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: ‘FENAL
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE DISPOSAL 'AND'REUSE
OF NAVAL AIR STATION BARBERS POINT, HAWAII 4

o Lead Agency: U.S. Department of the Navy '
Cooperating Agency: U.S. Department of Transpertation, Federal Aviation Administration
Proposed Action: Disposal and Reuse of Naval-Air Station Barbers Point

This Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) evaluates the potential environmental impacts of the
proposed disposal and subsequent reuse of Nawval Air Station Barbers Point (NASBP), Hawaii. It
incorporates comments received during the 45-day public comment period of the Draft EIS.”

The FEIS is being prepared pursuant to Section 102(2){c) of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
of 1969, 42 U.S.C. §4332; Navy guidelines, OPNAVINST 5090.1B; and the 1990 Defense Base Closure
and Realignment Act (DBCRA), 10 U.S.C. §2687 note, as amended by the 1993 Base Realignment and
Closure (BRAC) process. In addition to serving Navy requirements, the FEIS provides the information
necessary for the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) to prepare decision documents recommending
terms and conditions for airport conveyance. It also provides the environmental review required to
obtain FAA approval of the Airport Layout Plan (ALP) for airway .and supporting facilities at NASBP.

This FEIS evaluates four reuse alternatives, each emphasizing various types of development, e.g.,
residential, light industrial, recreation, commercial. Three of the alternatives, including the plan
approved by the Barbers Point Naval Air Station Redevelopment Commission (the LRA) and signed by
the Governor, include a general aviation reliever airport. A fifth alternative, No Action, assumes the
existing airport would not be used and, along with other surplus land (land not being retained by Navy
or other federal agencies), would be retained by Navy in caretaker status. NASBP will close on july 2,
1999. :

No significant environmental impacts, with the exception of infrequent (several times per year) and
severe traffic conditions resulting from major events at special attractions (e.g., motor sports raceway
complex), are anticipated from the proposed action.” Most of the identified mitigation ‘would be the .
responsibility of the entity taking ownership of or developing the surplus property. Appropriate treatment
of significant cuftural resources will be ensured by deed covenants as a result of Navy’s consultation with
the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) pursuarnt te Section 106 of the National ‘Historic
Preservation Act. Implementation of these protectlve covenants reduces the impacts of disposal and
reuse to a not significant level.

For further information, please contact the following.

Mr. Melvin Kaku
Pacific Division, Naval Facilities Engineering Command
258 Makalapa Drive, Suite 100 '
Pearl Harbor, Hawaii 96860-3134
Telephone: (808) 471-9338; Fax (808) 474-5909.
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EMR electromagnetic radiation

EPA Environmental Protection Agency
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ESA Endangered Species Act

ESQD Explosive Safety Quantity Distance

FAA Federal Aviation Administration

FAR Federal Aviation Regulations

FEIS Final EIS

FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency
FIRM Flood Insurance Rate Map

FOSL Finding of Suitability to Lease

FOST Finding of Suitability to Transfer

GPD gallons per day

gpad gallons per acre per day

HAR Hawaii Administrative Rules

H,S hydrogen sulfide

HECO Hawaiian Electric Company

HHA Hawaii Housing Authority

HHLRA Hawaiian Home Lands Recovery Act
HIA Honolulu International Airport

HPTA Honolulu Public Transit Authority

HRS Hawaii Revised Statutes

HUD U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
INM Integrated Noise Model

IRP Installation Restoration Program

km kilometers

KV kilovoit

LBP lead-based paint

Leg equivalent sound level

LOS Level of Service

LOTMA Leeward Oahu Transportation Management Association
LRA Local Redevelopment Authority

m meters

m? cubic meters

m*/d cubic meters per day
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MOA Memorandum of Agreement
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MSL mean sea level

MSW municipal solid waste
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MW megawatts

NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards

NASBP

Naval Air Station Barbers Point
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Navy PWC Navy Public Works Center Pear| Harbor
NEPA National Environmental Policy Act
NESHAP National Emmission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
NHPA National Historic Preservation Act
NMFS National Marine Fisheries Service
NG, nitrogen dioxide
NOI Notice of intent
NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
NRHP National Register of Historic Places
NRMP Natural Resources Management Plan
O, ozone
OEQC Office of Environmental Quality Control
OMPO Oahu Metropolitan Planning Organization
OT7s Oahu Transit Services
PACNAVFACENGCOM  Pacific Division Naval Facilities Engineering Command
Pb lead
PM-10 particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter
POI Point of interest
ppm parts per million
PSD Prevention of Significant Deterioration
PUC Public Utilities Commission
RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
ROD Record of Decision

_____ RO Regions of Influence

e ROFA runway object free area
RPZ runway protection zone
RSA runway safety area
SARA Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act
SDWA Safe Drinking Water Act
SHPO State Historic Preservation Officer
SIP State Implementation Plan
SO, sulfur dioxide
SPA State-Preferred Alternative
TPD tons per day
TSCA Toxic Substance Control Act
UIC Underground Injection Control
U.S.C. United States Code
USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
USGS United States Geological Survey
USN U.S. Navy
UST underground storage tank
Vv/C volume-to-capacity
VMT vehicle miles traveled
WWTP wastewater treatment plant
ZOM zone of mixing
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) evaluates the potentially significant environmental
impacts that may result from the proposed disposal and subsequent reuse of Naval Air Station
Barbers Point (NASBP), Hawaii. It incorporates comments received during the 45-day public
comment period of the Draft EIS (DEIS).

The FEIS is being prepared pursuant to Section 102 (2)(c) of the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) of 1969, 42 U.S.C. §4332, as implemented by Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ)
regulations, 40 C.F.R. Parts 1500-1508; Navy guidelines (OPNAVINST 5090.1B); and the 1990
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act (DBCRA), 10 U.S.C. §2687 note, as amended by the
1993 Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) process. It is also being prepared in accordance with
FAA Orders, Airport Environmental Handbook (October 8, 1985) and Policies and Procedures for
Considering Environmental Impacts (December 5, 1986), that implement the Airport and Airway
Improvement Act of 1982, 49 U.S.C. §47101 et seq., and Section 4(f) of the Department of
Transportation Act of 1966, 49 U.S.C. §303.

The federal agencies responsible for the preparation of this FEIS include Navy as the lead federal
agency and the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) as a cooperating agency. Pursuant to CEQ
§1501.6, the cooperating agency is defined as any other federal agency that has jurisdiction by law
or special expertise with respect to any environmental issue, which should be addressed in the EIS.
The FAA is a cooperating agency since it is responsible for the approval of the public benefit
conveyance of surplus federal property for use as a civilian airport. This approval is required by the
Surplus Property Act of 1944. The FAA must also approve an Airport Layout Plan that depicts the
proposed action of conveying the surplus property to the State of Hawaii.

Purpose of Document

The purpose of the FEIS is to assist the Secretary of the Navy in determining the environmental
impacts of the disposal and alternative scenarios for reuse of surplus properties at NASBP, as
described by the Local Redevelopment Authority (LRA) in the local redevelopment plan. Because
of the proposed use of existing airport facilities, the FEIS will satisfy the NEPA environmental review
required to obtain FAA approval of the Airport Layout Plan (ALP) and provide information needed
by FAA to prepare decision documents recommending terms and conditions for airport
conveyance. Navy will use the FEIS analysis in its consideration of disposal options in its Record
of Decision (ROD).The NEPA process must be completed before surplus property can be conveyed.
Following property disposal, no additional NEPA review by Navy is anticipated.

This document also provides the decision-makers and interested public with information on the
environmental consequences of future alternative reuses at NASBP, and on potential environmental
impacts and mitigation to avoid or minimize adverse impacts.

Description of the Proposed Action

As a result of the 1993 Base Closure and Realignment Commission recommendations, which were
approved by President Clinton and Congress, NASBP will be closed on July 2, 1993. NASBP
consists of 3,833 acres (1,551.1 hectares) of land including 110 acres of non-contiguous area at
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Kaula Island and Iroquois Point. Out of the 3,833 acres (1,551.1 hectares), approximately 1,238
acres (501.0 hectares) are being retained by MNavy (including all of the non-contiguous area);
approximately 1 acre (0.4 hectare) will be conveyed to the West Oahu Community Federal Credit
Union; and approxamately 457 acres (184.9 hectares) are being transferred to other federal
agencies. Interagency transfers of the 457 acres (184.9 hectares) of base closure property are
planned as follows.

s Veterans Administration (6 acres [2.4 hectares))

s FAA (18 acres [7.3 hectares]}

s U.S. Postal Service (1 acre [0.4 hectare])

® MNational Guard Bureau (149 acres [60.3 hectares]}

) 1.5, Fish and Wildlife Service (LUSFWS} (239 acres [96.7 hectares])
° U.S. Coast Guard (44 acres [17.8 hectares))

The remaining approximately 2,1-37 acres (864.8 hectares) of base closure property have been
declared surplus and are the focus-of this FEIS.

The proposed action is the disposal of approximately 2,137 acres (864.8 hectares) of surplus Navy
properties in a manner consistent with the subsequent reuse and redevelopment of the property
as identified in the Naval Air Station Barbers Point, Community Redevelopment Plan {(Helber,
Hastert & Fee, Planners, March 1997) and as amended by the Naval Air Station Barbers Point,
Community Redevelopment Plan, Amendment 1 (Helber, Hastert & Fee, Planners, December
1997). Property disposal and reuse will comply with the DBCRA of 1990, 10 U.5.C. §2687 note,
as amended by the 1993 BRAC process; President Clinton’s Five-Point Plan, “A Program to
Revitalize Base Closure Communities” (July 2, 1993); the National Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 1994, Pub. L. 103-160, Title XXiX, Subtitie A (1993); and Revitalizing Base Closure
Communities and Community Assistance, 32 C.F.R. Parts 174 and 175. Surplus property can be
disposed of by various conveyance authorities and include public benefit conveyances. it is
proposed that a portion of the surplus property be conveyed under the Hawaiian Home Lands
Recovery Act of 1995, 48 U.S.C. §§691-716, to settle long-standing land claims against the federal
government.

In accordance with DBCRA of 1990, 10 U.S.C. §2687 note, the LRA—the Barbers Point Naval Air
Station Redevelopment Commission—was established to prepare a local redevelopment plan that
considers the reuse potential of existing facilities or systems, the needs of the community,
alternative redevelopment scenarios, and development priorities. Findings of the LLRA are
documented in the Naval Air Station Barbers Point, Community Redevelopment Plan and Naval
Air Station Barbers Point, Community Redevelopment Plan, Amendment 1. These documents
contain the redevelopment plan approved by the LRA and the Governor, herein referred to as the
_ State-preferred alternative, and three other alternatives that are described and evaluated in this FEIS.

