect on this TCP. While many individuals spoke about the sacred and cultural significance of Haleakala, and expressed
their belief that spirituality cannot be mitigated and that construction of the proposed ATST project should be avoided, many others have, to the contrary,
expressed their support for the proposed ATST Project and their belief that culture and science can co-exist. Still others have expressed their view that they are
opposed to the construction of the proposed ATST Project, but believe that mitigation through an educational program focused on the intersection between
traditional culture and science would help to reduce the adverse effects. All views have been received and will be considered before a final decision is made.

Several mitigation proposals were received and for some of the proposals that were suggested, NSF does not have the authority to adopt them. A draft
Programmatic Agreement (PA) was prepared that includes mitigation measures that NSF can implement. Elements of mitigation proposals are included into the
draft Programmatic Agreement that is currently under review by the consulting parties as part of the Section 106 process.

University of Hawai‘i

Received from: University of Hawai‘i Environmental Center, Water Resources Research Center, Environmental Center,
P. Rappa, Environmental Review Coordinator, 06-22-09

Comment: Comments to SDEIS on behalf of the UH Environmental Center.

Response: Your comments were presented as being submitted in your capacity as a representative of the UH Environmental Center. On June 24, 2009, however,
the Vice Chancellor wrote to NSF reporting that your comments do not represent the official views of the UH Environmental Center. Accordingly, NSF
considers the views presented by the Vice Chancellor as superseding those submitted by you.

Received from: Dr. Gary Ostrander, Ph.D., Vice Chancellor for Research and Graduate Education University of Hawai‘i at Manoa, 06-24-09

Comment: RE: Letter submitted by P. Rappa of UH Environmental Center. It should not be assumed that these views are those views of the UH Environmental
Center, its employees, or affiliates The letter provides assurance that UH is excited about Haleakala being chosen as the best site from which to study the Sun
with the proposed ATST Project. UH appreciate that respect has been shown for the site and the community by undertaking both a State and Federal EIS.

Response: Thank you for providing us with the official views of the University of Hawai’i at Manoa. They are respectfully noted.
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Management Plan

Received from:

1. Royal Order of Kamehameha I, G. Kaho‘ohanohano, 06-02-09 2. Laborers’ International Union of North America, Local 368, 06-04-09
3. Judith Mancini, 06-14-09 4. Leslie Ann Laing, 06-19-09

5. Dick Mayer, 06-22-09

Comment:

1. Concerns about more than one cultural plan for the mountain. Under what oversight was the cultural plan done? Where is the complete plan? It is a major
problem when the mountain that is all ceded or crown lands looks like a blight with each organization having different (4 or 5) cultural plans for different
parts of the mountain. This shows no consideration of the welfare of the mountain as a priority. The UH has not come forward in getting one plan to cover
the whole mountain.

2. The policy of the Makawao-Pukalani-Kula Community Plan is to: “Encourage Federal, State, and County cooperation in the preparation of a comprehensive
Haleakala summit plan to promote orderly and sensitive development which is compatible with the natural and Native Hawaiian cultural environment of
Haleakala National Park. We believe the ATST Project should comply with these requirements.

3. ...when we the public must endure the impact of a fourteen story building in a wilderness area on a mountain that has no comprehensive plan and on land
whose legal standing is yet challenged.

4. A comprehensive or master management plan is essential to minimizing the harms from current activities on the whole summit.

5. Inthe year 2001 the Maui County Council passed Resolution 01-45 entitled, “Urging the State of Hawaii to Fund Master Planning for Haleakala”.
Unfortunately, to-date the Master Plan is only for the 18 acre IfA site. There is an obvious need to plan not just the IfA 18 acres, but the whole summit
region of Haleakala. Only in this way will the interaction among the various activities be known and the problems mitigated. This Supplement to the
original DEIS has yet to grasp the multiple impacts of the ATST on other activities at the summit.

Response to 1, 2, 3, 4, 5:

Haleakala High Altitude Observatories (HO) site is located on 18.166 acres of State of Hawai‘i Conservation District land. The IfA will comply with Hawai‘i
Administrative Rules (HAR) Chapter 13: Department of Land and Natural Resources (DLNR), Subtitle 1: Administration, Chapter 5: Conservation District. The
Proposed Action conforms to the LRDP, which would serve as the IfA contribution to any summit master plan. There are more than 25 separate State, Federal
and private entities with interests in the summit area of Haleakala. IfA is the only one of these entities that has undertaken long-range planning for the property
under its jurisdiction. The LRDP has specific protocols and measures that ensure orderly and sensitive development that is designed to be compatible with the
intended land-use and purposes for the 18.166 acres of land under the stewardship of IfA.

In accordance with HAR 13-5, Exhibit 3, the IfA is preparing a Management Plan (MP) for HO. The MP will consist of a general description of the land use,
ownership, the resources on the property, constraints such as topography, geology, easements, etc., proposed land uses, environmental monitoring strategies, and
reporting to the DLNR. The decommissioning and restoration of facilities within HO will also be included in the MP. The MP will be accompanied by a
Programmatic Environmental Assessment (PEA). The LRDP and MP, along with the PEA, will comprehensively address planning, monitoring, and reporting for
the 18.166 acres of HO and will comply fully with Exhibit 3 of HAR 13-5.
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Additional Comments

Dept. of Business, Economic Development, and Tourism, Abbey Seth Mayer, Director, 05-19-09.

Comment: No comments to offer.

Response: Thank you for your comments, which are noted.

Comments Received in Support of Project

Nowre

9

11.
13.
15.
17.
19.
21.

Aha Ali‘i O Kapu‘aiwa O Kamehameha V 2.
Douglas A. Field and Family 4,
Harold Keyser 6.
International Brotherhood of Electrical workers Local 1186 8.
Ken Wrobel 10.
Mark Parsons 12.
Maui Hotel & Lodging Association 14,
Richard Mealey 16.
Roger Dennis Hawley 18.

Sonia Danse
Steve and Ellie McGaughey

20.
22.

Dan Holtman

German Platero

Hawai‘i Carpenters Union

Joe and Karen Grafe

Laborers’ International Union of North America, Local 368
Maui Economic Development Board

Maui Native Hawaiian Chamber of Commerce
Rob Ratkowski

Sean O’Leary

Stephen Roth

Warren Shibuya

Comment letters for these individuals and community groups can be found following this matrix.

Response: Thank you for your comments, which are noted.
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Received from: Friends of Haleakala National Park, Matt Wordeman, President, 6-18-09

Comment:

1.

A CDUP has not been issued. The size and proximity of the proposed
ATST suggest that it is a reasonable possibility that the DLNR could
impose specific constraints or mitigations on an ATST project that were
not imposed on previous projects.

The FHNP feels that visual impacts on the Park are negative, significant
and long term. The rendering provided as figure 4-18, shows clearly that
the proposed ATST would result in a significant additional obstruction of
the horizon as viewed from Pu’u Ula’ula in the Park. It also represents a
taller obstruction than any other when observed from this point. The view
of the horizon is critical to anyone wishing to study traditional Hawaiian
navigational techniques. The presence of the ATST would certainly
diminish this capability from the popular viewpoint within the Park.

The data in Fig. 4-29 and 4-30 of the visibility of the ATST at the Mees
and Reber sites shows that while the ATST would not be visible from
current maintained trails, it would be visible from current unmaintained
trails. The Mees site would be visible from portions of the Lau’ula trail,
and the Mees site from both Lau’ula and Mauna Hina unmaintained trails.
The FHNP feels that the addition of an additional man-made structure
visible on the horizon from any wilderness area within Haleakala National
Park diminishes the effectiveness of the Park and violates it charter.

Studies presented in the SDEIS Vol. 1l Appendix N (visitor surveys)
conclude that the presence of the ATST would not negatively impact the
experience of visitors to HALE. This may indeed be true for the majority
of visitors to the Park, specifically that group of visitors who could be
classified as sight-seers. However, the FHNP believes that HALE must
also be preserved for the use of those seeking a wilderness experience and
for those who visit or use the Park for its unique native flora and fauna and
natural environment.

Response:

1.

The commenter is correct, a CDUP has not yet been issued for the
proposed ATST Project. Once a CDUA has been submitted to the DLNR,
the decision will be made by the BLNR; and, as with other facilities in
HO, the CDUP, if issued, would likely impose specific constraints or
mitigations.

In the SDEIS, Figure 4-18 is a photo of the Kolekole Survey Pin. The Pu‘u
‘Ula‘ula rendering was Figure 4-14. The horizon is already obstructed by
natural topography at the proposed Mees site for ATST. Without
considering any of the man-made structures, the rim of Kolekole does not
permit visual line-of-sight to the horizon (sea/sky interface) from Pu’u
Ula’ula in a southwesterly direction. NSF notes, however, that in response
to comments on the SDEIS, Section 4.5 Visual Resources and View Planes
has been revised.

The proposed ATST Project would only be visible on those unmaintained
trails if it were to be built on the Reber Circle site, as shown in Figures. 4-
29 and 4-30 of the SDEIS. The only man-made structures currently visible
from accessible wilderness areas in the crater are the Park Visitor Center
and the Pu’u Ula’ula Overlook, and this would still be the case if the
proposed ATST Project were constructed.

