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FON4l 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE DISPOSAL AND REUSE 

OF NAVAL AIR STATION BARBERS POINT, HAWAH 

Lead Agency: U.S. Department of the Navy 
Cooperating Agency: U.S. Department of Transp ion, Federal Aviation Administration 
Proposed Action: Disposal and Reuse of NavaB Air Station Barbers Point 

This Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) w d u a t a  the potential environmental impacts of the 
proposed disposal and subsequent reuse sf Naval Air Station Barbers Point (NASBP), Hawaii. It 
incorporates comments received during the 45day public comment period of the Draft EIS. 

The FEBS i s  being prepared pursuant to Section 102(2)(c) of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
of 1969,42 U.S.C. 54332; Navy guidelines, OPNAVBNST 5090.1 B; and the 1998 Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Act (DBCRA), 18 U.S.C. 52687' note, as amended by the 1993 Base Realignment and 
Closure (BRAC) process. In addition to serving Navy requirements, the FElS 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 (ALR for airwayand supporting facilities at NASBP. 

This FElS 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 fiflh 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 caretakerstatus. NASBP will close on july 2, 

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 properky. Appropriate treatment 
of significant cultural resources wi I I be ensured by deed covenants as a result of Navy's consultation with 
the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) pursuant to Section 106 sf the National Historic 
Presewation Act. Implementation of these protective 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 96860-3 134 

Telephone: (808) 471-9338; Fax (808) 474-5909 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
+\d% ' 

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 454ay public 
comment period of the Draft EIS (DEIS). 

The FElS is  being prepared pursuant to Section 182 (2)(c) of the National Environmental Policy A d  
(NEPA) of 1969, 42 U.S.C. 54332, as implemented by Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) 
regulations, 40 C.F.R. Parts f5QO-1508; Navy guidelines (BPNAVINST 5890.1 B); and the 1998 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment A d  (DBCM), 10 U.S.C. 52687 note, as amended by the 
1993 Base Realignment and Closure (BMC) process. it is  also being prepared in accordance with 
FAA Orders, Airpofi Environmental Handbook (October 8, 1985) and Policies and Procedures for 
Considering Environmental Impacts (December 5, 19861, that implement the Airport and Airway 
Improvement Act of 1982, 49 U.S.C. 547101 et seq., and Section 4(fB of the Department sf 
Transportation Act of 1966, 49 U.S.C. 5303. 

The federal agencies responsible for the preparation of this FElS include Navy as the lead federal 
agency and the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) as a cooperating agency. Pursuant to CEQ 
5 15Q1.6, the cooperating agency is  defined as any other federal agency that has jurisdiction Lay 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 Dmument 

The purpose of the FElS 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 airportfaciiities, 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 FElS analysis in its consideration of disposal options in its Record 
of Decision (ROD).The N EPA 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 
impads 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, 1999. 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 hepares) are being retained by Navy (including all of the noncontiguous area); 
approximately 1 acre (0.4 hedare) will be conveyed to the West Oahu Community Federal Credit k*., 

Union; and approximately 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 foflsws. 

e Veterans Administration (6 acres [2.4 hectares]) 
B FAA (1 8 acres [7.3 hectares]) 
s U.S. Postal Sewice 61 acre [0.4 hectare]) 
.m National Guard Bureau (1 49 acres I60.3 hectares]) 
e U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) (239 acres [96.7 hectares]) 
a U.S. Coast Guard (44 acres [ I  7.8 hectares]) 

The remaining approximately 2,137 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 2,437 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 $!an (Helber, 
Hastet? & Fee, PBarsners, March 1997) and as amended by the Navaj Air Station Barbers Point, 
Community Wedeve/gsment Phn, Amendment I (Helber, Hastert & Fee, Planners, December 
1997). Property disposal and reuse will comp[y with the DBCRA of 1990, 10 61.S.C. 52687 note, 
as amended by the 1993 B M C  process; President Clinton's Five-Point Plan, "A B~agrarn to 
Revitalize Base Closure Communities" Uuly 2, 1993); the National Defense Authorizatiol-o Act for 
Fiscal Year 1994, Pub. L. 103-1 40, Title XXIX, Subtitle A 61 993); 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 i s  
proposed that a portion of the surplus property be conveyed under the Hawaiian Home Lands 
Recovery Act of 1995, 48 U.S.C. 55691-746, to settle long-standing land claims against the federal 
government. 