The State-preferred alternative and other reuse alternatives are shown in Figures ES-1 through ES-4.
These maps show the proposed land uses for the surplus property to be disposed; areas to be
retained by Navy and other federal agencies are also indicated. New roadways shown for the
various alternatives are conceptual and alignments would be changed as required. (For example,
if the Small Airport alternative is implemented, the roadway through the FAA parcel would have
to be realigned.) In the descriptions given below, the sizes of the designated land use areas are only
approximate, based on the LRA's plan.
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State-preferred Alternative (Navy-preferred Alternative). The State-preferred plan consists of a
709-acre (286.9-hectare) general aviation reliever airport for Honolulu International Airport (HIA),

s with two parallel runways and a crosswind runway. Large areas (totaling approximately 686 acres
[277.6 hectares]) are planned for park and recreational uses. Approximately 515 acres (208.4
hectares) are planned for commercial/private recreation and light industrial uses; and 165 acres
(66.8 hectares) for residential use, including 13 acres (5.3 hectares) designated for homeless
providers. Remaining lands are for public facilities, roads, open space, and utilities. This alternative
is also Navy’s preferred alternative.

Large Airport Alternative. This alternative consists of a 968-acre (391.7-hectare) general aviation
reliever airport with two parallel runways and a crosswind runway. Light industrial and commercial
uses would occupy approximately 519 acres (210.0 hectares). Park and recreation activities are
planned over 395 acres (159.9 hectares). Residential uses would occupy 220 acres (89.0 hectares)
and include 13 acres (5.3 hectares} for homeless providers.

Small Airport Alternative. This alternative includes an airport, two parallel runways, and no
crosswind runway. Approximately 708 acres (286.5 hectares) are planned for airport use. Park and
recreation uses occupy the largest area (approximately 745 acres [301.5 hectares)} in this plan,
followed by 489 acres (197.9 hectares) for light industrial/private recreation/commercial uses, and
160 acres (64.7 hectares) for residential use (including 13 acres [5.3 hectares] for homeless
providers).

No Airport Alternative. This alternative eliminates any reuse of the existing airport, thus requiring
U.S. Coast Guard relocation. South of the existing airport is an area (approximately 50 acres [20.2
hectares]) designated as “airport” over the existing U.S. Coast Guard facility. This area would be
limited to helicopters for the Hawaii Army National Guard. The No Airport alternative focuses on

e the development of community- and tourist-related recreational activities. Approximately 965 acres
(390.5 hectares) are designated for parks and recreation, 749 acres (303.1 hectares) for
commercial/private recreational/light industrial uses, and 190 acres (76.8 hectares) for housing
(including 13 acres [5.3 hectares] for homeless provider use). Remaining lands are for public
facilities, roads, open space, and utilities.

No Action. In the No Action alternative, Navy would retain ownership of the surplus property in
caretaker status. There would be no reuse of surplus property, thus requiring U.S. Coast Guard

relocation.

Summary of Impacts and Mitigation

Potentially significant issues and impacts were identified in the scoping process and are evaluated
in Chapter Four. Significant impacts were determined by considering the following: absolute
change from existing conditions (baseline conditions that generally reflect the NASBP activity levels
in 1993, just prior to the base closure decision), duration of change, extent (geographical or
population affected) of change, and the relationship between the change and compliance with
applicable federal, state, or local rules, ordinances, policies, or plans. With the mitigation measures
identified in Chapter Four, no significant impacts are expected under all reuse aiternatives except
for traffic. Traffic impacts associated with major events held possibly several times per year at
special attractions, e.g., the motor sports raceway complex, cannot be entirely mitigated.
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In most cases, mitigation will be the responsibility of the LRA or the developer. For those parcels
being conveyed through the U.S. Department of Interior {DOI), Navy will be responsible for
informing the appropriate bureau within the U.S. DOI of its responsibifity to consult under Section
7 of the federal Endangered Species Act of 1973. This Section 7 consultation should be initiated
prior to land conveyance from U.S. DOI to the State of Hawaii and the C&C of Honolulu.
Additionally, Navy is responsible for developing deed covenants with the State Historic
Preservation Officer (SHPQO) for those parcels with cultural resources. This action by Navy will
ensure appropriate treatment of cultural resources affected by proposed reuse.

Findings of the EIS evaluation are summarized below:

Geology, Topography, and Seils. No significant impacts on soil stability would result from planned
construction, as engineering designs would account for site soil conditions in all reuse alternatives.
Moreover, NASBP is not susceptible to erosion since soils are shallow and highly permeable, and
the topography is relatively level.

Groundwater, No significant impacts on groundwater are expected in any of the reuse alternatives.
Groundwater beneath NASBP is brackish and not suitabte for consumption or for irrigation without
desalinization. Potential effects from airport or light industrial activities on groundwater would not
be significant as long as operational controis such as providing adequate containment for chemical
or fuel storage areas and designating well-contained areas for maintenance activities are utilized
and adequately enforced.

Surface Water. No significant impacts on surface waters are expected in any of the reuse
alternatives. The seasonal wetland located on the surplus property and adjacent recelving waters
such as Ordy Pond (the only anchialine pond on NASBP, which is planned for transfer to USFWS),
two coastal salt flats, and the ocean will not be significantly impacted in all reuse alternatives as
long as Best Management Practices (BMPs) (control technigues such as use of silt curtains) are used
when construction activities occur. Potential effects on water quality from light industrial activities
would not be significant because of the existing laws and regulations concerning industrial or
construction-related runoff.

Air Quality. No significant impacts on air quality would occur in any of the alternatives based on
evaluations of stationary- and mobile-type (vehicular and aircraft) emission sources. No significant
impacts from stationary sources would occur because of the existing regulatory requirements, such
as the Clean Air Act (CAA), that control emissions relative to state and national ambient air quality
standards (AAQS). While no significant impact from stationary sources are expected, alternatives
were evaluated for their potential to emit air pollutants. Based on the assumption that commercial
and light industrial uses provide the areas where stationary source emissions could exist, and that
the potential for air emissions is a direct function of the area planned for these uses, the No Airport
alternative has the greatest potential for pollutant emissions. This alternative also contains & power
plant, which would pose specific air quality concerns. For all other reuse alternatives, the potential
for stationary source emissions is about the same, or less than that anticipated in the No Airport
alternative. No stationary source emissions would occur in the No Action alternative and would
result in a decrease in emissions relative to baseline conditions.

No significant impacts on air quality from mobile sources are expected. No significant impacts from
vehicular emissions are expected provided the traffic mitigation measures described in this FEIS are
implemented. Based on the number vehicle trips associated with the alternatives, vehicular
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emissions would be greatest in the Large Airport alternative and least in the State-preferred
alternative. Aircraft emissions are considered to be insignificant because the projected number of
annual aircraft operations are below the activity levels for which FAA criteria require consideration
of an air quality analysis.

The proposed action, federal property disposal, is exempt from the federal conformity rules that
implement the intent of Section 176(c) of the CAA, 42 U.S5.C. §7401. In addition, these rules do
not apply in attainment areas.

Noise. No significant impacts from noise would occur; rather, reductions in aircraft noise levels
are to be expected and no mitigation is required. This determination was based on the findings that
noise levels would be lower than baseline conditions, and that the 60 day-night average sound
level (ONL) would not be exceeded in noise-sensitive areas such as residential areas, even when
the cumulative impacts with Honolulu International Airport are considered.

Construction and other specific land use activities that generate noise would not significantly
impact baseline noise levels because they must comply with the Hawaii Administrative Rules
(HAR) Chapter 11-46, Community Noise Control. Moreover, the preparation of an environmental
assessment or impact statement may be required, in accordance with Hawaii Revised Statutes (HRS)
Chapter 343. These requirements will result in an evaluation of the potential noise levels for
specific activities, e.g., motor sports raceway complex, and the identification of appropriate
mitigation measures.

Visual Resources. No significant impacts on visual resources would occur due to the proposed
reuse alternatives. Coastal parks and shoreline access are major components of all reuse
alternatives. The development of shoreline parks will open up coastal areas that have been less
accessible to the public for years. Conversely, these areas would remain somewhat restricted to the
public under the No Action alternative. For the State-preferred and other airport alternatives, the
existing airport runways will continue to allow uninterrupted views from inland areas to ocean and
distant coastal landmarks.

Transportation. No significant impact on air or marine transportation would occur because the
transportation of goods, services, and passengers into the area would not be affected. As for roads
and traffic, no significant impacts are expected with the mitigation measures identified in
Chapter Four, except during major events at special attractions. In the case of special attractions
such as the motor sports raceway complex or major events held at the festival center, traffic impacts
will be significant. Traffic and parking mitigation plans will be required to partially alleviate the
severity of the impacts.

The existing number of average daily trips (ADT) is 27,300. With reuse, the greatest ADT generated
would be from the Large Airport alternative, which is about 59,489 (including trips from retained
areas). Except for the No Action alternative, the State-preferred alternative would generate the least
number of trips, about 49,107. Accordingly, traffic impacts, as determined from vehicle delay
estimates at specific intersections, are expected to be greatest in the Large Airport alternative. All
other reuse alternatives would have similar but less traffic impacts than the Large Airport alternative.

Biological Resources. No significant impacts would be expected with appropriate mitigation
measures resulting from consultations with USFWS and National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS).
Listed endangered or threatened species, along with migratory birds, provide the focus for the
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assessment of impacts of biological resources. In the surplus area, one federally listed endangered
plant species, akoko {Chamaesyce skottsbergii var. skottsbergii}, has been identified. Biological
resources of concern identified in non-surplus areas of NASBP or adjacent offshore waters are: two
federally listed endangered plant species, akoko and Achyranthes splendens var. rotundata (no
common name), one state- and federal-listed endangered bird species—Hawaiian black-necked stift
(Himantopus mexicanus knudseni), various species of migratory birds, the state- and federal-listed
threatened green sea turtle (Chelonia mydas), and the state- and federal-listed endangered
humpback whale (Megaptera novaeangliae).

Best Management Practices for storm water runoff control would mitigate impacts to protected
marine species in coastal waters. Migratory birds are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act
and state law. No alterations to water bodies are anticipated as part of this action, therefore
consultation with USFWS in compliance with Section 2 of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act,
16 U.S.C. §662, is not required.

Letters documenting Navy’s informal consultation with USFWS and NMFS and their concurrence
that Navy’s proposed conveyance of land is not likely to adversely affect the subject species are
provided in Appendix A-8. Prior to any conveyance of land that may contain federally listed
threatened or endangered species from U.S. DOI to the State of Hawaii and the C&C of Honolulu,
consultation by the appropriate bureau within the U.S. DOI in accordance with federal endangered
species laws and regulations (Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1373) will be required.