The proposed construction of ATST would eliminate the use of HALE for
the use of those seeking a wilderness experience and for those who visit
the Park for its unique flora and fauna and natural environment. From
those areas where ATST would be visible, there are already man-made
structures visible to the visitor, e.g., at Pu’u Ula’ula and other areas
adjacent to HO. As shown in Viewshed Figs. 4-29 and 4-30 of the SDEIS,
ATST would not be visible from the true wilderness areas of HALE, or
“backcountry” crater and other areas accessible to the public within
HALE. NSF notes that, in response to comments on the SDEIS, NSF has
revised both Sections 4.5 (Visual Resources and View Planes) and 4.6
(Visitor Use and Experience).
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The FHNP concludes that seeing a man-made object on the horizon from a
wilderness area diminishes the wilderness experience. We also believe that
the negative effect is cumulative. That is, an additional or larger or taller
structure has a additional negative impact on the wilderness experience,
even when the new structure represents an addition to an already imperfect
view.,

IMPACT ON BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES OF THE PARK

6.

The SDEIS section 4.18.3 outlines techniques proposed to mitigate the
impact of AIS by trying to prevent their introduction. However, few
human endeavors are executed perfectly, and no provisions have been
stated in the SDEIS to deal with AIS if they do, accidentally, become
introduced. While the proposed monitoring and avoidance techniques are a
partial mitigation, they are insufficient. Some provisions must be included
to deal with the effects of an accidental introduction of non-native plants
or animals. A threefold effort is required that includes; prevention, early
detection and eradication. The FHNP believes that any project should
provide a net conservation benefit when considering the impact on the
natural resources of the Park.

The DEIS describes, at length, the locations and possible impact that the
construction of the ATST may have on the nearby habitat for the “u au.
The FHNP feels that before any construction occur, that a CDUP must be
obtained and that such a permit clearly describe a plan whereby any
actions and activities connected with each phase of the ATST, i.e.
construction, operation and removal, each has a net conservation benefit to
the ‘u‘au population.

With respect to preservation of unique flora and fauna, the on-going
practices to preserve native flora and fauna and to prevent Alien Invasive
Species from entering and proliferating at HO would be expanded to
include extensive monitoring during construction and operation of ATST,
if approved for construction. The details of the mitigation measures to
reduce potential impacts on flora and fauna are described in Section
4.18.3-Biological Resources.

The cumulative effects of the proposed ATST Project is discussed in
Section 4.17-Cumulative Effects to the Affected Environment. Again, as
shown in Figs. 4-29 and 4-30 of the SDEIS, the proposed ATST Project
would not be seen on the horizon from publicly accessible wilderness
areas within HALE, which include the crater and other hiking trails. In
those areas of HALE that do not meet the definition of wilderness area in
accordance with the definition in Section 2 (C) of the Wilderness Act, and
where the proposed ATST Project would be seen, the conclusion that an
addition to an already imperfect view necessarily constitutes a larger
negative effect is acknowledged throughout Section 4.17, where the
cumulative effects for visual impact are major, adverse and long-term.

To accompany the proposed monitoring and avoidance techniques for
ATST, the IfA has implemented a non-native AlS plant eradication
program. The program, which was begun in June 2009, consists of weed
eradication throughout the 18.1 acres of HO by botanical specialists using
hand tools. This process will be repeated semi-annually, so that prevention
and elimination of any accidental introduction of AIS would be
accomplished prior to and during ATST construction, should the proposed
project be approved. Also, as part of the SUP, HALE will require
provisions to be included that address AlS.

Once a CDUA has been submitted to the DLNR, the decision to issue a
CDUP will be made by the BLNR; and, as with other facilities in HO, the
CDURP, if issued, would likely impose specific constraints or mitigation
measures. A copy of the FEIS will be included with the submittal of the
CDUA. The DLNR already has a copy on file of the LRDP, which
mandates mitigation measures for activities at HO.
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ROAD

8.

In all cases it should be made clear that the best practices and mitigation
efforts used to minimize the impact on the Park (in terms of noise, AlS,
road damage, traffic, protection of the fauna and widening of the road near
the entry station) and its users (in terms of traffic) be adhered to in all
phases of the project including; construction, use and removal.
Modifications to the road near the entryway should be removed
immediately after the last wide load is delivered in the construction phase.
If wide or heavy loads must be transported after the end of the
construction phase of the project, then sufficient provisions must be made
at that time to eliminate or repair damage done to the road and any
modifications required to accommodate wide loads should be temporary.
Any changes should provide a net benefit to those who use the road for
access to the Park as well as a net conservation benefit to the Park in terms
of its biological resources.

CULTURAL IMPACT

9.

One of the missions of Haleakala National Park is to preserve the cultural
resources of the Park. Native Hawaiians depend on the preservation of
natural resources in order to perpetuate their culture. The FHNP feels that
the view from the summit and the summit area in general is a sensitive and
sacred cultural resource that deserves protection for the sake of the
Hawaiian culture. The SDEIS discloses that the area “is a very sacred
place for the Kanaka Maoli (Native Hawaiian), past and present.” (p.3-7).
By the nature of its close proximity to the summit, the ATST would
necessarily have an impact on the cultural resources of the Haleakala
National Park. Furthermore, this impact disproportionately and adversely
affects the Native Hawaiian population. The EIS must be revised to
highlight this impact as well the environmental injustice of ATST.

Along with the mitigation measures described in Section 4.18, which
includes mitigation from the LRDP and on-going ‘u‘au monitoring, the
ESA Section 7 Informal Consultation document (Vol. 11, Appendix M)
prepared by USFWS in 2007 contains a number of specific requirements
to avoid or minimize potential effects to ‘ua‘u.

Section 4.18-Mitigation addresses measures to reduce adverse effects on
resources at HALE. These include use of the Park road for the proposed
ATST Project vehicles, biological resources, Visitor Use and Experience,
and cost recovery. NSF and the ATST Project team are collaborating with
HALE on these issues and the Park also recognizes that situations will
likely occur that may warrant reasonable deviation from the mitigation
measures in the SUP. Such situations will be worked out on a case-by-
case basis under the authority of the Park.

The ROI for analyzing impacts on cultural resources includes the summit
area within HALE. See Section 4.2. See also Section 4.2.2, which
expressly addresses impacts on traditional cultural practices that take place
within HALE.
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Received from

: Kahea, 06-22-09

Comment:

NSF's ATST Proposal Would Degrade the

Haleakala Conservation District

1. The summit of Haleakala is protected by state law as a conservation
district, where construction is specifically "discouraged" in order to protect
the unique ecology, landscape, and cultural features of the area.

2. Before construction in a conservation district can even be considered, the
law requires a comprehensive management for the protection of these
resources be adopted by the state Board of Land and Natural Resources.
To ensure that proposed construction does not undermine or frustrate the
ultimate purpose of the conservation district, the law also forbids any
activity that might have "significant, substantial, or adverse" impacts on
the resources of the district.

Response:

1. Presented in the SDEIS in Sections 1.7.2-State Land Use Law, Chapter
205, Hawai‘i Revised Statues and 3.1-Land Use and Existing Activities
state: “The existing State Land Use District for the proposed ATST Project
is designated as Conservation District, General Subzone. The objective of
the General Subzone is to designate open space where specific
conservation uses may not be defined, but where urban use would be
premature. During the past few years, the OCCL within the DLNR has
administered CDUPs for numerous potential uses, among them
astronomical facilities on Haleakala. The proposed ATST Project would be
located in the area of the Conservation District that has been set aside for
astronomical research (HAR813-5-25: Identified land uses in the General
Subzone, which is applicable from R-3 Astronomy Facilities, (D-1)
Astronomy facilities under an approved management plan); and many
facilities conducting astronomy and advanced space surveillance already
exist within HO.”

Mentioned in the SDEIS in Section 1.2-Land Ownership, it states: “In
1961, an Executive Order (EO) by State of Hawai‘i Governor Quinn set
aside 18.166 acres of land on the summit of Haleakala in a place known as
Kolekole to be under the control and management of the IfA for scientific
purposes. The site is known as HO and it is the only such property on
Haleakala specifically designated for such purposes.”

2. The criteria in HAR 13-5-30 are derived from the DLNR. The CDUP
decision will be made by the BLNR, for which the Proposed ATST Project
would require a Board permit.

The Proposed Action conforms to the LRDP, which would serve as the IfA
contribution to any summit master plan. There are more than 25 separate
State, Federal and private entities with interests in the summit area of
Haleakala. IfA is the only one of these entities that has undertaken long-
range planning for the property under its jurisdiction. The LRDP has
specific protocols and measures that ensure orderly and sensitive
development that is designed to be compatible with the intended land-use
and purposes for the 18.166 acres of land under the stewardship of IfA.
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3.

...the SDEIS for the proposal concedes that construction will have a
significant and adverse impact on the resources of the district. Haleakala is
home to many rare and at risk species, including the threatened “ahinahina
and the extremely endangered 'ua'u.

In accordance with HAR 13-5, Exhibit 3, the IfA is preparing a
Management Plan for HO. The MP will consist of a general description of
the land use, ownership, the resources on the property, constraints such as
topography, geology, easements, etc., proposed land uses, environmental
monitoring strategies, and reporting to the DLNR. The decommissioning
and restoration of facilities within HO will also be included in the MP. The
MP will be accompanied by a Programmatic Environmental Assessment.

(See Sections 3.3.3.1-Endangered, Threatened, Listed or Proposed
Avifaunal and Vesper Bat Species and Section 4.18-Mitigation measures
to address effects to biological resources related to construction of the
proposed ATST Project would include more than one approach. First,
coordination with the USFWS to fulfill monitoring, avoidance, and
minimization requirements for endangered species set forth in the USFWS
Section 7 Informal Consultation Document would continue throughout the
construction process. Second, implementation of the BMPs described in
the LRDP would be a rigorous mitigation measure. Third, programmatic
monitoring of the status of biological resources would be accomplished
throughout the construction as detailed below.