In accordance with DBCM of 1990, 18 U.S.C. 52687 note, the LM-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 communi~,  
alternative redevelopment scenarios, and development priorities. Findings of the I-RA are 
documented in the NavaE Air Station Barbers Point, Community Wedeve!opment Plan and Naval 
Air Station Barbers Paint, Community RedeveEoprnerae P!an, Amendment I. These documents 
contain the redevelopment plan approved by the LfQ4 and the Governor, herein referred to as the 
Statepreferred alternative, and three other alternatives that are described and evaluated in this FE1S. 

The Statepreferred 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 F A A  parcel would have 
to be realigned.) In the descriptions given below, the sizes of the designated land use areas are only 
approximate, based an the LRA's plan. 
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Statepreferred Alternative (Navy-preferred Alternative). The State-preferred plan consists sf a 
709-acre (286.9-hectare) general aviation reliever airport for Wonotulu International Airport (WIA), 
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 51 5 acres (208.4 
hectares) are planned for commerciallprivate 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 
i s  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 51 9 acres (21 0.0 hectares). Park and recreation activities are 
planned over 395 acres (1 59.9 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 E301.5 hectares]) in this plan, 
followed by 489 acres (1 97.9 hectares) for light industriallprivate recreationlcommerciaI 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. Phis area would be 
limited to helicopters for the Hawaii Army National Guard. The No Airport alternative focuses on 
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 
commerciallprivate recreationalllight 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 alternatives 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 entireDy mitigated. 
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In most cases, mitigation will be the responsibility sf the LR.4 or the developer. For those parcels 
being conveyed through the U.S. Department of Interior (DO!), Navy wil l be responsible for 
informing the appropriate bureau within the U.S. DO1 of its responsibility to consult under Section -... 
7 of the federal Endangered Species A a  of 1973. This Sedion 7 consultatisn should be initiated 
prior to land conveyance from U.S. DO1 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 6HPO) 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# Topographyp and Soils. 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 i s  relatively level. 

Groundwater. No significant impacts on groundwater are expected in any of the reuse alternatives. 
Groundwater beneath NASBP is  brackish and not suitable for consumption or for irrigation without 
desalinization. Potential effects from airport or Bight industrial activities on groundwater would not 
be significant as long as operational controls such as providing adequate containment for chemical 
or fuel storage areas and designating wellcontained 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. t he  seasonaj wetland located on the surplus property and adjacent receiving waters 
such as Ordy Pond (the only anckialine pond on NASBP, which is planned for transfer to LISFWS), 
two coastal salt flats, and the ocean will not be significantly impacted in all reuse alternatives as 
long as Best Management Practices (BMPs) (control techniques 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 impads on air quality would occur in any of the alternatives based on 
evaluations sf stationary- and mobiletype (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 (CM), that control emissions relative to state and national ambient air quality 
standards ( M Q S ) .  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 i s  a direct function of the area planned for these uses, the No Airport 
aiternative has the greatest potential for pollutant emissions. This alternative also contains a power 
plant, which would pose specific air quality concerns. For afl 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 andl 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 I'EIS are 
i rnplemented. Based on the number vehicle trips associated with the alternatives, w ~ h  icular 

'L,, 
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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, i s  exempt from the federal conformity rules that 
implement the intent of Section 176(c) of the CAA, 42 U.S.C. 57401. 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 (DNL) would not be exceeded in noisesensitive 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 1 1-46, 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 

.\<,<I+' 
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 
wil l  be significant. Traffic and parking mitigation plans will be required to partiaIly alleviate the 
severity s f  the impacts. 

The existing number of average daily trips (ADT) i s  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 Statepreferred 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. N o  significant impacts would be expected with appropriate mitigation 
measures resulting from consultations with CISFWS 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, hkoko (Charnaesyce skottsbergii var. skombergii), 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, hkoko and Achysanthes splendens var. soterndata (no 
common name), one state and federal-listed endangered bird species-Hawaiian black-necked stilt 
(Mimanbopus mexianus kwudseni), various species of migratory birds, the state and federal-listed 
threatened green sea turtle (CheBonia mydas), and the state and federallisted endangered 
humpback whale (Megaptera novaeangbiae). 

Best Management Practices for storm water runoff mntrol 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, tlqerefore 
consultation with USFWS in compliance with Section 2 of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Ad, 
I 6  U.S.C. $662, is  not required. 