Cultural Resources. No significant impacts on cultural resources would occur in all alternatives
because transferring agencies will protect these resources with deed covenants. Within the surplus
lands (reuse areas), cultural resources that are eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic
Places have been identified in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation
Act (NHPA). Based on the supposition that lands designated for parks and recreation reuse wili
have the least impact on archaeological sites, the No Airport alternative may result in the least
potential for adverse impacts; the alternative with the greatest potential for resulting in adverse
impacts would be the Large Alrport alternative. For historic structures, all non-residential land uses
are assumed to be compatible with reuse or adaptive reuse of historic structures. Using this
assumption, potential adverse impacts would be least under the State-preferred, Small Airport, and
No Airport alternatives; potential impacts would be greatest for the Large Airport alternative. The
State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) pursuant to Section 106 of NHPA has concurred with
Navy’s “no adverse effect” determination for the dispasal of surplus lands with significant cultural
resources provided the transfer includes deed covenants. Deed covenants will ensure appropriate
treatment of these resources affected by proposed reuse; hence, no significant impacts on cultural
resources would occur with disposal and reuse. :

Public Health and Safety. No significant impacts on public health and safety would be expected
in all alternatives. Existing areas of contamination, hazardous air pollutants from the reuse
alternatives and neighboring Campbell Industrial Park (CIP), and the airport were considered.

No significant impacts from existing areas of contamination would occur because existing areas of
contamination and points of interest (POls) must be identified and remediated to levels protective
of human health and the environment {or have a proven, effective remediation underway). Deed
restrictions will address the level of cleanup performed (if required) to ensure that future
development of these areas remain protective of human health and the environment.
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Significant impact from CIP operations to proposed residential areas in the western portion of
NASBP is highly unlikely. While this FEIS concludes that CIP would not present a significant risk

g of impact on proposed residential developments at NASBP, given the periodic complaints from
residents in nearby communities and the potential risk of impact, Department of Health (DOH)
encourages a conservative buffer between CIP and residential communities. Residential land uses
in this section of NASBP are proposed in the State-preferred, Large Airport, and Small Airport
alternatives. DOH’s position is that the proposed housing area in the northwestern section of
NASBP is an inappropriate land use for this area (DOH, December 20, 1996). The decision to
develop residential units is ieft up to the discretion of the LRA and Department of Hawaiian Home
Lands (DHHL).

No significant impacts on neighboring and proposed land uses at NASBP are expected with the
required environmental permits and approvals, such as those required under RCRA, 42 U.S.C.
§6901 et seq. The potential emissions of hazardous air pollutants and materials use associated with
each of the reuse plans were evaluated by assuming that emissions and use would be greatest in
areas designated for industrial/commercial use. Therefore, the potential for hazardous materials
emissions and use decrease in the following order (from greatest to least): the No Airport
alternative, the Large Airport alternative, the State-preferred alternative, and the Small Airport
alternative.

No significant impacts from airport operations would be expected because the State DOT Airports
Division’s Airport Layout Plan (ALP) generally conforms to FAA design criteria except for the
roadways within the Runway Safety Area (RSA) for Runway 4R. FAA design criteria ensure that
adequate safety measures are incorporated with the proposed airport use to protect people and
property on the ground. The ALP was conditionally approved (pending environmental review for
the public benefit conveyance of airport property) by FAA on October 2, 1998. The approval
hsie included restrictions on the depiction and use of roadways located within the RSA for Runway 4R.

Executive Order 13045 (Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety
Risks). The analyses in this FEIS reveal that reuse of NASBP would not create environmental health
and safety risks that may disproportionately affect children. in the highly unlikely event that a worst-
case scenario could occur from operations at nearby CIP, there could be a disproportionate health
and safety risk to children living in the reuse area. This issue should be considered and addressed
by the LRA and DHHL as they continue through the planning process for proposed residential
developments.

Public Services. No significant impacts on public services would occur with reuse. The following
public services were assessed to determine the potential for adverse impacts from the reuse of
NASBP surplus properties: education, police, fire, U.S. Coast Guard, and health care. Existing
services are sufficient, in parst due to the military counterparts providing these services to NASBP
residents and employees. With the exception of educational services, no significant impacts would
be associated with any of the reuse alternatives. In most of the reuse alternatives, the number of
elementary school students could almost double; increases in intermediate and high school
students would also occur but to a much lesser extent. The impact on elementary schools could
be mitigated by increasing the capacity of Barbers Point Elementary School and/or redistricting or
adding another elementary school in the region; this addition would also serve to mitigate
cumulative impacts anticipated in the Ewa region.
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Sociceconomic Environment. No significant impacts on the socioeconomic environment would
occur with reuse. The development alternatives at NASBP will create new residential populations,
employment, housing, and recreational opportunities. No significant changes are anticipated for
employment, income, and the balance of revenues to costs. While increases in population,
housing, and recreational opportunities would be significant, they are considered tc be positive
socioeconomic effects. Possible adverse impacts resulting from changes in demographics due to
the planned housing developments for Hawaiian and homeless populations could be mitigated by
establishing a committee of agencies and interested parties from various housing developments
{i.e., military, Hawaiian Home Lands, and homeless) to assist in community communication and
organization. Overall, sociceconomic impacts are considered positive. In particular, the reuse
alternatives would help alleviate the island-wide and regional demands for parks and recreation
areas.

Executive Order 12898 (Environmental Justice). This FEIS assesses human health, economic,
social, and environmental effects of the various alternatives on minority and low-income
populations. The analysis reveals that reuse of NASBP would have social and economic benefits
for some minority and low-income populations due to new housing and public services developed
specifically for them. Increased opportunities for jobs and recreation in the vicinity may also benefit
these populations. The disposal and reuse woulid not have a disproportionately high and adverse
impact on any minority or low income population.

infrastructure. With the exception of drainage, no significant impacts on infrastructure would
occur with reuse as infrastructure and resources would be developed to provide adequate services
to the reuse areas.

Significant increases in storm water runoff would occur in the airport reuse alternatives due to an
increase in impervious surface areas for new developments. The greatest runoff would occur in the
Large Airport alternative, followed by the Small Airport alternative, and then the State-preferred
alternative. No significant increase in storm water runoff would occur in the No Airport alternative.
Mitigation could include construction of on-site storm water disposal facilities and/or a piped
drainage system to convey storm water to the ocean. Regional drainage requires further discussions
and is currently an unresolved issue.

Unresolved Issue

Regional Drainage. Although a preliminary regional drainage plan was prepared as part of the
State-preferred alternative, further studies will be required to address off-site drainage issues. These
studies should incorporate input from Navy and all affected parties.
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CHAPTER ONE
PURPOSE AND NEED

1.1 OVERVIEW/FORMAT OF THE FEIS

This Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) evaluates the potential environmental impacts
that may result from the proposed disposal and subsequent reuse of Naval Air Station Barbers Point
(NASBP), Hawaii. It incorporates comments received during the 45-day public comment period of
the Draft EIS (DEIS).

The FEIS is being prepared pursuant to Section 102 (2)(c) of the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) of 1969, 42 U.S.C. §4332, as implemented by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ)
regulations, 40 C.F.R. Parts 1500-1508; Navy guidelines, OPNAVINST 5090.1B; and the 1990
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act (DBCRA), 10 U.S.C. §2687 note, as amended by the
1993 Base Realignment and Ciosure (BRAC) process. It is also being prepared in accordance with
FAA Orders, Airport Environmental Handbook (October 8, 1985) and Policies and Procedures for
Considering Environmental Impacts (December 5, 1986), that implement the Airport and Airway
Improvement Act of 1982, 49 U.S.C. §47101 et seq., and Section 4(f) of the Department of
Transportation Act of 1966, 49 U.S.C. §303.

The federal agencies responsible for the preparation of this FEIS include Navy as the lead federal
agency and the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) as a cooperating agency. Pursuant to CEQ
§1501.6, the cooperating agency is defined as any other federal agency that has jurisdiction by law
or special expertise with respect to any environmental issue, which should be addressed in the EIS.
The FAA is a cooperating agency since it is responsible for the approval of the public benefit
conveyance of surplus federal property for use as a civilian airport. This approval is required by
the Surplus Property Act of 1944. The FAA must also approve an Airport Layout Plan that depicts
the proposed action of conveying the surplus property to the State of Hawaii.

As required by the above-referenced regulations, this FEIS identifies the proposed action,
reasonable alternatives to the proposed action, potential environmental impacts, and reasonable
measures that will avoid or minimize adverse impacts or enhance the quality of the human
environment. Various types of impacts (e.g., direct, indirect, and cumulative) are analyzed and
appropriate mitigation measures are identified. Direct impacts are those resulting from Navy’s
disposal of surplus (retained neither by Navy nor other federal agencies) properties. The majority
of impacts analyzed in this FEIS are indirect impacts associated with the proposed reuse of the
surplus properties. Cumulative impacts are those which may result from Navy’s disposal of
property, or the reuse of these properties, combined with the impacts of other non-related activities
in the region of influence.

This FEIS is organized in the following manner:
. Chapter One—Purpose and Need

. Chapter Two—Alternatives Including the Proposed Action
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s Chapter Three—Affected Environment

® Chapter Four—Environmental Consequences

o Chapter Five—Environmental Consequences—Other Considerations

° Chapter Six—List of Preparers

s Chapter Seven-—Distribution of FEIS

. Chapter Eight—References

This chapter introduces the proposed action for which this FEIS is being developed and its location,
the purpose and need for the proposed action, the base closure and realignment process, the public
involvement component of NEPA, a summary of potential issues, concerns, and impacts, and
permit requirements and related coordination.

1.2 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

The proposed action is the disposal of approximately 2,137 acres (864.8 hectares} of surplus Navy
properties in a manner consistent with the subsequent reuse and redevelopment of the property
as identified in the Naval Air Station Barbers Point, Community Redevelopment Plan of March
1997, and as amended by the Naval Air Station Barbers Point, Community Redevelopment Pian,
Amendment T of December 1997 (hereinafter referred to as the Redevelopment Plan). The
Redevelopment Plan was prepared and adopted by the State’s Local Redevelopment Authority
(LRA), the Barbers Point NAS Redevelopment Commission. Property being retained by Navy and
other federal agencies such as the U.S. Coast Guard and National Guard Bureau are not evaluated
in this FEIS, except to address cumulative impacts.

For purposes of the NEPA analysis, direct environmental consequences or impacts are those
associated with Navy disposal of surplus property and the No Action alternative; indirect impacts
are associated with community reuse of surplus property. Navy’s role and responsibility for
disclosing indirect reuse-related environmental impacts is to address reasonably foreseeable
impacts. However, property reuse will occur after it is conveyed from federal ownership and in
support of local reuse actions. Implementation of mitigation measures for environmental impacts
will be a local responsibility and not the responsibility of Navy.

1.3 LOCATION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

NASBP is located on the island of Oahu in the state of Hawaii. It is approximately 16 miles
(26 kilometers) west of downtown Honolulu and is located on the Ewa Plain, as shown in Figure
1.3-1. Campbell industrial Park is located to the west, Ewa Beach residential communities and open
space to the east, the ocean to the south, and the City of Kapolei to the north. Kapolei is known as
the “second city,” a name used to reflect the City and County of Honolulu’s {C&C of Honolulu’s)
plans to provide sustainable services, businesses, and residential areas independent of the
Honolulu urban core.
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NASBP comprises 3,722 acres (1,506.2 hectares) of land. Of this, approximately 2,137 acres
(864.8 hectares) have been determined to be surplus and are the facus of this FEIS.