The ESA Section 7 Informal Consultation document prepared by USFWS
in 2007 contains a number of specific requirements to avoid or minimize
potential effects to ‘ua‘u at the Mees site during ATST construction. These
include predator control to keep rats from invading nests, invasive species
interdiction and control to prevent unwanted hitchhiking predators from
entering the site, restrictions on heavy construction during nesting season
to avoid noise and vibration, and noise monitoring.

Also, to help minimize potential consequences of construction and
increase the scientific understanding of ‘ua‘u, the NSF has undertaken a
monitoring program (Vol. I, Appendix I-Petrel Monitoring Plan) and
scientific investigation comparing ‘ua‘u activity at burrows and fledgling
success at active burrows located near the proposed ATST Project
construction site, and is working with HALE to locate a control site
located near and below the Haleakala Visitors Center.
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4. Construction of the ATST would require widening the road to the
telescope site, thus destroying significant 'ahinahina habitat.

The only access road to HO is via HALE. This road will not need to be
widened for access to the project site. Section 4.18-Mitigation addresses,
among other things, states: “The Level and Improve Shoulder option
outlined in the “HALE Entrance Station Clearance for ATST Loads”
report prepared by the ATST Project, April 2009, will be allowed to
accommodate wide loads coming through the Park entrance station. This
option must:

1.

Assure that the septic system is adequately protected. The Park
suggests the use of large, heavy gauge metal plates or material of a
similar nature.

Assure that this option is feasible for very heavy loads.

Install a gate or barricade system on the temporarily improved
shoulder to deter Park visitors and staff from driving on it.

This area contains native plants and is neéne habitat. Native plants
should be protected where possible - the Park staff will work with the
ATST Project on this. The construction of the temporarily improved
road shoulder would need to be completed between April and
October to avoid impacts to nesting nene.

When the temporarily improved road shoulder is no longer needed
for the proposed ATST Project, it will need to be fully restored and
rehabilitated to natural conditions. The Park staff will need to review
and approve a restoration/rehabilitation plan to accomplish this
requirement.”

NSF is working closely with HALE on these and other mitigation
measures to reduce adverse effects on individual resources.
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5.

It would also result in serious disturbance to the ground - the structure
will extend 40 feet into the ground - which jeopardizes one of the last two
colonies of the ground-burrowing ‘ua‘u on earth.

The structure of the proposed ATST Project will not extend 40 feet into
the ground. The excavation (pit) required for the ATST foundation would
be as described in Section 2.4.3-Construction Activities and shown in the
figures associated with that section: a circular excavation for a mat
foundation 1-meter (3 ft 3 in) deep and 26.8 m (88 ft) in diameter, with
cylindrical holes extending below that for approximately 21 caissons that
are 1 m (3 ft 3 in) in diameter and maximum of 6 m (20 ft) deep. This
foundation and required excavation is also depicted in Figure 2-12-M3
Engineering, Inc. Drawing of Proposed Foundation System for Telescope
and Enclosure, with a graphic scale in feet included at the bottom right of
the figure.

(See Section 3.3.3.1-Endangered, Threatened, Listed or Proposed
Avifaunal and Vesper Bat Species) The ‘ua‘u, or Hawaiian Petrel, a
Federal- and State-listed endangered bird species, is present in the summit
area. The largest known nesting colony of ‘ua'u is located in and around
HALE. About 30 known burrows are along the southeastern perimeter of
HO and several burrows are northwest of HO (as shown in Figure 3-5 of
this section) with a large number of burrows within two miles of HO.

The ‘ua‘u at HALE is the only population of seabirds in Hawaii’s national
parks that is intensively monitored and managed. Monitoring for ‘ua‘u
distribution and breeding success at HALE occurs annually as part of
regular resource management activities, and has since 1980. ‘Ua‘u in
HALE nest in burrows, most of which are located along the steep cliffs of
the western rim of Haleakala Crater. A recent report states that “There are
currently more than 1,000 known ‘ua‘u burrows at HALE, of which about
60 percent are occupied by ‘ua‘u each year.” ‘Ua‘u are present at
Haleakala from February through October and are absent from November
through January. HALE staff search for new burrows and check existing
burrows periodically while the ‘ua‘u are present (Natividad Bailey, 2009).
These monitoring efforts include burrows located along the Park road
corridor. Figure 3-7 illustrates the location of ‘ua‘u in and around HO. The
closest burrow is approximately 50 feet to the east of the Mees site (Fig. 3-
7, burrow #SC40).
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NSF's ATST Proposal Would Desecrate Religious

and Cultural Practices on Haleakala

6. Traditional and customary Native Hawaiian practices and the sites
associated with them are protected by State and Federal law. NSF
proposes to disregard these legal protections by constructing the 14-story,
100-acre ATST immediately adjacent to significant and actively used
Native Hawaiian cultural sites on Haleakala.

The proposed ATST structure will not rest on 100-acres, nor will it be 14
stories high. (See Section 1.1-Project Location) The proposed ATST
Project would be located within the 18.166-acre HO site at the summit of
Haleakala, County of Maui, Hawai‘i, on approximately 0.86 acres of
undeveloped land. The 0.86 acres includes the leveling area, buildings, and
paved pads (the actual building footprint would be 0.74 acres). Moreover,
taking a modest, reasonable assumption that a story is equal to 12 feet
high, the proposed ATST structure, at 143 feet, could accurately be
characterized as approximately equivalent to a typical 12-story building.

(See Section 3.1.2-Existing Activities) There is no general public access to
HO and “AUTHORIZED ENTRY ONLY" is posted on the sign (Fig. 3-2)
located at the entrance to the facilities. Native Hawaiians, however, are
welcome at any time to enter HO for cultural and traditional practices, as
the sign also indicates.

IfA has provided places for Native Hawaiian cultural practices that had not
previously been available in HO. (See Section 3.2.1-Cultural Resources)
In 2005, in recognition of the cultural importance of Haleakala and in the
spirit of Ho'oponopono (to “make right”), UH contracted Native Hawaiian
stonemasons to erect a West-facing ahu (altar or shrine) within the set-
aside “Area A” (Fig. 3-4 of Section 3.2.1) for Kanaka Maoli religious and
cultural purposes under the LRDP. A Ho‘omahanahana (dedication or
“warming” offering) was held, at which time the ahu was named
Hinala‘anui. In 2006, in the spirit of makana aloha (gift of friendship) for
the proposed project, UH contracted the same Native Hawaiian
stonemasons to erect an East facing ahu near the Mees site, not within a
set-aside. Upon its completion, a Ho‘omahanahana was held and the ahu
was hamed Pa‘ele Ka Ai | Ka Moku. Figure 3-5 also shows the location of
both ahu and Figure 3-5 is a photograph of each ahu. As stated in the
LRDP, Native Hawaiians are welcome to utilize these sites for religious
and cultural purposes, on a non-interference basis with site activities.
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Inadequate Alternatives Analysis

7.

NSF has other, arguably better, options for collecting data about the sun
and weather in space. These include constructing a new telescope in space,
constructing a new telescope at either Big Bear Lake or La Palma, or
remodeling an existing telescope to meet the project objectives. None of
these options are considered in the SDEIS. Instead, the SDEIS only
evaluates two possible sites in the same location, both of which have
nearly identical consequences if the ATST is built there. This is a textbook
example of an inadequate alternatives analysis under the National
Environmental Policy Act. There are several practical alternatives that
have not been evaluated. Without a thorough analysis of alternatives, how
can a decision-maker weigh all of the costs and benefits of a proposal and
come to an informed conclusion about which alternative achieves the
appropriate balance between need and consequence?

Detailed information is provided on site selection and alternatives and can
be found in Sections 1.4.3-Primary Objectives for the Project, 2.2.1-Site
Selection Chronology, 2.3.1-Site Selection in Detail, and Vol. II,
Appendix O-ATST SSWG Final Report.

While there are two potential sites located at HO - the Mees and Reber
Circle Sites — numerous alternative sites for the proposed ATST Project
were considered, as detailed in Section 2.2-Site Selection. Both the La
Palma and Big Bear sites did not meet the scientific objectives for the
proposed ATST Project.

(See 2.4.2- Potential Use of the Mees Solar Observatory Facility)

The existing MSO facility is a 45-year-old concrete block structure of
approximately 5,440 square feet. The building currently houses a telescope
and connecting instrument rooms as well as offices, labs, a shop, kitchen,
and restrooms. A number of burrows of the endangered ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian
petrel or Pterodroma phaeopygia sandwichensis) are located in very close
proximity to the MSO facility and the proposed ATST Mees construction
site. It was determined that removal of the existing MSO facility could
have an adverse impact on the species; and, therefore, it was determined
that there would be less potential for adverse impact by utilizing the
existing MSO facility for the Proposed Action, which would reduce the
need to construct new building space to support some of the construction
and operational requirements.

(See Section 2.3.2- Response to Public Comment Regarding Alternative
Siting on Haleakala) The ATST is designed to measure and understand the
influence of the outer solar atmosphere on the interplanetary space
between the Earth and the Sun. Virtually all of the Sun’s dynamic effects
on the Earth can be traced back to solar magnetic fields and the ATST
would measure these outer fields for the first time.
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The technology simply does not exist anywhere for doing this measurement
from space. While the Japanese/American/British SOLAR-B/Hinode mission
looks on the disk of the Sun for solar flares, its mission is complementary to
the goals of the ATST. We are many decades away from having the technical
capability of launching a solar telescope with the necessary 4-meter mirror,
like the proposed ATST, into space to measure these coronal magnetic fields.
Meanwhile our global communications and the impact of solar changes on
terrestrial climate remain a risk for human civilization while we wait to
understand solar cycle variability. For these reasons, this alternative was not
considered for further analysis.