Letters documenting Navy's informal consul tation wi th 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 14-8. Prior to any conveyance of land that may contain federally listed 
threatened or endangered species from U.S. DO! to the State of Hawaii and the C&C of HonoDulu, 
consultation by the appropriate bureau within the U.S. 501 in accordance with federal endangered 
species laws and regulations (Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 4 973) 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 sf 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 will 
have the least impact on archaeologica% 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 Airport alternative. For historic structures, a! I won-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 sf NHPA has concurred with 
Navy's "no adverse effect" determination for the disposal of surplus lands with significant cultural 
resources provided the transfer includes deed covenants. Deed covenants will ensure appropriate 
treatment sf 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 (CIPB, and the airport were considered. 

No significant impacts from existing areas of contamination would occur because existing areas sf 
contamination and points of interest (P81s) must be identified and remediated to levels protective 
sf human health and the environment (or have a proven, effective remediation underway). Deed 
restrictions will address the level of cfeanup performed (if required) to ensure that future 
development of these areas remain protective of human health and the environment. 



Significant impact from CIP operations to proposed residential areas in the western portion of 
NASBP is  highly unlikely. While this FElS concludes that CIP would not present a significant risk 

GG.- 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 Statepreferred, Large Airport, and Small Airport 
alternatives. DOH" position i s  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 i s  left up to the discretion of the L M  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. 
56981 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/commerciaI 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 

,rJ included restrictions on the depiction and use of roadways located within the RSA for Runway 4R. 

Executive Order 43045 (Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety 
Risks). The analyses in this FElS reveal that reuse of NASBP would not create environmentai 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 LWA 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 part 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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Soeiaecan~rnic Environment. No significant impacts on the socioeconomic environmerrt would 
occur with reuse. The development alternativa 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 to 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, socioeconomic impacts are considered positive. In particular, the reuse 
alternatives would kelp alleviate the island-wide and regional demands for parks and recreation 
areas. 

Executive Order 14898 9EwvironmentaI Justice). This FElS assesses human health, economic, 
social, and environmeratal 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 populatioess. The disposal and reuse would 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 sewices 
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 wcsuid occur in the 
Large Airport alternative, followed by the Small Airport alternative, and then the Statepreferred 
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. 



CHAPTEB ONE 
xd.yd+y PUBPOSE AND NEED 

OVERVIEW/FORMAT OF THE FElS 

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). 

'Fhe FElS is  being prepared pursuant to Section 102 (2)(c) of the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) of 1969,42 U.S.C. 54332, as implemented by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) 
regulations, 40 C.F.R. Parts 1500-1 508; Navy guidelines, OPNAVINST 5090.1 B; and the 1990 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act (DBCRA), 10 U.S.C. 52687 note, as amended by the 
1 99% Base Realignment and Closure (BMC) 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. 547101 et seq., and Section 4(f) of the Department of 
Transportation Act of 1966, 49 U.S.C. 5303. 

The federal agencies responsible for the preparation of this FElS include Navy as the lead federal 
agency and the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) as a cooperating agency. Pursuant to CEQ 
!j 1501.6, the cooperating agency i s  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 i s  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 FElS 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 FElS 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 FElS is  organized in the following manner: 

Chapter One-Purpose and Need 

Chapter Two-Alternatives Including the Proposed Action 



e Chapter Three-Affected Environment 

8 Chapter Four-Environmental Consequences 

e Chapter Five-Environmental Consequences-Other Considerations 

e Chapter Six-List of Preparers 

@ Chapter Seven-Distribution of FElS 

rn Chapter Eight-References 

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

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 

The proposed adion is  the disposal d 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 Mavaj Air Station Barbers Pain$ ~omrnuni ty  RedeveBspment Plan of March 
1997, and as amended by the Navd Air Station Barbers Point, Community Redeve/spmena Plan, 
Amendment I of December 1997 (hereinafter referred to as the liedevelopment Plan). The 
Redevelopment Plan was prepared and adopted by the State's Local Redevelopment Authority 
(IbM), 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 impads are those 
associated with Navy disposal of surplus property and the No Action alternative; indirect impacts 
are associated with community reuse of surpIus property. Navy's role and responsibility for 
disclosing indirect reuserelated 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. 