1.4 PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION

The purpose of the propesed action is to reduce the military infrastructure and save operation and
maintenance costs to match current force structure plans. Closure of NASBP based on the 1993
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission as follows:

Close Naval Air Station (NAS) Barbers Point and relocate its aircraft along with their
dedicated personnel and equipment support to other naval air stations, including Marine
Corps Air Station (MCAS) Kaneohe Bay, Hawaii, and NAS Whidbey Island, Washington.
Disestablish the Naval Air Reserve Center. Retain the family housing as needed for multi-
service use.

Under the 1995 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission, the last sentence in the 1993
recommendations was modified to state:

Retain the family housing as needed for multi-service use, including the following family
housing support facilities: commissary facilities, Public Works Center compound with its
sanitary landfill, and beach recreational areas, known as Nimitz Beach and White Plains
Beach.

NASBP will be closed, effective July 2, 1999, under authority of the 1990 DBCRA. Expeditious
disposal of surplus property is necessary so that Navy does not continue to incur operational and
maintenance costs associated with a closed base. The NEPA process, of which this FEIS is an
integral part, must be completed before surplus property can be conveyed.

The purpose of the FEIS is to inform the Secretary of the Navy about the environmental effects of
disposal of surplus properties at NASBP for subsequent reuse. This document provides the decision-
makers and the public with information required to understand the future environmental
consequences of reuse at NASBP. it will be used by the Secretary of the Navy to issue a Record of
Decision (ROD).

Additional purposes of this FEIS are to (1) provide the information needed by the FAA to prepare
decision documents recommending the terms and conditions for airport conveyance and (2) satisfy
the FAA requirement for NEPA environmental review associated with FAA approval of the
proposed Airport Layout Plan (ALP). The FEIS will be used by the Regional Administrator of the
FAA to issue a separate ROD. The FEIS will also be used to assist the LRA in implementing a reuse
plan and making future reuse decisions. Potential environmental impacts that could result from
implementation of the redevelopment plan and reasonable alternatives are identified.

1.5 BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE PROCESS

Following base closure and completion of the NEPA requirements, Navy may transfer property to
other federal agencies or convey property to state, local, or private entities. Federal law provides
for a variety of conveyance methods to implement Navy property disposal decisions after
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completion of the NEPA process. Property disposal and reuse will comply with the DBCRA of
1990, 10 U.5.C. §2687 note, as amended by the 1993 BRAC process; President Clinton’s Five-
g Point Plan, “A Program to Revitalize Base Closure Communities” (July 2, 1993); the National
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1994, Pub. L. 103-160, Title XXIX, Subtitle A (1993); and
Revitalizing Base Closure Commiunities and Community Assistance, 32 C.F.R. Parts 174 and 175.

The DBCRA of 1990 requires that the expedited General Services Administration (GSA) screening
process be used to dispose of properties on bases to be closed. This process begins with the
consideration of other DOD requests for properties. Property remaining after DOD requests are
accommodated is declared “excess” and open for consideration by other federal agency use.
Property remaining after the processing of federal agency requests is declared “surplus” and made
available for transfer by public benefit conveyances to state and local government agencies for
public purposes, including schools, parks, airports, and public health, negotiated sales to state and
local government agencies, economic development conveyance to the LRA, and direct sales to the
public. The DBCRA also allows the direct conveyance of lands underlying existing depository
institutions at closing bases to that institution at fair market value.

NASBP includes 3,833 acres (1,551.1 hectares) of land including 110 acres of non-contiguous area:
108 acres (43.7 hectares) at Kaula Island and 2 acres (0.8 hectarej at Iroquois Point. From the 3,833
acres (1,551.1 hectares), Navy is retaining approximately 1,238 acres (501.0 hectares) at NASBP,
all of the non-contiguous area, and approximately 1 acre (0.4 hectare) will be conveyed to the West
Oahu Community Federal Credit Union in accordance with DBCRA. Navy is retaining areas for
housing and support services to meet Navy’s needs on Oahu. These areas include approximately
1,090 units in the family housing area, a biosolids treatment and disposal facility, maintenance
area, Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office, Nimitz Beach, White Plains Beach, and the golf

___________ course. Functions remaining after base closure and located within the Navy-retained area include

o the following: Family Service Center, Armed Services YMCA, Navy/Marine Corps Relief Society,
medical/dental clinic, commissary, preschool, chaplain, exchange, security, federal fire depariment,
Moral Welfare and Recreation functions, family child care program, and Fleet Imaging Center
Pacific.

Screening of federal applications for excess property at NASBP was conducted in late 1993 and
early 1994 by the LRA. In accordance with the DBCRA of 1990, as amended by the Base Closure,
Community Redevelopment and Homeless Assistance Act of 1994, a Determination of Surplus was
made on September 26, 1995, and published in the Federal Register on October 11, 1995, and
in local newspapers on October 16, 1995. A Notice of Surplus Determination was made on
QOctober 17, 1995,

In a joint State of Hawaii and C&C of Honolulu action, a Barbers Point Naval Air Station (BPNAS)
Reuse Committee was initially established and officially recognized as the LRA in September 1993.
It was formalized and redesignated as the BPNAS Redevelopment Commission by Executive Order
of the Governor on December 2, 1994. Ultimately, the LRA was composed of 15 members,
including five State department heads, three C&C of Honolulu department heads, three
representatives of neighboring communities, and representatives of the Chamber of Commerce of
Hawaii, small business, labor, and the homeless communities. All meetings of the LRA and their
various task forces were open to the public. The LRA served as the advisory board to the Governor
in preparing the reuse plan.
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For the purpose of developing a reuse plan and obtaining applications for homeless use, the LRA
requested that all eligible and interested parties submit notices of interest for property by
November 15, 1395. Notices of interest were received from State and C&C of Honolulu agencies,
private businesses, homeless service providers, and nonprofit organizations. Following the LRA's
evatuation of the notices of interest, a land use plan for the surplus property was developed.

The LRA developed and considered various reuse scenarios. The focus of the scenarios or
alternatives was on the reuse of the base for airport operations (large-scale, smaller-scale, and no
airport). Numerous non-airport alternatives were also evaluated. The proposed land uses contained
in the scenarios represented a wide range of alternatives. Eventually, three alternatives emerged and
were presented at four public hearings at different locations to obtain island-wide input. A fourth
alternative (a composite of two previously presented alternatives) was subsequently added. A public
hearing was conducted on the composite scenario on September 17, 1396. The composite scenario
was adopted by the LRA on October 8, 1996.

On December 23, 1996, the Governor approved the LRA’s recommended plan, and it was
forwarded to Navy and HUD on March 17, 1997. Since then, one amendment to the plan
(primarily to revise boundaries and confirm homeless housing areas) has been approved by the
Governor, foliowing public hearings and deliberations by the LRA. The amended pian was adopted
by the LRA on December 11, 1997, and approved by the Governor on December 17, 1997.

The redevelopment alternatives evaluated in the FEIS are primarily based on information presented
in the NAS Barbers Point Community Redevelopment Plan and Amendment (Helber Hastert & Fee,
Planners, March and December 1997). Minor changes have been made to the State-preferred
alternative subsequent to the December 1997 amendment. Minor changes are reflected in the
State-preferred alternative and the summary in Table 1.5-1.

1.5.1 Homeless Assistance Application

The LRA was required to consider homeless needs and develop a plan that balances the needs of
the homeless and the community. The Hawaii Housing Authority (HHA) was delegated by the
Office of Planning' (the lead agency for the NASBP Redevelopment Commission) to prepare a
conceptual land use design for the Homeless Assistance Submission, in accordance with HUD's
homeless program requirements. This report along with a request for surplus properties was
submitted to HUD on March 1997. The following were requested: 13 acres (5.3 hectares) of land
in the central (“downtown”) area for homeless services, and 65 acres (26.3 hectares) of land outside
of the area for self-help housing and low-income rental units. Subsequent discussions and
correspondence between HHA and HUD indicate that the 65 acres (26.3 hectares) of property
outside of the central area would be difficult to convey under the provisions of the Homeless
Assistance Act. The reasons for this are the long time frame for development (10 years or more
rather than the normal maximum of 3 years), the unprecedented magnitude of the request, and the
intense concentration of low-income housing in one large area. The original request and
subsequent correspondences are provided in Appendix A-1.

' Previously the Office of State Planning.
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HUD has approved HHA’s request for the 13 acres (5.3 hectares) in the central area. Under the
State-preferred alternative, the 65-acre (26.3-hectare) parcel is anticipated to be conveyed under
the HHLRA to the Department of Hawaiian Home Lands (DHHL).

Table 1.5-1
Property Disposal Summary

Description . © Hectares'

Property retained by Navy 501.0

Property planned for transfer to federal credit union 1 0.4

Property planned for transfer to other federal agencies 457 184.9

. Veterans Administration - programs to serve 6 2.4
veterans, incuding homeless.

. FAA - retention of radio frequency interference 18 7.3
zone around navigational equipment.

. U.S. Postal Service - site of post office to 1 0.4
continue operations after closure.

. National Guard Bureau - Hawaii Army National 149 60.3
Guard facilities, Youth Challenge School, and
site for 16 CH-47 medium lift helicopters.

. U.S. Fish and Wildiife Service (USFWS) - refuge 239 96.7
for conservation of plant and bird endangered
species.

. U.S. Coast Guard - site of existing U.S. Coast 44 17.8
Guard operations to continue after closure.

Property declared surplus 2,137 864.8

Totals 3,833 1,551.1

* Areas are approximate; actual acreages are being developed through property surveys conducted by Navy.

1.6 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
1.6.1 Scoping

The scoping phase of this EIS, required by CEQ regulations, gave the public and affected federal,
state, and local agencies an opportunity to provide input into the EIS. Specifically, this process was
used to identify significant issues that will be discussed in detail in the EIS, along with those issues
that should be addressed only briefly or appropriately dismissed. The findings from the scoping
phase are summarized herein.
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The objectives of the scoping phase, established in 40 C.F.R. §1501.7, are as follows: (1) identify
the various actions and their alternatives and refine the list of alternatives on which the EIS will
focus; (2) determine the scope of issues to be addressed; (3) identify significant issues related to the
proposed action; (4) invite participation by affected agencies and individuals; (5) eliminate from
detailed study matters that are not significant or are covered by prior reviews; (6) indicate any
related environmental assessments being prepared that are not part of the EIS; and (7) indicate the
relationship between EIS schedule and project decisions timing.

The following activities were carried out to meet these objectives:

o Conducted pre-scoping meetings with State of Hawaii and C&C of Heonolulu agencies
during the months of April through july 1997.