E-Mail Form Letters

Received from: A list of individuals who submitted an identical comment can be found with the copy of the e-mail form letter following this matrix.

Five E-Mail Form L etters with the Subject titled as:

ATST On Haleakala is Religious Desecration,

In Opposition to Construction on Haleakala,

Please Review Alternative Locations for Telescope Before Building on Haleakala
Think Before Building on Haleakala; and,

Management Plan Required Before Building ATST on Haleakala.

Comments:

1. Public money should not be used to destroy the temples of Native Hawaiians.

2. Alternative sites for this telescope were not even being considered.

3. Construction of the proposed ATST Project ...would likely result in major, adverse, and long-term impacts on the cultural resources of Haleakala.

4. The years of construction and operation so close to this immensely sacred religious site would make it impossible for Native Hawaiian to offer cultural and
religious prayers.

5. No construction should be allowed on Haleakala until a comprehensive, scientifically based, and culturally appropriate management plan is developed for
the conservation District.

6. Just like with Mauna Kea, the University is proposing to construct a 14-story, 100-acre telescope on Haleakala without a management plan.

7. The current DEIS only looks at two sites in the same place.

8. An EIS for La Palma and Big Bear should be completed.

9. All data already collected on solar magnetic activity should be catalogued, studied, and assessed to determine whether the ATST is even necessary.
10. A major colony of the endangered petrel could be harmed because of failure to adequately protect this Conservation District.

Response:
1.  Whether public money should be used for proposed projects is not part of the analysis to be conducted under NEPA.

2. Seventy-two candidate alternative sites for the proposed ATST Project were considered, as detailed in Section 2.2-Site Selection, 2.2.1-Site Selection
Chronology, 2.3.1-Site Selection in Detail, and Vol. Il, Appendix O-ATST SSWG Final Report.
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The construction of the proposed ATST Project would result in major, adverse, and long-term impacts on the cultural resources of the summit area of
Haleakala. The mitigation measures described in Section 4.18 and summarized in Table 4-13 Mitigation Summary would not reduce the intensity of impact.
However, NSF is working closely with the ACHP, the Hawai’i SHPD, HALE, and the other consulting parties through the Section 106 consultation process
to address these adverse effects. To that end, a draft Programmatic Agreement pursuant to Section 106 of the NHPA is now under review by the consulting
parties. Efforts to address adverse effects to Native Hawaiian culture is the cornerstone of this draft document and it is NSF’s intent to have, through such a
Programmatic Agreement, mitigation measures developed and suggested by representatives of the Native Hawaiian Community and other consulting parties
for consideration by NSF.

Currently, there is no general public access to HO and “AUTHORIZED ENTRY ONLY” is posted on a sign located at the entrance to the facilities. Native
Hawaiians, however, are welcome at any time to enter HO for cultural and traditional practices, as the sign also indicates. (See Section 3.1.2-Existing
Activities). In addition, IfA has provided places for Native Hawaiian cultural practices that had not previously been available in HO. (See Section 3.2.1-
Cultural Resources) In 2005, in recognition of the cultural importance of Haleakala and in the spirit of Ho'oponopono (to “make right™), UH contracted
Native Hawaiian stonemasons to erect a West-facing ahu (altar or shrine) within the set-aside “Area A” (See Section 3.2.1) for Kanaka Maoli religious and
cultural purposes under the LRDP. A Ho‘omahanahana (dedication or “warming” offering) was held, at which time the ahu was named Hinala‘anui. In 2006,
in the spirit of makana aloha (gift of friendship) for the proposed project, UH contracted the same Native Hawaiian stonemasons to erect an East facing ahu
near the Mees site, not within a set-aside. Upon its completion, a Ho‘omahanahana was held and the ahu was named Pa‘ele K Ai | Ka Moku. As stated in
the LRDP, Native Hawaiians are welcome to utilize these sites for religious and cultural purposes, on a non-interference basis with site activities.

The Proposed Action conforms to the LRDP, which would serve as the IfA contribution to any summit master plan. There are more than 25 separate State,
Federal and private entities with interests in the summit area of Haleakala. IfA is the only one of these entities that has undertaken long-range planning for
the property under its jurisdiction. The LRDP has specific protocols and measures that ensure orderly and sensitive development that is designed to be
compatible with the intended land-use and purposes for the 18.166 acres of land under the stewardship of IfA. In accordance with HAR 13-5, Exhibit 3, the
IfA is preparing a MP for HO. The Management Plan will consist of a general description of the land use, ownership, the resources on the property,
constraints such as topography, geology, easements, etc., proposed land uses, environmental monitoring strategies, and reporting to the DLNR. The
decommissioning and restoration of facilities within HO will also be included in the MP. The MP will be accompanied by a Programmatic Environmental
Assessment (PEA). The LRDP and MP, along with the PEA, will comprehensively address planning, monitoring, and reporting for the 18.166 acres of HO
and will comply fully with Exhibit 3 of HAR 13-5.

The telescope will not be a 100-acre telescope. Haleakala High Altitude Observatories (HO) site is on 18.166 acres of State of Hawai‘i Conservation District
land. The IfA will comply with Hawai‘i Administrative Rules (HAR) Chapter 13: Department of Land and Natural Resources (DLNR), Subtitle 1:
Administration, Chapter 5: Conservation District. The proposed structure will not be a 100-acre ATST. In Section 1.1-Project Location it states: “The
proposed ATST Project would be located within the 18.166-acre HO site at the summit of Haleakala, County of Maui, Hawai‘i, on approximately 0.86 acres
of undeveloped land. The 0.86 acres includes the leveling area, buildings, and paved pads (the actual building footprint would be 0.74 acres).”

While there are two potential sites located at HO - the Mees and Reber Circle Sites — numerous alternative sites for the proposed ATST Project were
considered, as detailed in Section 2.2-Site Selection.

Both the La Palma and Big Bear sites did not meet the scientific objectives for the proposed ATST Project and, thus, were not carried forward for further
analysis under NEPA.
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10.

The type of data on solar magnetic activity that the proposed ATST Project would collect, using the technology proposed for the ATST, has not yet been

collected by other solar observing telescopes around the world. Moreover, the need for the proposed ATST Project was identified and articulated by the
scientific community.

See Section 3.3.3.1-Endangered, Threatened, Listed or Proposed Avifaunal and VVesper Bat Species. Along with the mitigation measures described in
Section 4.18-Mitigation, which includes mitigation from the LRDP and on-going ‘u‘au monitoring, the ESA Section 7 Informal Consultation document
(\Vol. 11, Appendix M) prepared by USFWS in 2007 contains a number of specific requirements to avoid or minimize potential effects to ‘ua‘u.
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Received from: National Parks Conservation Association, 06-22-09

Comment:

Failure to Comply with National Environmental Policy Act

1. Site selection discussion does not explain the analysis of how the
Haleakala site became the final and only location for ATST. The existing
analysis does not provide a full analysis of the final three sites nor does it
provide a clear justification and comparative analysis of “trade-offs”.

1.

Detailed information is provided on site selection and alternatives and can
be found in Sections 1.4.3-Primary Objectives for the Project, 2.2.1-Site
Selection Chronology, 2.3.1-Site Selection in Detail, and Vol. II,
Appendix O-ATST SSWG Final Report.

While there are two potential sites located at HO - the Mees and Reber
Circle Sites — numerous alternative sites for the proposed ATST Project
were considered, as detailed in Section 2.2-Site Selection. Both the La
Palma and Big Bear sites did not meet the scientific objectives for the
proposed ATST Project.

(See 2.4.2- Potential Use of the Mees Solar Observatory Facility)

The existing MSO facility is a 45-year-old concrete block structure of
approximately 5,440 square feet. The building currently houses a telescope
and connecting instrument rooms as well as offices, labs, a shop, kitchen,
and restrooms. A number of burrows of the endangered ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian
petrel or Pterodroma phaeopygia sandwichensis) are located in very close
proximity to the MSO facility and the proposed ATST Mees construction
site. It was determined that removal of the existing MSO facility could
have an adverse impact on the species; and, therefore, it was determined
that there would be less potential for adverse impact by utilizing the
existing MSO facility for the Proposed Action, which would reduce the
need to construct new building space to support some of the construction
and operational requirements.

(See Section 2.3.2- Response to Public Comment Regarding Alternative
Siting on Haleakala) The ATST is designed to measure and understand the
influence of the outer solar atmosphere on the interplanetary space
between the Earth and the Sun. Virtually all of the Sun’s dynamic effects
on the Earth can be traced back to solar magnetic fields and the ATST
would measure these outer fields for the first time.
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Failure to Comply with the Endangered Species Act

2.

The SDEIS fails to comply in several ways in addressing the evaluation
and impacts of this project on threatened and endangered species in
Haleakala.” The Section 7 consultation with the U.S. Fish & Wildlife
Service (USFWS) needs to be re-opened.

The SDEIS does not clearly state, as required in the informal Section 7
consultation, that if a petrel or néné is “harmed or killed as a result of
ATST construction activities, the Service would be contacted immediately
and that work action would cease until we have formally addressed the
cause for the take.

3. Acurrent survey is needed to determine if new burrows are found near the

proposed construction site. The last map shown is dated 2005.

3.