LOCATION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 

NASBP is  Bomted on the island sf Oahu in the state of Hawaii. It is  approximately 16 miles 
(26 kilometers) west of downtown Honolulu and is Iscated on the Ewa Plain, as shown in Figure 
1.3-1. Campbell industrial Park is located to the west, Ewa Beach residential communities arid open 
space to the east, the ocean to the south, and the City of Kapslei to the north. Kapoiei 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 (4,506.2 hectares) of land. Of this, approximately 2,137 acres 
(864.8 hectares) have been determined to be surplus and are the focus of this FEIS. 

. . . . . .  . . . . . . . 
,;.;.;.;.;.;.7 - 

1.4 PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION 

The purpose of the proposed 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 Mavab Air Station WAS) Barbers Point and relocate its aircraft ahng with their 
dedicatedpensnsre8 and equipment support to other nava/ air stations, including Marine 
Corps Air Station (MCAS) Kaweohe Bay, Hawaii, and MAS Whidbey Island, Washington. 
Disestabbish the Naval Air Reserve Center. Retain the family housing as needed Ror multi- 
service use. 

Under the 1995 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission, the last sentence in the 4 993 
recommendations was modified to state: 

Retain the family housing as needed for mubti-service use, including the followirrg family 
housing support facilities: commissary facibities, Public Works Center compound with i ts 
sanitary landfilj, and beach recreational areas, known as Mimitz Beach and White Pbains 
Beach. 

NASBP will be closed, effective july 2, 1999, lander authority of the 1990 DBCRA. Exg~editious 
disposal of surplus property i s  necessary so that Navy does not continue to incur operational and 
maintenance costs associated with a closed base. The NEPA process, of which this FElS is an %- 

integral part, must be completed before surplus property can be conveyed. 

The purpose of the FElS i s  to inform the Secretary of the Navy about the environmental effects of 
disposal sf 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 FElS are to El) provide the information needed by the FAA to prepare 
decision documents recommending the terms and conditions for airport conveyance and 1:2) satisfy 
the FAA requirement for NEPA environmental review associated with FAA approvial 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 
sther federal agencies or convey propew 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.S.C. 32687 note, as amended by the 1993 B M C  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. 103-1 60, Title XXIX, Subtitle A (1 993); and 
Revitalizing Base Closure Communities and Community Assistance, 32 C.F.R. Parts 174 and 175. 

The DBCRA of 1 990 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 7 10 acres of non-contiguous area: 
108 acres (43.7 hectares) at Kaula Island and 2 acres (0.8 hectare) 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 

T .=, 
course. Functions remaining after base closure and located within the Navy-retained area include 
the following: Family Service Center, Armed Services YMCA, NavylMarine Corps Relief Society, 
medicalldental clinic, commissary, preschool, chaplain, exchange, security, federal fire department, 
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 DBCM 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 1 1, 1995, and 
in local newspapers on October 16, 7995. A Notice of Surplus Determination was made on 
October 1 7, 1995, 

In a joint State of Hawaii and C&C of Honolu4u action, a Barbers Point Naval Air Station (BPNAS) 
Reuse Committee was initially established and officially recognized as the LKA 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 L M  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 L M  
requested that all eligible and interested parties submit notices of interest for property by k i........... .. ., 
November 15, 1995. Notices of interest were received from State and C&C of Honolulu agencies, 
private businesses, homeless sewice providers, and nonprofit organizations. Fo[lowing the LRA's 
evaluation of the notices of interest, a land use plan for the surplus property was developed. 

The L R A  developed and considered various reuse scenarios. The focus of the scen,arios or 
alternatives was on the reuse of the base for airport operations (large-scale, smaller-scale, and no 
airport). Numerous won-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. fourth 
alternative (a composite of two previously presented alternatives) was subsequently added, 14 public 
hearing was conducted on the composite scenario on September 1 7, 1996. The composite scenario 
was adopted by the LRA on October 8, 1996. 

Ow December 23, 1996, the Governor approved the LRA's recommended plan, and it was 
fowarded 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, following public hearings and deliberations by the LRB. The amended plan was (adopted 
by the LRA on December 11, 1997, and approved by the Governor on December 17, 1997. 