® Published and distributed a public scoping meeting announcement and Notice of intent
(NOI) to prepare a DEIS. The meeting announcement was published in the March 30, 31,
and April 1, 1997 issues of the Honolulu Advertiser and the Honolulu Star-Builetin. The
NOI was published in the March 26, 1997 issue of the Federal Register (62 FR 14405) {text
provided in Appendix A-2); a condensed version was published in The Environmental
Notice, a semimonthly bulietin of the State Office of Environmental Quality Control
(OEQC). In addition, the NOI was mailed directly to approximately 100 agency
representatives and other potentiaily concerned parties. The publication in the Federal
Register initiated the 30-day public comment pericd required by CEQ regulations.

° Held two public scoping meetings on April 16 and 17, 1997. The first meeting was held
in the central Honolulu area at Washington Intermediate School; the second meeting was
held at NASBP in the Paradise West Club. Both meetings were held at 7:00 p.m.

A summary of the scoping comments is given below. Comments received during the scoping
process were used to provide focus for the potential issues and environmental consequences
discussed in Chapter Four.

J The EIS should evaluate the additional risk of accidents due to general aviation flight
training operations and their effect on the refinery and a portion of the State’s fuel supplies.
(Comment addressed in Section 4.4.3.2 of the FEIS.)

e The EIS should address concerns about siting a general aviation airport and light-industrial
and residentially zoned areas in close proximity to the existing refinery in Campbell
Industrial Park. (Comment addressed in Sections 4.4.2 and 4.4.3 of the FEIS.)

e All city infrastructure improvements should be in accordance with C&C of Honolulu
standards and the Americans with Disabilities Act Accessibility guidelines. (Use of C&C of
Honolulu standards is an operational issue that will be addressed by the LRA in the
development phase.}

e The EIS should provide information on the impacts of development on water quality. Areas
warranting special measures to reduce potential contamination (e.g., underground
petroleum storage tanks) should be identified. Information about proposed reuse of any
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sewage effluent should be disclosed, and mitigation measures proposed. Management

measures should be implemented as part of development criteria to control and reduce
discharge of pollutants. Reguirements of Ordinance 96-34 regarding increases in runoff
from new developments, including ownership, operations, and maintenance of
retention/detention basins should be addressed, and the necessary permits required by
C&C of Honolulu Department of Public Works (DPW) should be identified. {(Comments
addressed in Sections 4.1.2 and 4.1.3 of the FEIS. Requirements of Ordinance 96-34 and
specific permits are operational issues that will be addressed by the LRA in the
development phase.)

. The EIS should include a discussion of any former government or Crown Lands (ceded
fands) which may be located within the area to be redeveloped. The EIS should address
whether the proposed action on these ceded lands is appropriate under the 5(f) provisions
of the Admissions Act. (There are no ceded lands at Barbers Point. See Section 1.8.3 of the
FEIS.)

. The EIS should include all archaeological, cultural, floral, and faunal information known
about the area. (Comments addressed in Sections 3.2 and 3.3 of the FEIS.)

. The EIS should address why Barbers Point will not be used for a veterans’ home. (See
Section 2.7 of the FEIS.)

1.6.2 Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements

In accordance with NEPA and implementing CEQ regulations, draft and final environmental impact
statements have been prepared, and public notifications and reviews have been undertaken. The
DEIS was published in August 1998. A Notice of Availability (NOA) and announcement of public
hearing for the DEIS (Appendix A-3) was published in the Federal Register on August 28, 1998; in
the Honolulu Advertiser and Honolulu Star-Bulletin on August 30, 31, and September 1, 1998; and
in the OEQC Environmental Notice on September 8, 1998. Copies of the DEIS were distributed
to the interested parties listed in Appendix A-4. The public was given 45 days, until October 12,
1998, to submit written comments on the DEIS.

On October 5 and 7, 1998, public hearings were conducted at 7:00 p.m. at the James Campbell
Building in Kapolei and Washington Intermediate School in Honolulu, respectively. The purpose
of the hearings was to provide information to the public on the DEIS findings and to receive
comments on the document. A total of five individuals testified at the hearings. A summary of the
testimonies is presented in Appendix A-5. Complete transcripts of the hearings can be reviewed by
contacting the Pianner in Charge identified on the cover page of this document.

Written comments were received from 28 parties. Copies of written comments and response letters
are contained in Appendix A-6.

A distribution list for this FEIS is contained in Chapter Seven. An NOA of the FEIS will be published
in the Federal Register and the Honolulu daily newspapers, which initiates a 30-day no action
period. After that time, a ROD can be issued by Navy. The ROD marks the completion of the NEPA
process.
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1.7 SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL ISSUES, CONCERNS, AND
IMPACTS

As a result of the scoping process, the following potentlaﬂ impacts were identified and will be
discussed in detail in the FEIS:

Physical Environment

° Surface water—potential for contamination.

° Air—potential for air quality degradation.

° Noise—land use compatibility.

. Transportation—potential for traffic degradation.

Biological Resources
° Threatened and endangered species—risks to preservation and protection.
e Sensitive habitats—risks to preservation and protection.

Cultural Resources
. Archaeological sites and historic structures—risks to preservation/protection of significant
sites or structures.

Public Health and Safety
° Hazardous air pollutants—existing conditions and proposed activities resulting in releases.
s Airport protection zones—existing and proposed airport protection zones.

Public Services
. Education, police, fire, U.S. Coast Guard, hospitals, emergency services (paramedics, civil
defense)—effect on capacity and response time.

Sociceconomic Environment

s Economic need for proposed reuses.

® Potential social and economic effects on local, regional, and island-wide areas.

infrastructure

. Potable water—presence of sufficient supplies.

. Potable water—presence of adequate distribution lines {(main lines only).

s Wastewater—presence of sufficient wastewater treatment facilities to handle anticipated
demand.

° Wastewater—presence of adequate sewer lines {main {ines only).

° Drainage—site runoff resulting from increase in impermeable surfaces associated with
proposed reuse.

. Drainage—regional drainage conditions.

o Electricity—presence of sufficient electricity generation and distribution capacity for

proposed project.
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1.8 RELATED PLANNING ISSUES
1.8.1 Hawaiian Home Lands Recovery Act

A unique aspect of the NASBP BRAC is the role of the Hawaiian Home Lands Recovery Act
(HHLRA), Pub. L. No. 104-42, 109 Stat. 357 (1995). This measure provides a legal mechanism for
the transfer of excess federal land to settle long-standing land claims against the federal government
which allege that certain Hawaiian home lands set aside by Congress in 1921 for homesteading
by native Hawaiians were diverted to other federal uses. The State Hawaiian Homes Commission
has proposed that some of the lands at NASBP be transferred to it under HHLRA. Such requests
have been addressed and incorporated into the LRA’s reuse plans.

On August 31, 1998, the U.S. Department of Interior (DOI) signed a Memorandum of Agreement
with the State of Hawaii identifying several parcels of land, including land at NASBP, for transfer
to DHHL in conditional satisfaction of the obligations of the U.S. Government under the HHLRA.
Under the State-preferred alternative, approximately 644 acres (260.6 hectares) of the property will
be used to partially satisfy this Memorandum of Agreement.

1.8.2 Airport Layout Plan

Specific airport plan information was obtained from the Airport Layout Plan (ALP) developed by
the State of Hawaii DOT and submitted to the FAA for approval on April 21, 1997. Included in this
ALP were requests for waivers and modification from the FAA guidelines. Because most of these
waivers and modifications were not approved by FAA in their September 19, 1997, response letter,
the ALP was revised on February 26, 1998, and resubmitted to reflect continued closure of a
portion of Coral Sea Road in the southwest corner of NASBP to the public. However, because road
closure was contrary to the LRA’s understanding of the State-preferred alternative, the State of
Hawaii DOT revised the ALP again on August 25, 1998, to include a “potential two-lane road.” On
October 2, 1998, FAA conditionally approved the ALP pending environmental review for public
benefit conveyance of airport property. The approval included restrictions on the depiction and use
of roadways located within the Runway Safety Area for Runway 4R.

1.8.3 Ceded Land

The State of Hawaii Office of Hawaiian Affairs requested that the FEIS include a discussion of any
former government or Crown lands (ceded lands) which may be located within the areas to be
redeveloped, and that the FEIS address whether the proposed action on these ceded lands is
appropriate under the 5(f) provisions of the Admission Act, 48 U.S.C. §491 note. Navy has
reviewed land records and has concluded that there are no ceded lands present on NASBP. For this
reason, the provisions of the Admissions Act are not applicable.
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1.9 PERMIT REQUIREMENTS AND RELATED o
COORDINATION

The following are permits or agency coordination required for implementation of the proposed
action:

J Notice of Construction, Alterations, Activation and Deactivation of Airports, Federal
Awviation Regulations, Part 157 (January 1975) and Advisory Circular No. 70-2D (August 1,
1979}, under authority of U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation
Administration.

° Concurrence from the Hawaii Department of Business, Economic Development, and
Tourism that the proposed disposal action will be undertaken in a manner that is consistent
to the maximum extent practicable with the enforceable policies of the Hawaii Coastal
Zone Management (CZM) program in accordance with the Coastal Zone Management Act.
Letters regarding this subject are provided in Appendix A-7.

. Consuitation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS) in accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act.
Letters regarding this subject are provided in Appendix A-8.

. Consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer and Advisory Council of Historic
Preservation in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.
Letters regarding this subject are provided in Appendix A-9.

Permits and related coordination not expected to be required with the proposed action are
addressed throughout Chapter Four and Section 5.6. One example is the Department of the Army
permits addressed in Section 5.6.2. At this time, the proposed action does not require work to be
performed in open coastal waters, Ordy Pond, or other wetlands; should this change in the future,
Department of the Army permits would be required.

Last, the C&C of Honolulu’s Department of Facility Maintenance is requesting the LRA’s

concurrence that the roadways, drainage systems, and other infrastructure should meet C&C of
Honolulu standards.