The technology simply does not exist anywhere for doing this
measurement from space. While the Japanese/American/British SOLAR-
B/Hinode mission looks on the disk of the Sun for solar flares, its mission
is complementary to the goals of the ATST. We are many decades away
from having the technical capability of launching a solar telescope with
the necessary 4-meter mirror, like the proposed ATST, into space to
measure these coronal magnetic fields. Meanwhile our global
communications and the impact of solar changes on terrestrial climate
remain a risk for human civilization while we wait to understand solar
cycle variability. For these reasons, this alternative was not carried
forward for further analysis.

Sections 3.3.3.1-Endangered, Threatened, Listed or Proposed Avifaunal
and Vesper Bat Species, 4.3-Biological Resources, and 4.17.6-Biological
Resources, provides detailed information addressing effects of endangered,
threatened, proposed, and candidate species at HO and along the Park road
corridor.

(See Section 4.17.6-Biological Resources) During Informal Consultation
with the USFWS, it was determined that construction of the proposed
ATST Project is not likely to adversely affect ‘ua‘u or neng with the
implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 4.18-
Mitigation. Formal consultation would take place in the event that
Incidental Take was to occur in the future, which would include killing,
injury, capture, or relocation that are incidental to the construction
activities. The findings of the Informal Consultation that specify how the
efforts agreed to for the proposed ATST Project have reduced potentially
adverse effects for the ‘ua‘u and néné to a level of discountable effects for
these species. In combination with past, present and reasonably
foreseeable future actions within the summit area, this would be
considered a minor, adverse, and long-term effect.

Figure 3-6-Petrel Burrows Near Summit of Haleakala and Figure 3-7-
Petrel Burrows In and Around HO Property are current.
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4. Nighttime construction activities during the nesting season especially from
passing large tucks may cause next abandonment and/or mortality of
chicks due to abandonment.

5. The entrance station shoulder construction occurs in endangered néné
habitat. Potential loss and impact from this activity need to be addressed.
A Section 7 consultation with USFWS for the entrance station road
shoulder construction should be conducted.

6. The summary of effects needs to include information on nene and bats.

Failure to Adequately Address Visitor Experience and Visual Resources

7. We disagree with the conclusion that the effects on visitor use and
experience is moderate.” “The direct and indirect impact this project will
have on visual resources needs to be addressed. More information is
needed about the basis of the qualitative evaluation. An independent social
science study is necessary to properly evaluate the qualitative range of
acceptable, minimally acceptable, and unacceptable visual conditions for
the summit of Haleakala.

Section 4.18-Mitigation addresses mitigation measures to address effects
to biological resources related to construction of the proposed ATST
Project and would include more than one approach. First, coordination
with the USFWS to fulfill monitoring, avoidance, and minimization
requirements for endangered species set forth in the USFWS Section 7
Informal Consultation Document would continue throughout the
construction process. Second, implementation of the BMPs described in
the LRDP would be a rigorous mitigation measure. Third, programmatic
monitoring of the status of biological resources would be accomplished
throughout construction as detailed in Section 4.18.

NSF is working collaboratively with HALE on the mitigation measures
addressed in Section 4.18. Specifically in this section, under the heading:
Entrance Station, Item 4 states: “This area contains native plants and is
néné habitat. Native plants should be protected where possible - the Park
staff will work with the ATST Project on this. The construction of the
temporarily improved road shoulder would need to be completed between
April and October to avoid impacts to nesting neng.”

Sections 3.3.3.1-Endangered, Threatened, Listed or Proposed Avifaunal
and Vesper Bat Species, 4.3-Biological Resources, and 4.17.6-Biological
Resources, details information on néng and bats and addresses effects of
reasonably foreseeable future actions on biological resources, including
endangered, threatened, proposed, and candidate species.

The direct and indirect impact of the proposed ATST Project on visual
resources (Section 4.5-Visual Resources and View Planes) has been
revised to provide more information about the basis for the qualitative
evaluation of these impacts, as determined by industry standard methods.
The terms acceptable, minimally acceptable, and unacceptable visual
conditions, are do not compromise a standard evaluative range by which to
assess visual conditions for the summit of Haleakala.
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The ROI analyzed in Chapter 4 does not match the ROI for this topic in
Chapter 3 (pp. 3-45 to 3-47). ROI in Chapter 4 should be confined to
Haleakala NP and the Skyline Drive Trail outside of Haleakala NP which
are the primary visitor use and experience areas at the summit of
Haleakala. This section does not analyze the impacts during construction
and operations phase of the proposed project on the visitor experience.

There are no quantitative or qualitative differences between the Mees site
and Reber Circle site when you compare Figure 4-29 with 4-30 and Figure
4-14 and 4-34.

Section 3.6-Visitor Use and Experience (SDEIS pp. 3-45 to 3-37)
addresses the affected environment of visitors at HALE. Section 4.6-
Visitor Use and Experience focuses primarily on the affected visitors at
HALE and briefly discusses what the experience may be from HO or
greater Maui. Section 4.6- Visitor Use and Experience offers a broader
focus by describing portions of landmass of Maui, and other areas within
HALE (including the Park road corridor) from which structures at HO are
visible. The Visitor Use and Experience section further relates these
experiences and impacts to visual resources, soundscape, and traffic that
may have an effect on visitor use or experience within this ROI. This
Section has been revised to further describe the impacts on the visitor
experience, including those resulting from the construction and operation
phases of the proposed ATST Project. Specifically, in response to
comments on the SDEIS, both the noise and view plane impacts on the
visitor experience are described more fully within Section 4.6 (Visitor Use
and Experience).

The SDEIS distinguishes between the visual effects of ATST at the two
locations because there are both qualitative and quantitative differences
between the Mees Site and Reber Circle site with respect to visual effects
from any viewing location outside of HO. Quantitatively, as described in
Section 4.5.4 of the SDEIS, the Reber Circle site would result in the
“greatest possible exposure” to both the construction process and
operations of the proposed ATST Project. This is due to three factors: 1)
Reber Circle is in a central and higher topographic location within HO
than the Mees site, 2) ATST would be some 200 feet closer to HALE
viewing locations than at the Mees site, and, 3) unlike the Mees Site, there
would be a lack of any terrain shielding between the viewer and the
proposed ATST Project from more locations within HALE and the general
Maui community. In particular, from Reber Circle the ATST “would
appear closer and larger” from areas within HALE such as the Pu‘u
Ula‘ula (Red Hill) Overlook and other areas shown in Figure 4-30 of the
SDEIS from which it would be seen. As stated in the SDEIS, for those
who prefer not to see man-made structures in the summit area, neither
alternative would pose less than a major adverse impact. For others, the
Mees site offers less substantial consequences on visual resources.
Section 4.5 has been revised in the FEIS to provide more clarification.
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10. The 2007 visitor survey is an inaccurate assessment. It fails to address key

11.

12.

issues such as why people visit Haleakala NP, viewsheds, wilderness and
damage to cultural sites and values. Remove the 2007 visitor survey due to
irrelevant and inaccurate data.

The conclusion that the proposed project would have a negligible, long-
term effect on traffic subsection is not supported.” “The analysis of traffic
on visitor use and experience should include not only impacts from the
increase in vehicular traffic but the type of vehicles on the road.

There needs to be a complete and qualitative evaluation on the impacts to
the visual resources, soundscapes and impacts from added construction
traffic, including slow moving, wide-loads to the visitor experience.

10. The purpose of the 2007 Visitor Survey was not to address why people

11.

12.

visit HALE, viewsheds, wilderness, and damage to cultural sites and
values. The specific objectives of the survey were to: 1) To measure
current reaction to the Park among a cross-section of visitors, 2) To
measure visitor reaction to the addition of a large solar observatory in the
adjacent Haleakala High Altitude Observatory site; and, 3) To provide
other information that may be useful in evaluating visitor reaction to the
proposed ATST. As such, the survey results indicated that the visitor’s
experience includes the Haleakala High Altitude Observatory site and
those who mentioned the Observatories in their comments were no less
likely to have valued their time at the Park. Visitors surveyed were shown
a rendering of the proposed facility that became SDEIS Figure 4-14, and
most people surveyed expressed an indifference regarding whether the new
observatory is built. This survey is not intended to imply more about the
visitor experience than what was presented in the survey.

As stated in Section 4.9.2-Evaluation of Potential Effects at the Preferred
Mees Site, the Park road corridor would continue to be utilized for access
to the proposed ATST Project during its full operational lifetime. Any
necessary mitigation measures related to this use, such as continued
carpooling by ATST staff, advance notification and approval of occasional
large or heavy loads, compliance with established procedures for
transportation of HAZMAT, etc. would be arranged with HALE pursuant
to an SUP. Given these measures, and the fact that additional ATST-
related traffic would be minimal in comparison with normal Park traffic as
documented in the FHWA Road Report and as calculated above
(maximum of 1.4 percent increase on State Route 378 and continuing into
the Park), there would be negligible, adverse, and long-term effects on the
Park road from operation of the proposed ATST Project.

The qualitative evaluations of impacts to visual resources and noise have
been revised to better explain the rationale behind the assignment of
impact intensity to those resources at various locations. The impacts to
visitor experience from added construction traffic are explained in detail in
Sections 4.6.2- and 4.9.2-Evaluation of Potential Effects at the Preferred
Mees Site.
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Failure to Adequately Address Cultural and Historic Resources
13. Complete an analysis of impacts from construction traffic that exceed load
limits on the Haleakala road.

14. Add analysis on how proposed mitigation measure would lessen the
impacts to the cultural resources in the Park.

13.

14.