The redevelopment alternatives evaluated in the FElS are primarily based on information presented 
in the NAS Barben Point Community Redevelopment P!an and Amendment (Helber Hasteit & Fee, 
Planners, March and December 1997). Minor changes have been made to the Statepreferred 
alternative subsequent to the December 1997 amendment. Minor changes are reflected in the 
Statepreferred alternative and the summary in Table 1.5-1. ,* 

1.5,1 HsmeDess Assistance Application 

The LRB was required to consider homeless needs and develop a plan that balances the needs of 
the homeless and the community. The Hawaii Housing Authority ( H H A )  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 surpJus properties was 
submitted to H U D on March 1 997. The following were requested: 1 3 acres (5.3 hectares11 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 (1 8 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 . 

I Previously the Office of State Planning. 
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H U D  has approved HHA's request for the 43 acres (5.3 hectares) in the central area. Under the 
State-preferred alternative, the 65-acre (26.3-hectare) parcel i s  anticipated to be conveyed under 
the H H LRA to the Department of Hawaiian Home Lands (DH W L). 

Table 1.5-1 
Property Disposal Summary 

Property planned for transfer to federal credit union 

Veterans Administration - programs to serve 

U.S. Postal Service - site of post office to 

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

1.6 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

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 €15, 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 scopiwg phase, established in 40 C.F.R. 51 501.7, are as follows: (1 I identify 
the various actions and their alternatives and refine the list of alternatives on which the EIS will C &_. 

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 EOS schedule and project decisions timing. 

The following activities were carried out to meet these objectives: 

@ Conducted pre-scoping meetings with State of Hawaii and C&C of Honolulu ,agencies 
during the months of April through ]uiy 7 997. 

@ Published and distributed a public scsping meeting announcement and Notice of tntent 
(NOI) to prepare a DEIS. The meeting announcement was published in the March 36, 31, 
and April 1, 1997 issues of the HonslrrBu Advertiser and the Hanolulu Star-Bulletin. The 
NOl was published in the March 26, 1997 issue of the Federal Register (62 FW 7 4405) (text 
provided in Appendix 14-2); a condensed version was published in The Enviranmental 
Notice, a semimonthly bba lletin of the State Office of Environmental Quality Control 
(OEQC). In addition, the NOI was mailed directly to approximately 100 agency 
representatives and other potentially concerned parties. The publication in the Federal 
Register initiated the 30day public comment period required by CEQ regulations. 

e Held two public seoping 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. 

1. _ 

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

e 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.) 

O The EIS should address concerns about siting a general aviation airport and light-iiidustrial 
and residentially zoned areas in close proximity to the existing refinery in Carnpbel! 
industrial Park. (Comment addressed in Sections 4.4.2 and 4.4.3 of the FEiS.1 

€2 All city infrastructure improvements should be in accordance with C&C sf klonolulu 
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.) 

a 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 controi and reduce 
discharge of pollutants. Requirements of Ordinance 96-34 regarding increases in runoff 
from new developments, including ownership, operations, and maintenance of 
retentionfdetention basins should be addressed, and the necessary permits required by 
C&C of Wono!ulu 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 
lands) which may be located within the area to be redeveloped. The €IS 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.) 

e 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 
DElS was published in August 1998. A Notice of Availability (NOA) and announcement of public 
hearing for the DEE (Appendix A-3) was published in the Federal Register on August 28, 4 998; in 
the H0n01uIu Advertiser and Honolulu Star-Bulletin on August 30,3 1, and September 1, 1 998; and 
in the OEQC Environmental Notice on September 8, 4 998. Copies of the DElS were distributed 
to the interested parties listed in Appendix A-4. The public was given 45 days, until October 4 2, 
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 DElS findings and to receive 
comments on the document. A total of five individuals testified at the hearings. A summary sf the 
testimonies is  presented in Appendix A-5. Complete transcripts of the hearings can be reviewed by 
contacting the Planner 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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I .7 SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL ISSUES, CONCERNS, AND 
IMPACTS 

As a result of the scoping process, the fo[lowing potential impacts were identified ancl will be 
discussed in detail in the FEIS: 

Physical Environment 
e Surface water-potential for contamination. 
e Air-potential for air quality degradation. 
e Noise-law$ use compatibility. 
m Transportation-potential for traffic degradation. 

Bioiogical Resources 
c3 Threatened and endangered species-risks to preservation and protection. 
e Sensitive habitats-risks to preservation and protection. 

Cultural Resources 
e Archaeologica! sites and historic structures-risks $0 preservation/protection of significant 

sites or structures. 

P u b k  Health and Safety 
e Hazardous air pollutants-existing conditions and proposed activities resulting in releases. 
@ Airport protection mones-existing and proposed airport protection zones. 