1.10 List of Key Applicable Laws and Regulations

Key applicable laws, regulations, permits and licenses considered during the preparation of this
FEIS are listed below.

s Airport and Airway Improvement Act of 1982, as amended
® Airport Noise and Capacity Act of 1990

® Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act of 1974

® Aviation Safety and Noise Abatement Act of 1979

° Aviation Safety and Capacity Expansion Act of 1990

. Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA)
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. Department of Transportation Act of 1966, as amended (Section 4(f))
- . Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, as amended
: . Executive Order 11988 - Floodplain Management
. Executive Order 11990 - Protection of Wetlands
. Executive Order 12898 - Environmental Justice
. Executive Order 13045 - Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and
Safety Risks
. Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act
. National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
. President’s Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) (Title 40 C.F.R. Parts 1500-1508}
o Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) '
. Water Pollution Control Act, as amended by the Clean Water Act of 1977

° Water Quality Assurance Revolving Fund




CHAPTER TWO
ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION

2.1 REUSE PLANNING PROCESS

2.1.1 Background

This document analyzes environmental impacts of Navy’s disposal of property at NASBP and its
subsequent reuse, including the State-preferred alternative (SPA) and a reasonable range of
alternatives, as required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The range of reuse
alternatives developed by the Local Redevelopment Authority (LRA) and described in the Naval
Alr Station Barbers Point Community Redevelopment Plan, March 1997, and its amendment of
December 1997, satisfy NEPA requirements and provide the basis for the land use development
assumptions used in this analysis. Each alternative is described in terms of general land uses and
densities, and includes several specific facilities such as a motor sports raceway complex, marine
park, festival center, and an international sports center. The alternatives represent a wide range of
reasonable uses and densities to give Navy and the receiving agencies maximum flexibility in
disposing of and redeveloping the property. Assumptions related to the reuse alternatives are
provided in Appendix B and are based on the Naval Air Station Barbers Point Community
Redevelopment Plan.

2.1.2 Agency/Community Input and Decisions of Barbers Point
Local Redevelopment Authority

Task forces were established by the LRA to provide input on opportunities and constraints in the
region, to evaluate notices of interest concerning their appropriateness at Barbers Point, and to
make specific recommendations regarding reuse of surplus properties. Four task forces addressed
homeless, housing, and education; economic development and environment; parks, recreation,
and public facilities; and urban design, transportation, and utilities.

Members were nominated by the public and approved by the LRA. During the task forces’
evaluation process, the following issues related to functional categories were identified and
analyzed: the reuse potential of existing facilities or systems, needs of the community, alternative
redevelopment scenarios, and a prioritized list of development options.

Each of the task force groups evaluated notices of interest pertaining to their functional category.
This process allowed a systematic method of evaluating a range of possible reuse alternatives and
determining which reuse alternatives should be considered further. Task force findings are

summarized below.

. Homeless, Housing and Education Task Force. This task force identified the need for a
single agency to coordinate the efforts of various homeless providers to insure that a full
and effective continuum of care, integrating outreach, housing, treatment, education, and
opportunities for employment, would be developed at Barbers Point. To meet these
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objectives, notices of interest from Steadfast Housing and the Hawaii Habitat for Humanity
were supported.

Proposals for residential community development were submitted by the Department of
Hawaiian Home Lands (DHHL}, Hawaii Housing Authority (HHA), the C&C of Honolulu’s
Department of Housing and Community Development, and the U.S. War Veterans
Foundation. Because the task force determined that housing development in the region had
out-paced creation of new jobs, which makes further market-priced housing development
at Barbers Point inappropriate, most of the proposals were not considered further.
Exceptions occurred with DHHL and HHA because of their unigue housing programs.

Lastly, this task force concluded that any additional requirements for educational facilities
in the region were being adequately addressed elsewhere. The State DOE request for the
existing Barbers Point Elementary School was supported and is reflected in the reuse plan.

® Economic Development & Environment Task Force. Development proposals considered
for further evaluation were based on the following assumptions: (1) significant areas in the
region are already planned and zoned for a variety of uses to meet the needs of the
proposed secondary urban center (as defined by the C&C of Honolulu); and (2)
redevelopment activities at Barbers Point should focus on complimenting other proposed
uses in the region. Niche markets or services otherwise unavailable in the adjacent
communities were considered further. Industrial uses were minimally supported by this task
force. Hawaiian Electric Company’s proposal for an electric generating plant was
considered feasible, but not without environmental concerns. The generating plant is
included in one of the alternative reuse plans, but not the State-preferred alternative.

Proposals emphasizing recreation or sports activities as elements of the tourism industry
were strongly recommended by the task force. The C&C of Honolulu’s Pacific International
Sports Center, a motor sports raceway complex, and a marine park were considered to be
feasible projects that would bring new jobs to the community. Other proposals consistent
with the task force’s objectives and compatible with the existing environment were the
C&C of Honolulu’s regional park proposal and the marine park. The proposed military
retirement community was compatible with the objectives of the task force, but because
of the concern for its economic feasibility, it was not considered further.

o Parks, Recreation & Public Facilities Task Force. Proposals supported by this task force
were ones that emphasized regional park facilities to support the existing and future
population of the community. The primary criterion was need, followed by feasibility of
the proposai, and whether it was appropriate and/or compatible with existing and proposed
development in the region. The C&C of Honolulu’s proposal for a major regional park was
strongly supported, along with numerous proposals that could be incorporated into the
regional park concept. Such proposals included a marine park, motor sports raceway
complex, baseball complex, soccer park, Boy Scouts campgrounds, and a museum.

Most of the public facility proposals were strongly supported by the task force. Such
proposals included base yards for government agencies, a secured residential drug
treatment center, an ambulance facility, and a firefighting training center. The State’s
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correctional facility and the C&C of Honolulu’s desalination plant were supported, but to
a lesser extent because of the concern over potential land use conflicts.

. Urban Design, Transportation & Utilities Task Force. The reuse of the existing airport at
NASBP was the primary issue for this task force. Other issues included efforts to integrate
Barbers Point with adjacent communities, including improving access {particularly to the
shoreline areas), and improving the visual continuity by replicating landscape design
features found in neighboring Kapolei.

The State DOT’s proposal for a general aviation reliever airport was supported by all sectors
of the aviation industry, but numerous community members opposed the proposal.
Without an agreement between representatives of the aviation industry and the community,
the LRA was left with resolving this issue. The reuse alternatives reflect the various levels
of airport use, including elimination of the airport.

The foliowing land use alternatives, which encompass the range of reasonable alternatives based
on the task forces’ findings and the LRA’s recommendations, are evaluated in this FEIS:

. State-preferred Alternative {and Amended State-preferred Alternative)
. Large Airport Alternative

. Small Airport Alternative

. No Airport Alternative

. No Action

For No Action, there would be no conveyance or redevelopment of surplus property.

e The alternatives reflect a variety of community interests at the local, regional, and state levels.
Overall objectives include meeting the needs of the community for employment and economic
development and balancing these needs with those of the homeless. The alternatives address
several specific objectives:

. Reuse NASBP for aviation purposes. Numerous studies have concluded that the mix of
light general aviation with heavy, wide-body commercial aircraft at Honolulu International
Airport (HIA) results in high operational delays and safety concerns. With the provision of
a general aviation reliever airport at NASBP, the light general aviation aircraft operations
at HIA would decrease and the State could forego the need to develop new runways and
facilities in and around HIA or at another location. Retaining airport operations would also
allow U.S. Coast Guard to remain at Barbers Point, provide aviation facilities for Hawaii
National Guard, continue the designation of Barbers Point as an alternate landing site by
civilian air carriers and military, and assist in disaster relief and civil defense response in
times of emergencies and natural disasters. Only under emergency situations would Barbers
Point be used as an alternate landing site and only under these situations would civilian air
carriers actually use Barbers Point. No such situation has occurred in all the years the
civilian air carriers have operated at HIA.

. Reuse NASBP for parks and recreation. The development of parks and recreational
facilities would alleviate the current shortage of these in the rapidly growing Ewa district.
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e Reuse NASBP to provide local employment opportunities. Although Leeward Qahu has
been the site of demographic and economic growth in recent years, jobs are stifl
concentrated in the Honolulu urban center. The employment opportunities that could be
provided with the reuse of NASBP would be consistent with the C&C of Honolulu’s
objective to stimulate the growth of employment in the region where NASBP is located.

The alternatives considered by the LRA, which are the subject of this document, are described in
Sections 2.2 through 2.6. In summary, the areas allotted to each land use type, under each
alternative, are shown in Table 2.1-1. Table 2.1-1 acreages are approximate; actual acreages for
each parcel to be transferred are being developed through property surveys conducted by Navy.

Central Area. In its planning process, the LRA developed a plan for the central area of NASBP. This
pian is the same in all alternatives, except No Action. The overall intent of the Central Area plan
(Figure 2.1-1) is to create a new neighborhood center focusing on residential use that
accommodates homeless providers and DHHL housing. Approximately 13 acres (5.3 hectares) are
designated for homeless services, including offices, training centers, chemical dependency
programs, a clinic, special needs housing, recreational facilities, and open space. Fourteen acres
(5.7 hectares) with medium density housing and pedestrian connections to adjacent neighborhoods
are planned. A 7-acre (2.8-hectare) park between the proposed residential areas is planned.
Approximately 6 acres (2.4 hectares) are designated for commercial use. Public facilities will
occupy 13 acres (5.3 hectares) and include an 11-acre (4.5-hectare) parcel for a vocational training
center.

2.2 STATE-PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE (NAVY-PREFERRED
ALTERNATIVE)

The State-preferred alternative (Figure 2.2-1), which is Navy’s preferred alternative, proposes
dividing NASBP property into mixed land uses. The largest land component (709 acres [286.9
hectares)) is the airport, which consists of a general aviation' reliever airport, and the University of
Hawaii aviation training center. The proposed airport would have two parallel runways (Runways
41-22R and 4R-22L) and a crosswind runway (Runway 11-29). The U.S. Coast Guard would remain
in its existing facilities adjacent to and south of Runway 4R-22L. The Hawaii National Guard would
be located adjacent to the airport and north of Runway 22R.

The airport in the State-preferred alternative would:

° Solve the problem of an unsatisfactory mix of small, light general aviation and large, heavy
air carrier aircraft at HIA. The airport would serve about 60 percent of the smali single-
engine and light twin-engine propeller aircraft forecast to be based at HIA by the year 2020,
and serve about 50 percent of the general aviation aircraft projected to be based at
Dillingham Airfield. In total, approximately 105,900 annual general aviation aircraft
operations from these two airports could be served by the airport at Barbers Point by the
year 2020.

General aviation is all civil aviation not classified as air carrier or commuter/air taxi and includes business and
corporate aviation, pleasure flying, and flight training.
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Table 2.1-1

Land Use Types and Associated Areas

Airport 709 [286.9] 968 [391.7] 708 [286.5] 50 [20.21°
Parks and Recreation 686 [277.6] 395 [159.9] 745 [301.5] 965 [390.5]
Commercial, Private
Recreation, and Light 515 [208.4] 519 [210.0] 489 [197.9] 749 [303.1]
Industrial
Housing® 165 [66.8] 220 [89.0] 160 [64.7] 190 [76.9]
Public Facilities 33 [13.4]¢ 35[14.2) 35[14.2) 55[22.3}
(incorporated in (incorporated in

Roads, Open 26[11.71 | appropriate land appropriate land 128 [51.8]
Space, Utilities use type) use type)

Totals 2,137 [864.8] 2,137 [864.8] 2,137 [864.8] 2,137 [864.8}

: Land areas are estimates provided to show the relative differences between alternatives; actual acreages are being developed
through property surveys conducted by Navy. State-preferred alternative iand area estimates were provided by U.S. Navy,
PACNAVFACENGCOM.