Section 2.4.3-Construction Activities, addresses construction traffic; and,
specifically the total number of truck and automobile trips that are
anticipated to be required over the 7-year construction, integration, and
commissioning phases is described in Table 2-4-Anticipated Major Use of
the Road for Construction of the Proposed ATST Project. Within the table,
footnote item 5 states: “The exact dimensions and weights of potentially
wide and heavy loads would not be fully determinable until contracts with
vendors and fabricators are in progress. Limitations on maximum loads
would be stipulated in their contracts. For this analysis, the ATST
engineers have estimated that the maximum width of a load would not
exceed 10 m (32 feet 10 inches) and the maximum weight would not
exceed 40 tons, plus the weight of the truck. These estimates were
conveyed to the FHWA to be factored into the Park road study.”

The ATST Project is working collaboratively with HALE in establishing
mitigation measures for use of the Park road during the project
construction, if approved. These mitigation measures include load limits,
wide loads, the entrance station, underground utilities, pre- and post-
project documentation, and traffic controls. (See Section 4.18-Mitigation.

(See Sections 4.2-Cultural, Historic, and Archeological Resources and
4.2.5-Summary of Effects on Cultural, Historic, and Archeological
Resources). Effects on the cultural resources within the summit area of the
Park are anticipated to major and adverse and, within the Park road
corridor, are expected to be minor, adverse, and long-term. (A further
analysis of the impacts is set forth in Section 4.2.2.)

(Section 4.18-Mitigation) NSF is working closely with the ACHP, the
Hawai’i SHPD, HALE, and the other consulting parties to prepare a final
Programmatic Agreement pursuant to Section 106 of the NHPA. A draft
Programmatic Agreement is currently under review by the consulting
parties. Mitigation requiring a Cultural Specialist is included as a
component of this document as is an off-site mitigation proposal to
develop, with input from the Native Hawaiian community, an educational
program at Maui Community College designed to address the intersection
between traditional cultural practices and science. To that end, in Section
4.2, NSF has committed to provide funding for such a program if the
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proposed ATST Project is approved. This proposed educational program
was suggested by Native Hawaiian Organizations and individuals who
believe that it addresses the harm to cultural resources resulting from the
proposed ATST Project. See Section 5.0-Notification, Public
Involvement, and Consulted Parties. Likewise, mitigation measures, such
as those required by HALE as part of the SUP are intended to protect the
historic Park road, bridge, and culverts, and are included in the draft
Programmatic Agreement. Further mitigation is also included in the draft
Programmatic Agreement currently under review by the consulting parties.
All mitigation measures included in that document were presented by the
consulting parties as measures that will mitigate impacts to cultural and
historic resources.
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E-Mail Form Letters

Received from:
E-Mail Form Letters with the Subject titled as: Haleakala ATST SDEIS
A list of individuals who submitted an identical comment can be found following this matrix with the copy of the e-mail form letter.

Comments:

1. This SDEIS does not adequately address the adverse effects this site might have on Haleakala National Park, which was created to protect the natural
wonders of Hawaii and the rich cultural Heritage of the American people.

2. | feel the analysis in the Visual Resources and View Plane of the SDEIS needs to be improved so that it more carefully considers impacts on changing the
vistas of the park. More information is needed about the basis of the qualitative evaluation.” An independent social science study is necessary for qualitative
evaluation.

3. The construction phase would vastly change the visitor experience by changing the natural sounds and safe access to the park.

4. Concerned with the conclusion that the project would have a minor, beneficial, long-term effect on visitor experience if a tour of the facility is offered.

Response:

1. The comment is overly broad and vague and, thus, NSF is unable to provide a specific response. NSF points out, however, that impacts on the resources of
HALE that fall within the ROI for each resource, including the visitor experience, were addressed and analyzed throughout the document. These analyses
can be found under each resource subsection.

2. Your comment is noted and Section 4.5 (Visual Resources and View Planes) has been revised accordingly.
3. Your comment is noted and Section 4.6 (Visitor Use and Experience) has been revised accordingly.
4. The question in the 2007 Visitors Survey regarding whether a visitor would be interested in a tour of the proposed ATST Project was posed to gauge how

strongly those surveyed feel about returning to HALE if a tour of the facility were to be available. There are no plans to offer tours to the proposed ATST
Project at this juncture, and, thus, the FEIS has been revised accordingly.
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E-Mail Form Letters With Added Personal Text of Concerns About Biological Resources

Received from: E-Mail Form Letters with the Subject titled as: Haleakala ATST SDEIS

Ann Dannhauer

"I wonder if the impact on the nene bird, unique to Hawaii, has been addressed?"
"l think it's more important to protect the planet we have than to keep searching for new ones. "

Bonnie MacRaith

"Please don't chose an environmentally sensitive area for building such a monstrosity!"

Chere Negaard

"A telescope is important too, but the environment should not be sacrificed to install one."

Connie Crusha

"I saw a small group of Hawaiian nenes on the road up to Haleakala. This is a special place and it deserves special
protection."

Keoki Kanaokai

"Do you know how many nesting sites exist for the Hawaiian Petrel? There is far too little known about this endangered
creature to put it at any additional risk. The increased lighting during construction alone would cause unacceptable harm to
these birds. Projects like these will ensure that Hawaii remains the extinction capitol of the US, and sets very poor example
for the rest of the world."

Laura Manning

"l am not against the project, but | do believe a full environmental impact review must be done prior to approval. The
habitat at Haleakala is just too sensitive."

Linda Geist "l visited the wonder of Haleakala in 1971 and was in awe of the vastness crater and its untouched natural and magical
surroundings with the unique silversword plants on its rim and steeped in traditions. Therefore | add my voice to this plea."
Lisa Perrine "...for the enjoyment of future generations (National Park Organic Act). | have visited this site and it is, indeed, an amazing

place. It's ecology, however, is extremely fragile; many of the plants and animals native there are already imperiled."

Lynn Barker

"Science is great and having been to the top of this beautiful mountain | realize how clear and great it is for observation of
the universe.. but.. please don't destroy some of the most rare plants and creatures right here on earth to do this!!!"

Mike Vandeman

"Wildlife MUST be given top priority, because they can't protect themselves from us."

Patricia Madsen

"Careful consideration needs to be given to protecting plants and native habitats of this special place for our children and
grandchildren to enjoy." ("plants and native habitats" is additional wording above

Peter Shaw

"I've been up that mountain (and down on a bike ride, separate trip), and it is gorgeous. We don't need an observatory
messing with that unique and fragile ecosystem."

Response: See Sections 3.3, 4.3, 4.17.6, and 4.18 for detailed discussion on the biological resources in the affected area and the anticipated impacts to them as a

result of the proposed ATST Project.
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E-Mail Form Letters With Added Personal Text of Concerns About Construction

Received from: E-Mail Form Letters with the Subject titled as: Haleakala ATST SDEIS

Dale Deneweth "A guarantee that no more light pollution will occur via the construction of houses, motels,the overpopulation of Maui and
surrounding islands, etc. should be made prior to construction of the ATST. If that guarantee cannot be made or if the ATST is
not effected by ambient light produced by human activity then it can be built anywhere other than the sacred Haleakala
mountain top."

Susan Kirchoff "I have great confidence that you can find smart people to design this site in a way that fits in with the mountain. Be smart. "

Response: See Section 2.3 (Alternatives Considered But Removed from Further Examination) for a detailed discussion of the appropriateness of Haleakala as a
site that meets the scientific needs of the proposed ATST Project. Please also see Section 2.4.3 (Construction Activities) for specific information regarding how

the proposed ATST Project would be constructed.

E-Mail Form Letters With Added Personal Text of Concerns About Cultural, Historical, and Archeological Resources

Received from: E-Mail Form Letters with the Subject titled as: Haleakala ATST SDEIS

Cheyne Cumming

Craig Woempner

"...created to protect the natural wonders of Hawaii and the rich cultural heritage of the Hawaiian/American people.
"It seems to me that the scientific community, with all it's intelect, could surely find another worthy site for a telescope."

Dorinda Kelley

"This land belongs to the people, not to you. how dare you come in and take away the sacred place. Tell us how you are
going to handle this situation."

Graeme Kinsey

"As one who has visited Haleakala and hiked within its beautiful inner areas | appreciate its spiritual impact on a person
whether native Hawaiian or not."

miriam paisner

"We amerioans have helped to destroy the native Hawaiians with OUR WAY, since 1821 when the first New England
missionaries arrived. Since then, it's been our goal to make them our own. The kanaka maoli culture and people are a
beautiful race and culture; It's time for the them speakup to stop this constant RAPE of their island home (or for others to
speakup for them. | have seen the SILVER SWORDS blooming and there is nothing like it. Please do not develop anything on
Maui!!! ka pumehana o ke aloha aka pumehana 3250 Oneal cir h-24 boulder colorado 80301 "

Sunny Holmes

"I would also add, certainly not the least concern, that this site is very sacred to the Hawaiian people who are the true
caretakers of this land. It would be another major affront to the rights of indigeneous people to build this facility. These
islands were taken over against their will. Let us not insult them further. Many of us do enjoy their culture, their dance,
music, etc. Let's show them respect by respecting their sacred sites."

William Schmonsees

"l own property on Maui and do not want this beautiful island to be further desecrated."