Public Services 
e Education, police, fire, U.S. Coast Guard, hospitals, emergency services (paramedics, civil 

defense)-effect on capacity and response time. 

SscicPeccPensmic Environment 
@ Economic need for proposed reuses. 
e Potential social and economic effects on local, regional, and island-wide areas. 

Infrastructure 
e Potable water-presence of sufficient supplies. 
e Potable water-presence of adequate distribution lines (main lines only). 
@ Wastewater-presence of sufficient wastewater treatment facilities to handle anticipated 

demand. 
(p Wastewater-presence of adequate sewer lines (main lines only). 
(p Drainage-site runoff resulting from increase in impermeable surfaces associated with 

proposed reuse. 
b Drainage-regional drainage conditions. 
e Electricity-presence of sufficient electricity generation and distribution capacity for 

proposed project. 
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RELATED PLANNING ISSUES 

1.8.1 Hawaiian Home Lands kecovery Act 

A unique aspect of the NASBP BRAC i s  the role of the Hawaiian Home Lands Recovery Act 
(HWLRA), Pub. L. No. 104-42, 109 Stat. 357 (1 995). 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 1 92 1 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 HWLRA. 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 (268.6 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, 

..... > ,... 
.a<r> 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 twslane road." On 
Odober 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. 5491 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 3  PERMIT REQUIREMENTS AND RELATED 
COORDINATION 

The following are permits or agency coordination required for implementation of the pr'oposed 
action: 

@ Notice of Construction, Alterations, Activation and Deactivation of Airports, Federal 
Aviation Regulations, Part 1 157 (january 1 975) and Advisory Circular No. 78-20 (A~ugust I ,  
4979), under authority of U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation 
Administration. 

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

@ Consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Sewice (USFWS) and National h r i n e  
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 Sedion 5.6. One example is the Department of the Army 
permits addressed in Sedion 5.6.2. At this time, the proposed action does not require work to be 
performed in open coastal waters, Ordy Pond, or sther 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. 

L i d  of Key Applicable Laws and Regulations 

Key applicable laws, regulations, permits and licenses considered during the preparatio1.s of this 
FElS are listed below. 

(D Airport and Airway improvement Act of 1982, as amended 
e Airport Noise and Capacity Act of f 990 
.a Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act of 1974 
@ Aviation Safely and Noise Abatement Act of 1 979 
@ Aviation Safety and Capacity Expansion Act of 1990 
6 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 1 1988 - Floodplain Management 
Executive Order 11 990 - Protection of Wetlands 
Executive Order 12898 - Environmental Justice 
Executive Order 13645 - 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 1500-1 568) 
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 T W O  
ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION 

REUSE PLANNING PROCESS 

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 
Air 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 Band 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. 

Agency/Community Input and Decisions of Barbers Point 

- - .  
Local Redevelopment Authority 

Task forces were established by the L M  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 (BHHL), Hawaii Housing Authority (HHA), the C&C of Honolulu's 
Department of Housing and Community Development, and the U.S. War Veterans 
Foundation. Bemuse 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 unique 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 i s  reflected in the reuse plan. 

e3 Economic Deve%opment & Environment Task Force. Development proposals cortsidered 
for further evaluation were based on the following assumptions: (1 1 significant areins in the 
region are already planned and zoned for a variety of uses to meet the needs sf the 
proposed secondary urban center (as defined by the C&C of HonoIuBu1; 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 atternalive. 

." - 
Proposals emphasizing recreation or sports activities as elements of the tourism industry 
were strongiy recommended by the task force. The C&C d H o n ~ l u l u ' ~  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 communitya Other proposals consistent 
with the task force's objectives and compatible with the existing environment were the 
C&C of HonoJu l~ '~  regional park proposal and the marine park. The pr~pssed military 
retirement community was compatible with the objectives of the task force, but because 
of the concern for its economic feasibijity, it was not considered further. 

r3 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 proposal, and whether it was appropriate andor compatible with existing and proposed 
development in the region. The C&C of Honolulu's proposal for a major regionaI 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. 

,. . . . . . ., tap,% 

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 k M  was left with resolving this issue. The reuse alternatives reflect the various levels 
of airport use, inciuding elimination of the airport. 