Previously considered surplus property, this area is now designated for U.S. Coast Guard use. Under the No Airport alternative,
the U.S. Coast Guard would have to relocate and the National Guard would request this parcel.

N Housing includes homeless facilities.

Additional acre added to reffect changes in current approximation of acreages.

. Accommodate the approximately 62,700 annual general aviation training operations that
would be displaced by the closing of Ford Island Auxiliary Landing Field (ALF} in Pearl
Harbor.

° Accommodate the estimated 13,100 annual operations of U.S. Coast Guard (C-130 aircraft

and helicopters) and Hawaii Army National Guard (C-130 and C-26 aircraft and
helicopters).

. Assist in disaster relief and civil defense response in times of emergencies and natural
disasters.
. Provide an 8,000-foot (2.4-kilometer) runway (Runway 4R-22L) to accommodate

commercial airline requirements for designation of an alternate landing site (under
emergency situations only).

. Provide a 4,500-foot (1.4-kilometer) runway (Runway 4L-22R) for general aviation
operations.
. Provide a 6,000-foot (1.8-kilometer) crosswind runway (Runway 11-29) for take-offs over

the ocean on Runway 11 and landings over the ocean on Runway 29. Limiting the existing
8,411-foot (2.6-kilometer) runway to 6,000 feet would restrict U.S. Coast Guard operations
because fully loaded C-130s would not be able to take off during non-tradewind
conditions.

2-5



Source: Helber Hastert & Feo Planners (December 1397); '

AIRPORT

PACNAVFACENGCOM, map of federal retention areas as of September 28, 1998. \\

Vocatio
School

X4

DHHL

//ﬂ\y Pl

LEGEND

77
725
11

Residential

Residantial/Public Facility
Commerclal

Public Factity

Pairk

Retained Federal Lands

Department of Hawaiian Home Lands
Homgless Praviders

NORTH

0 75 150 300
I

SCALE IN METERS
0 300 600 1200

SCALE IN FEET

Figure 2.1-1

CENTRAL AREA, STATE-PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

EIS for the Disposal and Reuse of
Naval Air Station Barbers Point, Hawaii

86'9L°2) L-¥20/1010°2¥Y



IIEMBEH ‘JUi0d Sidq.ieg UONEBIS JiY [eABN "8661 ‘92 1oqWaIdag JO Se seale uoyuaa) [eIeps) jo dew ‘WOODNIOVAAYNOV 13934 NI 3TW0S  HIHON

4O asnay pue fesodsig au) 10§ §13 : (2661 18qWL09Q PUB 2661 YoIBN) SISUUE]H 9394 9 UBJSBH JagIsH 1S30Inos

00ce 0091 008 0
SAULYNHIALTY d3HH34TH4-IIVLIS SHILIN N ITVOS
1-2'2 ainbi4 e = s ™ |

008 oov 002 0

peoy ainn-| mm e =

SPEOY 10J08]|0D PUE JOMBIN  smemsmssssen

SIBPINCI SSe|BWOH  STNH

spue-| swoH uelemen Jo Juawpedsq HHQ

{(pajou BSIMIBYIO SS3JUN SBale pauelsl-AAeN)
spue] [elepad pauelay

aordg uadQ emsnpu; )61 _H_H_H=

UONBAIOBH/[RIDIaWIIOT _H_H_H_”_”E
rewsnpuy wBri/esewwos [

Ayoed dngnd/lenuspissy 227 o oy M . .
Z . ! i S v : o : i 1 Lo jue
reauspisay 77 = _—— — , T =o_ﬁ~_=__m

uonealay
wodiy
Agioe- ondnd

9
]
[
]
ft

i

seQ,
aN3o31 =t
LY j l / Y

) / VAN dajuR)

“Jied abeyu

I
1&/////-/.

I L
#%Jm«mvta@m.
= Y

dgpmgh

l.Q!D.l,-

T ey TOXe

%

66'8L°1 §-910/10L0'2vY



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
DisPOSAL AND REUSE OF NAS BARBERS POINT CHAPTER TWO

Large areas, approximately 686 acres (277.6 hectares), would be devoted to park and recreation
uses, such as regional shoreline parks and active sports. Along the shoreline, undeveloped lands
would accommodate ocean-related activities along with camping, picnicking, and other passive
recreational opportunities. Inland areas containing significant archaeological features are
envisioned to be preserved as part of a heritage park. Other inland sites are proposed for sports
fields and youth-oriented league sports facilities. In the northeast portion, an international sports
center is proposed to support athletic training programs, in-transit athlete services, sports
competitions and conferences, and public participation programs. A baseball complex is proposed
for league and exhibition games serving local and visiting international teams.

Commercial uses, totaling 515 acres (208.4 hectares), would be divided into 322 acres
(130.3 hectares) of commercial recreational uses in the northeast and 193 acres (78.1 hectares) of
commercial and light industrial activities along the west property edge and in the Central Area.
Three areas for commercial recreation activities are intended to be primarily outdoor recreational,
entertainment, and spectator venues which could be operated as private, for-profit ventures.
Commitments for specific facilities have not yet been made, but possible facilities include a motor
sports raceway complex, a marine park, and a festival center. Other commercial and light industrial
uses would support airfield operations. A water desalination plant is being considered along the
shoreline at the Barbers Point Industrial Park, on the southwest perimeter of the site, to supplement
Oahu’s long-term potable water needs.

Residential uses would be located on 165 acres (66.8 hectares); most of these areas are located in
the northwest corner of the base and adjacent to retained Navy housing. The primary use of these
lands is affordable housing under DHHL’s administration. Public facilities include a vocational
school and elementary school. Existing infrastructure systems, such as potable water, wastewater,
drainage, electrical, and communication systems within the base, would require upgrades and
expansion. Roadway improvements would be made to link Barbers Point to surrounding
communities. A future road, the location of which is yet to be determined, is proposed in the
southwest corner of NASBP to provide public thoroughfare to the southwest of Runway 4R and to
link portions of Coral Sea Road to the east and west sides of the airport. The design and
environmental analysis of this future road will be undertaken at a later date. The LRA and the State
DOT have agreed to this future undertaking. A Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) has been
prepared between the LRA and the State DOT providing the details of this agreement (see
Appendix D). A separate non-Navy NEPA document will be required to assess the environmental
impacts of the future road project. Approvals from FAA and other affected agencies will be required
for the roadway design.

23 LARGE AIRPORT ALTERNATIVE

Figure 2.3-1 illustrates the Large Airport alternative considered by the LRA. The intent of the Large
Airport alternative is to provide maximum flexibility for airport operations while accommodating
DHHL’s request for lands and addressing regional park requirements.

The Large Airport alternative would include 968 acres (391.7 hectares) for an airport with two
parallel runways (Runway 4L-22R and 4R-22L) and a crosswind runway (Runway 11-29) to be used
as a general aviation reliever airport for Honolulu International Airport. The number of general
aviation operations would be similar to those forecast under the State-preferred alternative. The
major differences between the Large Airport alternative and the State-preferred alternative, in terms
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of the airport, are the size of the airport area {the Large Airport alternative being the largest), the
lengths and configurations of the runways, and the resulting changes in capabilities associated with
runway lengths and configurations. The Large Airport alternative:

° preserves the existing two parallel 8,330-foot (2.5-kilometer) runways (Runways 4R-22L and
4L-22R); and
. preserves the existing 8,41 1-foot (2.6-kilometer) crosswind runway {Runway 11-29).

The 8,411-foot crosswind runway, which is longer than the crosswind runway under the State-
preferred alternative, would provide the U.S. Coast Guard with the added capability of being able
to perform take-offs with C-130s under fully loaded conditions during non-tradewind conditions.

In this alternative, light industrial and commercial uses would occupy approximately 519 acres
(210.0 hectares) in the northeast, northwest, and southwest portions of the property and possibly
include sites for a correctional facility and a motor sports raceway complex. Park and recreation
activities would occupy approximately 395 acres (159.8 hectares) along the shoreline and southeast
portion of the property. Residential uses by DHHL would occupy approximately 220 acres
(89.0 hectares).

2.4 SMALL AIRPORT ALTERNATIVE

Of the alternatives containing an airport, this alternative would provide the minimum airport
facilities to accommodate the aviation industry goals for Barbers Point (approximately 708 acres
[286.5 hectares)). It would provide two paraliel runways (Runways 41-22R and 4R-22L) and no
crosswind runway (Figure 2.4-1). The number of general aviation operations would be similar to
those forecast under the State-preferred and Large Airport alternatives. The major differences
between in the Small Airport alternative and other alternatives are the size of the airport area (the
Small Airport alternative being the smallest), the lengths and configurations of the runways, and the
resulting changes in capabilities associated with runway lengths and configurations. The Smal!
Airport alternative:

. provides two parallel runways—an 8,000-foot {2.4-kilometer) runway (Runway 41-22R)
and a 3,700-foot (1.1-kilometer) runway (Runway 4R-221); and

. does not provide a crosswind runway.

The 8,000-foot runway (Runway 4L-22R) would provide an alternative landing site (for emergency
situations) for commercial airlines at HIA. This alternative would restrict U.S. Coast Guard
operations because no crosswind runway would be provided.

In this alternative, parks and recreational activities would occupy the largest area (approximately
745 acres [301.5 hectares)), including the coastline and eastern portion of the property, and would
include a combination of passive and active recreational opportunities. Light industrial/commercial
uses on approximately 489 acres (197.9 hectares) on the western side of the base would provide
income for DHHL and might include a correctional facility. DHHL requests would be consolidated
into a single 160-acre (64.7-hectare) area in the northwest corner of the property.

2-10




442.0101/016-2 1.18.99

s
»

CYE
PN
,Pla

LEGEND

V4 Residential
-4 Residential/Public Facility

Firefighting
Training

mﬂmm]]] Comme
[[[[II[I Comme

I , — ' II]:D Light Industrial

. ( ERENONES
TU.S, Fish” 77707702 1k
~and Wildlife'. Sports 1}
x'Service~/~  Fields

~
L4
N

F s
[N

yfield

Park

Bl eubic Faciity
Airport
Recreation

Open Space

Retained Federal Lands
{Navy-retained areas unless otherwise noted)

Department of Hawaiian Home Lands
rcial/Light Industrial P

. . Homeless Providers
rcial/Recreation

Major and Collector Roads

NORTH

0 200 400 800
———

SCALE IN METERS

0 800 1600 3200

Sources: Helber Hastert & Fee Planners (March 1997 and December 1997);

SCALE IN FEET PACNAVFACENGCOM, map of federal retention areas as of September 28, 1998.