Response: See Sections 3.2, 4.2, 4.17.5, and 4.18 for detailed discussion on the cultural resources located within the area and the impacts to them that are

anticipated as a result of the proposed ATST Project. Please also see Sections 3.3 (Biological Resources) and 4.3 (Biological Resources) for a detailed discussion

on existing biological resources in the area and the anticipated impacts to them as a result of the proposed ATST Project.
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E-Mail Form Letters With Added Personal Text of Concerns About Haleakala National Park

Received from: E-Mail Form Letters with the Subject titled as: Haleakala ATST SDEIS

Ellen Thro "The Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) for the Advanced Technology Solar Telescope (ATST)
Haleakala High Altitude Observatory Site doesn't adequately address the adverse effects this site might have on Haleakala
National Park. These include habitats of endangered plant and animal species. Examples are the viewscapes, from the Pu'u
Ula'ula..." "Is a minor benefit worth this large of an impairment to the visitor experience? | don't think so, especially since
the telescopes within the observatory site are not even open to the public."..."Finally, it is our moral obligation to protect
this special place as a legacy to our planet's history and our species' connection to it. Thank you."

Jennifer Hisrich "I do think telescopes are important and | know they are hard to site. But please consider the primary purpose of this park to
be a wild area rather than just government land."

Louise Clark "l enjoyed hiking across the crater and down the side of Haleakala about twenty years ago with my family. | hope other
families will have the opportunity in the future to experience my same joy of discovery."

Marsha Kidd "We must be very careful with anything that effects our National Parks. Please look at this issue closely."

Richard Nichols "Leave this park alone. I've hiked it and it deserves full and complete protection."

Richard Saretsky "l am writing to oppose the Advanced Technology Solar Telescope Haleakala High Altitude Observatory Site. This SDEIS does

not adequately address the adverse effects this site will have on Haleakala National Park, which was created to protect the
natural wonders of Hawaii and heritage for the benefit of the American people. Is no place in Hawaii sacred? Must every
high elevation site be topped with some sort of building related to astronomy? If there is no other place that can be found
suitable for a telescope, then perhaps the project should be abandoned. Sacrificing national park quality is not the answer. A
14-story high telescope complex does not belong adjacent to a national park. Its presence would destroy the national park
ambiance while becoming nothing more than a visual eyesore. The park?s scenic resources would be severely impaired.
Noise, dust and construction activity would contribute to a negative visitor experience. The DEIS does not do an adequate
analysis necessary to evaluate the impacts on the park environment by construction activity, future visual conditions as well
on overall visitors experience. Surely the presence of such a large structure will have more than a minor impact on the park
Thomas Danfield  ["I would expect an organization steeped in science to understand the need to explain how they plan to prevent impairment
of Haleakala's resources with their proposal for a high altitude observatory. | would also expect to hear why those
observatory facilities on the Big Island are not adaptable to the future needs of the foundation."

Toni Leonetti "Haleakala National Park is one of the most beautiful treasures in America."

Victoria Hartman  |"Consequently | oppose the placement of the Advanced Technology Solar Telescope (ATST)on Haleakala. There is no way
that the placement of such a modern, 14 story building can add to the wonder of the Haleakala. This SDEIS does not
adequately address the adverse effects this site might have on Haleakala National Park, which was created to protect the
natural wonders of Hawaii and the rich cultural heritage of the Hawai'in people. Careful consideration needs to be given to
protecting this special place for our children and grandchildren to enjoy. "

William Crane "l have been backpacking and hiking in Haleakala crater since 1975."

Response: The impacts on the resources of HALE that fall within the ROI for each resource, including the visitor experience, were addressed and analyzed
throughout the document. These analyses can be found under each resource subsection. Please also note that, in response to comments on the SDEIS, Section
4.5 (Visual Resources and View Planes) and Section 4.6 (Visitor Use and Experience) have been revised accordingly.
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E-Mail Form Letters With Added Personal Text of Concerns About Site Selection

Received from: E-Mail Form Letters with the Subject titled as: Haleakala ATST SDEIS

Brian Levin "Were there other locations considered? If not, why not? If so, what were the factors against them?"

Charles Baird "Hey, what's wrong with the country of Chile? This would help their economy too. "

Claudia Freeman "I KNOW I DO NOT WANT TO SEE A 14-STORY ANYTHING PROFILED HERE. FIND ANOTHER PLACE FOR IT. HAWAII MUST BE
PROTECTED AT ALL COSTS."

Diana B. Miller "I live on the island of Hawaii'i and | am appalled that anyone would consider putting a structure of this size on the summit

of Haleakala."

Ellen Yurek "l am a scientist and a lover of nature, and understand the value of information which can be obrtained from the proposed
Advanced Technology Solar Telescope (ATST) Haleakala High Altitude Observatory. But the decision to place it on this
amazingly diverse and unique mountain needs to be made balanced with knowledge of its impact which shoudl| be gained
from a thorough Environmental Impact Statement."

Francis Hagan "Instead of screwing up a National Park, why can't you join the rest of the astronomers atop Mauna Kea? The peak of Mauna
Kea is well above most of the atmosphere. Super viewing, super radio wave detection, a true super site."

Gary pollock "Why not put 10 of the 14 stories under ground and create an awesome area surrounding the platform for visitors?"

Jeffrey Paul "As a physician and scientist | understand the importance of this telescope. However | am asking you to reconsider your

LaGasse M.D. location. | have visited Haleakala numerous times. | have been awestruck by sunrise in the frigid air and the dew on the
unearthly silverswords. Please address these concerns below, or relocate this project. Thank You"

Jerry Broadbent "Why there. There are two other mountains taller than Haleakala and not so popular. This mountain is sacred as it should
be."

Judy Ginn Ah, come on. Don't wreck the rim of the crater. Put the buildings down lower on the side. What possible difference could
500 feet down the side make?

KAY GiLLILAND "No organization has had more positive effect on causes | care about, notably math education, than NSF, so | am positively

disposed to NSF proposals. However, | truly question why this facility should be built on Maui when Mauna Kea is already a
site devoted to scientific experimentation. Why not put this new construction on Mauna Kea on the island of Hawai'i?"

Marian Isaac "Put this 14 story thing in your own yard. Don't destroy the Haleakala site. Such a proposal is blatantly irresponsible."
Peter Munoz-Cowan "Seriously, sir, build this telescope somewhere else!"

Philips Salomone "build it somewhere else. Say, the desert. Idiot cretins. "

Rita Moore "This does not seem to be an appropriate place for an obsevatory. The adverse environmental impact are too great."
Shira Nahari | am writing to express serious concerns | have regarding the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS)

for the Advanced Technology Solar Telescope (ATST) Haleakala High Altitude Observatory Site. This SDEIS does not
adequately address the adverse effects this site "There simply must be another place for the propose project!"

Twila Souers "This is not an appropriate site for this project. The Haleakala National Park preserves the natural beauty of the landscape
and the rich cultural heritage of the Hawaiian people for all time. A project of this magnitude would have a very damaging

effect on the park. There isn't any way to mitigate the effects of major construction on this site. Careful consideration needs
to be given to protecting this special place for all the world to enjoy."

UWE FREYER "WHY DONT THEY BUILT IT NEXT TO THE KECK TELESCOPE ON MAUNA KEA? THEN THEY CAN LEAVE MAUI ALONE? AND ALL THE
SCIENTIST CAN EXCHANGE THEIR FINDINGS OVER LUNCH AT THE CAFETERIA. "

Response: See Section 2.0- Proposed ATST Project and Alternatives for detailed discussions about site selection. .Please also note that, in response to comments
on the SDEIS, Section 4.5 (Visual Resources and View Planes) and Section 4.6 (Visitor Use and Experience) have been revised accordingly.
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E-Mail Form Letters With Added Personal Text of Concerns About the Purpose of the Proposed ATST Project

Received from: E-Mail Form Letters with the Subject titled as: Haleakala ATST SDEIS

E James Archer

"I would be especially interested in learning what new data is expected from the Haleakala ATST that is not available from
the Kitt Peak facility in Arizona. Or might be obtained from that facility following an upgrading."

Paul Marcus

"I am generally in favor of construction of scientific projects such as telescopes, but feel that construction on unique and
fragile sites requires the utmost care and planning and perhaps some compromises in the scientific mission."

| Response: See Section 1.4-Project Summary for detailed discussions about the purpose and need for the Proposed ATST Project.

E-Mail Form Letters With Added Personal Text of Support for Project

Received from: E-Mail Form Letters with the Subject titled as: Haleakala ATST SDEIS

Gary Sanchez

| am writing to express my support for the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) for the Advanced
Technology Solar Telescope (ATST) Haleakala High Altitude Observatory Site. Thank you for considering my comments.

Jack Romanski

"Hello, good people. This is not your typical polemic form letter. | love Hawaii and Maui and also Haleakala, which | have
admired up close and in person. | think there is room for both the National Park and the Advanced Technology Solar Telescope
up there on that broad summit. Recent changes in solar activity may well trump human attempts to control the temperature of
the planet, as has happened uncountable times in our planet's past. It's happening again, now, and it might very well behoove
our species to keep a big advanced technology eye on our local star, now. While we all focus on global warming and carbon
dioxide control, we may actually be facing an ice age. It would be good to know, and this instrument would shed light on that
very question. | look forward to seeing the first pictures in Sky and Telescope magazine. Thank you for considering my views in
this matter. " (deleted ENTIRE form letter)

Marsha Penner

"I'am a big believer in the importance of science and the support that should be given to scientific research. But | am also a big
supporter of the environment and of the importance of preserving our natural resources. Fortunately, these two issues do not
need to be in conflict, and we can find ways to promote both for the betterment of our country and our citizens."

roy adsit

"I support a new and powerful scope, but please be careful."