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

Statepreferred Alternative (and Amended Statepreferred Alternative) 
a Large Airport Alternative 
a Small Airport Alternative 
a No Airport Alternative 
a No Action 

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

~ @ < 9  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: 

a Reuse NASBP for aviation purposes. Numerous studies have concluded that the mix of 
light general aviation with heavy, wide-body commercial aircraft at Honolu[u 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. 



B Reuse NASBP ts provide local employment opportunities. Although Leeward O,ahu has 
been the site of demographic and economic growth in recent years, jobs are stiil 
concentrated in the Honolulu urban center. The employment opportunities that c ~ u l d  be .I. _ 
provided with the reuse of NASBP would be consistent with the C&C of Ho~~olulu's 
objective to stimulate the growth of employment in the region where NASBP i s  located. 

The alternatives considered by the LRA, which are the subject of this document, are descl-ibed 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 acre,ages for 
each parcel to be transferred are being developed through property suweys conducted by Navy. 

CentraB Area. In its planning process, the LM developed a plan BOP the central area of NASBP. This 
plan is the same in all alternatives, except No Action. The overall intent of the Central Area plan 
(Figure 2.1-1) i s  to create a new neighborhood center focusing on residential use that 
accommodates hornetess providers and DHHL housing. Approximately 13 acres (5.3 hectares) are 
designated for homeless services, including offices, training centers, chemical dependency 
programs, a dinic, 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.&hedare) park between the proposed residential areas is  planned. 
Approximately 6 acres (2.4 hectares) are designated for commercial use. Pubiic facilities wil! 
occupy 13 acres (5.3 hectares) and include an 1 I-acre (4.5-hedare) parcel for a vocational training 
center. 

2 2  STATE-PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE (NAVY-PREFERRED 
ALTERNATIVE) 

-- 
The Statepreferred alternative (Figure 22-11, 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 
klawai i aviation train f ng center. The proposed airport would have two paral lel runways (Runways 
4L-22W and 4R-22b) and acrosswind 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 sf Runway 228. 

-The airport in the State-preferred alternative would: 

a Solve the problem d 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 small single- 
engine and light twin-engine propeller aircraft forecast to be based at H 18 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 claooified as air carrier or commutedair taxi and includes business and 
corporate aviation, pleasure flying, and flight training. 



Table 2.1-1 
Land Use Types and Associated Areas 

" 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 land area estimates were provided by U.S. Navy, 
PACNAVFACENGCBM. 
Previously considered surplus property, this area is now designated for U.S. Coast Guard use. Under the No Airporl alternative, 

,kwC9 the U.S. Coast Guard would have to relocate and the National Guard wouEd request this parcel. 
Housing includes homeless facilities. 
Additional acre added to reflea 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 
hel icopters). 
Assist in disaster relief and civil defense response in times of emergencies and natural 
disasters. 
Provide an 0,000-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 takeoffs over 
the ocean on Runway 1 1 and landings over the ocean on Runway 29. Limiting the existing 
8,411-foot (2.4-kilometer) runway to 4,000 feet would restrict U.S. Coast Guard operations 
because fully loaded &-130s would not be able to take off during non-tradewind 
conditions. 
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Figure 2.1-1 
CENTRAL AREA, STATE-PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

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

.... ~ k.ss. 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 
(1 30.3 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 DHHL3 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 

y.&,.flx 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 LM and the State 
DOT have agreed to this future undertaking. A Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) has been 
prepared between the LM and the State DOT providing the details of this agreement (see 
Appendix D). A separate nsn-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. 

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" 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 06 general 
aviation operations would be similar to those forecast under the State-preferred alternative. The 
major differences between the Large Airport alternative and the Statepreferred alternative, in terms 
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of the airport, are the size of the airpofl area (the Large Airport alternative being the largest), the 
lengths and csnfigusations sf the runways, and the resulting changes in capabilities associated with 
runway lengths and configurations. The Large Airport alternative: " 

e preserves the existing two parallel 8,330-fmt (2.5-kilometer) runways (Runways 4R3-.22L and 
4L-22R); and 

@ preserves the existing 8/41 1-foot (2.6-kilometer) crosswind runway (Runway 1 1-,291. 

The 8/41 1-foot crosswind runway, which is  longer than the crosswind runway under the State- 
preferred alternative, would provide the U.S. Cmst Guard with the added capability of being able 
to perform takeoffs with C-130s under fully loaded conditions during won-tradewind cor~ditions. 