Figure 2.3-1
LARGE AIRPORT ALTERNATIVE

EIS for the Disposal and Reuse of
Naval Air Station Barbers Point, Hawaii




442.0101/016-3 1.18.99

N, " - p
- g
k‘gn!"'wxiq mEEa S omrswe R E )

., = e . :
. k) - L E 3
*o - Ed -
; = - . B . B éb &
RS LA LYY ) £ y ¥ A S v %
— - AR, on H ,.‘4...-)004*"“' . K S
B o 22 Vuny e pwr gl niy s 1
ool e RES

Elementa ‘
chool
pol? ; DHHL v &
~%o/| DHHL |} IK :
- - DHHL
> DHHL
i DHHL \J\V _

Optional
Prison
Site

DHHL

®

/‘/IIIIII//

4 :\’ Heritage Park :’

L S N e e L A
LA A A A
LA L W N Y

PR S A A A

AT W A L T N R

AT TLIATA T

LA A A I A A

L T N L R T T ]
LS T LSS

LT T T W T N T

LA IR S AL P4
RN N N N N NN

J' P A A S

rs
4
LS
rd
&~

Festival
I I II-'-air g

DHHL

AR TR YA YA WA Y
IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII
\\\\\\\\\\\\\
/ll/l I//III

U. S Flsh and>-*

\,\’\I\’\’\, ,\,'\’ aY
ARG T Widlite Servncee'
P s I rs l I J’ I / l
L N S Y A T N
L s T
N N W N »
I\f\/\l\l\f L / Fd
RN TP Playhelds
3 L /\I\#\I: Paclflc ‘I:/:I\I:I:I:I:I:f
o f\r\/;‘ TN Rowing "/\/\/\/\ LT
TR g K £
= Regatta’~ '~ '/ v .

< -

NORTH

Amph“heaterx Marine Park ‘. LA / NN ~
’ RN ”” AN
A A /\I\I /\I\I\I\I\I\I H Lo _‘ -
1 I‘./‘\/‘\f\I\I:/\/‘\/\/‘\/‘\I\I\I\f\/ DHHL 'Camplng
5 ,\f\,\’\,\,\/ l\/\/‘\ - \,\,\’\,\ ﬁ" \."."-
/ f\,\ o \I\I\I\I\l\,\f\/\f\,\l\ v, LY
AT AT Y , - ,\,\ A N T Y PicniCKing
Desalinizatio‘n e Beach LEGEND
Plant BEACH Center Residential Park Retained Federal Lands
¥ P . - Navy-retained areas unless otherwise noted
i itz V4777 Residential/Public Facility Public Facility (Navy-retained areas uniess )
H b o . . DHHL.  Department of Hawaiian Home Lands
% Firefighting I]]]mm]]]] Commerciaif.ight Indusirial Airport
) Trainin . . . HMLS Homeless Providers
9 [II[[[]] Commercial/Recreation Recreation
] ‘ s Major and Collector Roads
!D___D Light Industrial -m Open Space
0 200 400 800
e ' Figure 2.4-1
SCALE IN METERS SMALL AIRPORT ALTERNATIVE
0 800 1600 3200

Sources: Helber Hastert & Fee Planners (March 1997 and December 1997);

SCALE IN FEET PACNAVFACENGCOM, map of federal retention areas as of September 28, 1998.

EIS for the Disposal and Reuse of
Naval Air Station Barbers Point, Hawaii




FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL {MPACT STATEMENT
DispOSAL AND REUSE OF NAS BARBERS POINT CHAPTER TWO

2.5 NO AIRPORT ALTERNATIVE

Another scenario developed by the LRA maximizes the development of community- and tourist-
related recreational activities and completely excludes a general aviation airport (Figure 2.5-1).
Without the use of an airport, the U.S. Coast Guard must relocate. The majority of surplus lands,
nearly 965 acres {390.5 hectares), would be dedicated to parks and recreation, expanding
opportunities for active and passive recreation. Commercial/recreational activities would occupy
nearly 527 acres {213.3 hectares) in the southwest and eastern parts of the base; these might
include a raceway complex, marine park, and festival center and fairgrounds. Light industry on
approximately 152 acres (61.5 hectares) on the western side of the property might include a power
plant, correctional facility, and DHHL enterprises with an approximate 70 additional acres for
utilities. Housing would occupy 190 acres (76.9 hectares).

2.6 NO ACTION

In the No Action alternative, Navy would retain ownership of the property in caretaker status, and
there would be no redevelopment of surplus property. Without the use of an airport, the U.S. Coast
Guard must relocate.

2.7 REQUEST CONSIDERED AND NOT INCLUDED IN THE
ALTERNATIVES

The LRA’s Homeless, Housing, and Education Task Force reviewed a request for a veterans’ home.
This task force determined that existing housing developments in the region, including affordable
housing, adequately serve the needs of veterans. Likewise, affordable housing and housing for the
homeless are included in the LRA’s alternatives. For these reasons, the request to include a
veterans’ home was not incorporated into the LRA’s plans.

2.8 SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS

The criteria for evaluating potential impacts and determining their significance are specified in
40 C.F.R. §1508.27. Significance is determined by the intensity or severity of the impact and by
the context of the impact. Criteria for determining intensity are based on relative changes.
Table 2.8-1 summarizes and compares the potential environmental impacts for each alternative.

No significant direct impacts will result from Navy’s disposal of approximately 2,137 acres (864.8
hectares) of surplus property. With the exception of traffic impacts associated with special
attractions, e.g., large events at the motor sports raceway park, all indirect and cumulative impacts
can be mitigated so that they are not significant. In most cases, mitigation will be the responsibility
of the LRA or the developer. Navy will be responsible for informing the appropriate bureau within
the U.S. Department of Interior (DOI) of its responsibility to consult under Section 7 of the federal
Endangered Species Act of 1973 prior to the conveyance of lands from the U.S. DO to the State
of Hawaii and C&C of Honolulu with regard to potential reuse impacts on ‘akoko. Navy is also
responsible for developing deed covenants with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) to
ensure appropriate treatment of cultural resources affected by proposed reuse. Mitigation of impacts
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relating to drainage require further negotiations with affected parties and are currently unresolved.
The following is a discussion of the potential impacts, along with the identification of the
environmentally preferred alternative and Navy’s preferred alternative.

Comparison of Alternatives. No significant impacts are anticipated on geology, topography, soils,
water quality, air quality, noise, visual resources, air and marine transportation, terrestrial fauna,
marine biota, sensitive habitats, public health and safety, police and fire protection, U.S. Coast
Guard operations, health care services, income, revenue, housing, recreation, or infrastructure
systems for potable water, non-potable water, wastewater, electricity, solid waste, or
communications.

Significant impacts, which vary in degree between alternatives, could occur on traffic, terrestrial
flora, sensitive habitats, cultural resources, education, employment (impacts are beneficial), and
drainage (see Table 2.8-1) without mitigation. With the exception of traffic associated with special
events under all reuse alternatives, all impacts can be mitigated to levels that are not significant.

Mitigation for reuse alternatives will prevent significant impacts from occurring. With the exception
of traffic associated with special events attracting 50,000 to 65,000 peopie (at the proposed festival
center or raceway park}, traffic increases can be mitigated to levels that are not significant by
implementing recommended roadway improvements listed in Table 4.1-7. Even with mitigation,
traffic impacts associated with these special atiractions would be significant. Potential significant
impacts on terrestrial flora of concern, the ‘akoko, will be avoided since consultation in accordance
with state or federal endangered species laws and regulations (Section 7 of the Endangered Species
Act of 1973) will be required. In addition, restrictive covenants (identified during Navy’s
consultation with USFWS [see Appendix A-8]), will provide ‘akoko plants a degree of protection
equal to or greater than that which is currently provided. Potential significant impacts on sensitive
habitats would be aveided through mitigation measures developed by U.S. DOI (sponsoring
agency) in consultation with the USFWS. No significant impacts on cultural resources
(archaeological sites and historic structures) will occur with the disposal of surplus lands, provided
the transfer includes deed covenants that ensure appropriate treatment of those resources affected
by proposed reuse. The State Historic Preservation Officer has concurred with the Navy “no
adverse effect” determination (see Appendix A-9). Potentially significant impacts on elementary
schools could be mitigated by adding new classroom buildings at Barbers Point Eiementary School,
redistricting to reallocate the student populations, or possibly constructing a second elementary
school in the area. Last, potentially significant impacts on drainage could be avoided with the
construction of on-site storm water disposal facilities such as dry wells, infiltration galleries, and
ponding basins, or providing a drainage system to convey storm water to the ocean.

Under all reuse alternatives, minority and low-income populations would benefit due to increases
in available housing and health services designated for these populations. With the exception of
the highly unlikely emissions release scenario (worst-case condition) from nearby CIP, none of the
alternatives would result in disproportionate health or safety risks to children.

Environmentally Preferred Alternative. The No Action alternative would create the least impacts
on the environment, but it would not meet the purpose and need. Navy would retain ownership
and liability for surplus property with no function and no operational or strategic value. The
environmentally preferred alternative that would meet the purpose and need is the No Airport
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alternative. Many of the impacts in the No Airport alternative would be similar to the State-
preferred alternative, with the exceptions of noise, public safety, and drainage, which would be
less.

Navy-preferred Alternative. The State-preferred alternative (see Section 2.2), approved by the LRA
and the Governor, is Navy’s preferred alternative. It would benefit the local community and would
be consistent with the intent of the President’s Five-Part Plan for Revitalizing Base Closure
Communities. As stated above, traffic associated with special events would be the only significant
impact that could not be completely mitigated.
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Table 2.8-1
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation for All Alternatives

topography, and
soils

on sail stability from
proposed construction.

Mitigation: None
required.

Mitigation: None
required.

Mitigation: None
required.

Mitigation: None
required.

prfered | Large Aiport o
ative (SPA) - Miernative _ Mlternative
Geology, Mo significant impacts Similar to SPA. Similar to SPA. Similar to SPA. Not applicable (no

development will
occur).

Water quality:
groundwater

No significant impacts
due to light industrial,
landscape, and
maintenance activities,
with required
implementation of BMPs
and spill control
measures, use of low-
water consumption
plants for fandscaping,
and minimized use of
chemicals for
landscaping.

Mitigation: None
required.

Similar to SPA.

Mitigation: None
required.

Similar to SPA.

Mitigation: None
required.

Similar to SPA.

Mitigation: None
required.

No change,
assurning
continuation of
presently
programmed
cleanup actions.

Mitigation: None
required.
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Table 2.8-1 Summary of Impacts and Mitigation for All Alternatives (continued)

 large Aiport
___Alternative

Water quality:

Similar to SPA.

Similar to SPA.

Similar to SPA.

Minimal impacts due to
runoff, and possible
spills during
construction or storm
water runoff from light
industrial facilities
would be managed with
implementation of BMPs
and other measures.

Mitigation: None
required.

Mitigation: None
required.

Mitigation: None
required.

No significant impacts No impact.
surface waters becatise wastewater
{(open coastal discharge flow limits
waters) would not be exceeded,

and land uses along the

coast would remain

unchanged. Temporary,

localized impacts during

construction and after

heavy rainfall events.

Mitigation: None Mitigation: None Mitigation: None Miti