Stephen Roth

"l am an amateur astronomer and | am all FOR building a new telescope in Hawaii. Thank you for considering my comments."

| Response: Thank you for your comments, which are noted.
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Received from: E-Mail Form Letters with the Subject titled as: Haleakala ATST SDEIS

Alex Fraser

"I SPENT SOME HAPPY WEEKS WITH MY SON JASON AND HIS LADY, SOME YEARS AGO, ON THEIR HOME ON THE RING OF THIS
VOLCANO. PLEASE CONSIDER CAREFULLY THE CHANGES YOU ARE CONTEMPLATING."

Barbara Ganschow

"Please keep this a visually stunning site in its desolate beauty. We are limited to so few sacred open volcanoes." (continue with
form letter)

Benjamin Ward

"I have been to Maui, but not to the crater yet. I, like many people who hope to visit the national gem, would like to be assured
(by research and facts) that it will remain unmarred for our eventual visit. Ben form letter follows: ---------==-=------

Bruce Foster

"Additional development at the summit of Haleakala violates the stated purpose of a national park. Another facility will degrade
the experience of park visitors, especially during the construction, but also long term by interfering with the views of and from
the park."

Carla Cicchi

"The park should be protected and kept as it is now for the natural inhabitants -- the animal life and for Maui's residents, and
visitors. The EPA is supposed to protect areas, not help destroy them."

Carole Ehrhardt

"I visit Maui every year and Haleakala is a favorite destination for me and for many others. | think you need to rethink your plans
for building a 14 story telescope there, as it is not part of the natural beauty of the park. People visit the park for nature and not
for viewing through a telescope. At present the public does not have access to the telescope and | do not think this a majorissue
for those visiting the park. They visit to see nature, the sunset or sunrise. Others bike down the mountain. But this a a National
Park and it is there for future generations as a park. "

Christopher Lish

"National parks and reserves are an integral aspect of intelligent use of natural resources. It is the course of wisdom to set aside
an ample portion of our natural resources as national parks and reserves, thus ensuring that future generations may know the
majesty of the earth as we know it today.' -- John F. Kennedy"

"In permitting the sacrifice of anything that would be of the slightest value to future visitors to the convenience, bad taste,
playfulness, carelessness, or wanton destructiveness of present visitors, we probably yield in each case the interest of
uncounted millions to the selfishness of a few individuals.? -- Frederick Law Olmstead Another concern | have addresses Visitor
Use and Experience."

"If future generations are to remember us with gratitude rather than contempt, we must leave them with more than the
miracles of technology. We must leave them with a glimpse of the world as it was in the beginning, not just after we got through
with it.' -- Lyndon B. Johnson"

Connie Rogers

"This telescope needs to be located away from the rim of the crater to preserve visual aspects."

CONOR SORAGHAN

"PLEASE PROTECT HALEAKALA - NO TELESCOPES TO HARM/IMPAIR THIS TREASURED PARK. THANK YOU."

Dorothy Neal

"I visited this park for the first time back in 2002 and was awestruck by the beauty of the high mt. park in Maui. | sincerely hope
that you put much more research into this big project, always keeping in mind the flora & fauna of this beautiful place and keep
to destroy it."

Elizabeth Morse

"I am concerned about the potential for major, long-term adverse impact on the viewscapes of Haleakala National Park,
particularly from the Pu'u Ula'ula Overlook, the natural areas of Haleakala National Park adjacent to Haleakala Observatory, and
the Upper Park Road Corridor. Analysis in the Visual Resources and View Plane of the SDEIS needs to be improved to better
address potential impacts on changing the vistas of the park. More information is needed about the basis of the qualitative
evaluation. An independent social science study is recommended to properly evaluate the qualitative range of acceptable,
minimally acceptable, and unacceptable visual conditions for the summit area of Haleakala. We need to ensure we have
protected Haleakala National Park. Areas like this can't be recreated. Thank you for considering my comments."

Eric Mandel "It is hard to imagine any acceptable mitigation of visual impacts to this proposal at the very place that many visitors come
specifically to view the natural vistas and famed sunrises, as | have done."
F Hammer "As someone who has stood on the top of Haleakala w/ the sun behind my back and experienced the special phenomena of The

Spector of Van Broken, having our shadows cast the length of 20 miles into the crater, w/ a full circle of rainbow colors
surrounding us, | am very concerned that this construction project could destroy this natural opportunity for other people."
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Greg Fite

"Haleakala, home of the rising sun: sacred mountain top of Maui; guardian of the island. This sacred place must be treated with
the utmost care and respect: My wife saw the sunrise with us on December 26, 2007. Now she is gone, but the memory lingers
with my family. | cannot stress how important it is to allow future generations to experience the same awe and wonder that we
did that morning." (continue with form letter)

Jeannine Koshear

"As a former NPS park ranger and a conservation biologist with personal experience at Haleakala NP, | am writing to express
serious concerns..."

Jo Falcon, MLIS

"As a member of the International Dark Sky Association, a science librarian, and an avid amateur astronomer, | love the idea of
an Advanced Technology Solar Telescope -- on the island of Hawaii, where the infrastructure already exists on Mauna Kea. NOT
on Haleakala, whose relatively untouched ecology and difficulty of access make it one of the most challenging and rewarding
parks in the entire National Park System. And certainly not without a complete and rigorous Environmental Impact Assessment."
"Silversword grows in only this one place in the world. Please, keep the unique character of Haleakala untouched."

Julie Larson

"I have visited this wonderful place and it would be a shame to take away any of the natural beauty or to harm the silversword in
any way. Please consider that we need to be stewards of the land for future generations. There are other more appropriate
places where a new science center could be located that would not have these issues."

Kristin Leuschner

"I have visited Haleakala twice and greatly appreciate the experience of seeing the beautiful views in the park. That is the most
important thing about the experience of the park!"

Lis and David Fleming

"Please do an independent social science study."

Luke Asbury

"Particularly since the present structures and more hidden and not prominent they way SEDIS would be."

"l'am also concerned with the DEIS's conclusion that the proposed project would have a 'minor, beneficial, long-term effect on
visitor experience if a tour of the proposed telescope is offered.' Woopie! Is a minor benefit worth this large of an impairment
to the visitor experience? | don't think so."

Marisa Di Giovanni

"I LIVED IN MAUI FOR THE BEST YEARS OF MY LIFE!! DONT RUIN HAWAII ANYMORE...OAHU ALREADY LOOKS JUST LIKE LOS ANGELES
LET GOD TAKE CARE OF THE ISSUE. THERE IS ALREADY THE TECHNOLOGY SECRETLY IN OAHU."

Mark Bartleman

" And the current proposal threatens Haleakala National Park's scenery. | am also concerned this SDEIS doesn't adequately
address park visitor use and experience -- specifically | take exception with the DEIS's conclusion that the proposed project
would have a 'minor, beneficial, long-term effect on visitor experience if a tour of the proposed telescope is offered.'"

"... enjoyment of future generations' (National Park Organic Act). You must honor this."

Mary Brown

"IS THIS PROPOSAL REALLY NECESSARY TO BUILD? IT WILL NOT HELP THE ENVIRONMENT OR HAVE MORE VISITORS TO TO PARK."

Melodee Seccombe

"I have yet to have the privilege of visiting Maui and Haleakala has been on my list ever since | heard about it as a child. | want all
visits to be as perfect as possible, not only for myself and but for others. "

Michael Terry

Deleted from "The current proposal threatens..." thru "...Upper Park Road Corridor", then added "A concern | have about this
SDEIS has to do with Visitor Use and Experience." Continues through the rest of the form letter, though deleted "l am also
concerned with the DEIS's conclusion..." through "... privately owned property."
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Nancy Hoffman

"I have never been to Hawaii, but hope to get there some day. | would love to visit Maui and especially Haleakala Park in its
pristine state."

Nancy Piotrowski

"As proposed, this project does not appear to be consistent with the mission of the park."

Pamela Yates

"Be assured I'm all for space exploration in all its forms and love the idea of the solar telescope. We could learn a great deal from
itand | want the telescope -- but | want the natural areas considered and protected every step of the way. These are the
precious Earth gems we need to save."

Pat Marriott

"Having been to Haleakala several times, I'm very concerned about the huge observatory the NSF wants to put there. What about
the negative effects this could have on the park -- which is rare and unique in all the world? The current proposal threatens
Haleakala's moonscape scenery that makes the park so special. People come from all over the world to watch the sunrise and
experience the unique volcanic landscape. Construction of this project would be a huge mess with noise and potential dangers.
The Visual Resources and View Plane of the SDEIS must consider the park's stark and beautiful landscape. Anindependent study
must be done to evaluate the qualitative range of acceptable, minimally acceptable, and unacceptable visual conditions for the
summit. Without an independent study, I'm really worried that both proposed sites will have a major negative impact on the
park. | absolutely disagree with the DEIS conclusion that the project would have a 'minor, beneficial, long-term effect on visitor
experience if a tour of the proposed telescope is offered.' People don't go to Haleakala to see a telescope! They go to see the
volcano. A huge telescope doesn't belong an this beautiful barren landscape."

"This makes it pretty clear that it's our duty to protect Haleakala as it is."

Rebecca Buell-Silsbee

"I have been to the peak of Haleakala twice to watch the sun rise. It was both times a magical experience. Many people are only
able to experience this once. No one should be deprived of this opportunity."

Reed Jarvis

"As a former National Park Service superintendent, | am writing to express serious concerns..."
"This proposal's effect will be the same as on the one at Gettysburg where a steel viewing tower impinged upon the tranqility of
the park. | hope you will consider my comments."

Renee Holmes

"Also, simple respect for paradise requires us to come up to the stature of fully responsible human beings by lessening our
impact on these most perfect of places in this world. Please consider: The current proposal threatens Haleakal