In this alternative, light industrial and commercial uses would occupy approximately 5 19 acres 
(2 10.0 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 (I 59.8 hectares] along the shoreline and southeast 
portion sf the property, Residential uses by DHHL would occupy approximately 220 acres 
689.0 hectares). 

SMALL AIRPORT ALTERNATIVE 

Of the alternatives containing an airport, this alternative would provide the minimum airport 
facilities to accommodate the aviation industry goals for Barben Point (approximately 708 acres 
1286.5 hectares]). It would provide two para%lel runways (Runways 4L-228 and 4R-22L) and no 
crosswind runway (Figure 2.4-1). The number of general aviation operations would be similar to c.;..... 

those for-st under the Statepreferred and Large Airport alternatives. The major differences 
between in the Small Airpork 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 Small 
Airport alternative: 

@ provides two parailel runways-an 8,000-foot (2.4kilometerl runway (Runway 4L-22R) 
and a 3,700-foot (I ,I-kilometer) runway (Runway 4W-22L); and 

e 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 restrid 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/conrsmerce'al 
uses on approximately 489 acres (1 97.9 hectares) on the western side of the base would provide 
income for DHHL and might include a correctional facility. DHHL requests would be con:alidated 
into a single 16Gacre (64.7-hectare) area in the northwest corner of the property. 
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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. Commercia~/recreational activities would occupy 
nearly 527 acres (21 3.3 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 (67.5 hectares) on the western side of the propeq 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 N O  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 LM's Homeless, Housing, and Education Task Force reviewed a request for a veterans' home. 
... ... . . . . . . . . . . *,<.;.;....;,. 

.A.~* 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 impads 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 ins responsibility to consult under Section 7 of the federal 
Endangered Species Act of 1973 prior to the conveyance of lands from the U.S. DOI 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 unn:solved. 
The following is a discussion of the potentia! impacts, along with the identificatior~ of the 
environmentally preferred alternative and Navy's preferred alternative. . .*...... 

Compa~iwn 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 65,008 people (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 at-tractions would be significant. Potential significant 
impads 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-a]), will provide 'akoko plants a degree of protection 
equal to or greater than that which is currently provided. Potential significant impacts on wnsitive \.. . 
habitats would be avoided through mitigation measures developed by U.S. DO1 (sponsoring 
agency) in consultation with the USFWS. No significant impacts on cultural rt- =sources 
(archaesiogical sites and historic strudures) 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 ~n elementary 
schools could be mitigated by adding new classroom buildings at Barbers Point Elernentay 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 galle~~ies, 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 heaIth services designated for these populations. With the exception of 
the highly unlikely emissions release scenario (worstcase 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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NO AIRPORT ALTERNATIVE 

Sources: Helber Hastert & Fee Planners EIS for the Disposal and Reuse of 

PACNAVFACENGCOM, map 0 Naval Air Station Barbers Point, Hawaii 
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alternative. Many of the impacts in the No Airport alternative would be similar t~ the State- 
preferred alternative, with the exceptions of noise, public safety, and drainage, which would be 

5-1.. .... ..w/ less. 

Navy-preferred Alternative. The Statepreferred alternative (see Section 2.29, approved by the LWA 
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 Bmpacts and Mitigation for All Alternatives 

.................................... -- ....... - ..... - -- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - . 
1 Affected Resource I t l e p r e k n d  , L i r g  Airport / NO Airport 1 

1 Alternative (SPA) Alternative Smafl Airport Alternative Altemalive No Adion 
I 

-.-...... -. . . . . .- 
I --..-..-+ .........- I 

Geology, 
topography, and 
soiBs 

Water quality: 
groundwater 

No significant impacts 
on soil stability from 
proposed construction. 

Mitigation: None 
recp u i red. 

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

Mitigation: None 
req u i red. 

1 Similar to SPA. 

1 Mitigation: None 
1 required. 

Similar to SPA. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

Similar to SPA. 

Mitigation: None 
reql u i red. 

Similar to SPA. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

Similar to SPA. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

Similar to SPA. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

Not applicable (no 
development will 
occur). 

No change, 
assuming 
continuation of 
presently 
programmed 
cleanup actions. 

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

Water quality: 
surface waters 
(open coastal 
waters) 

Water quality: 
surface waters 
(wetlands) 

State-preferred 

...... 
Alternative (SPA) 

No significant impacts 
because wastewater 
discharge flow limits 
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 
required. 

No significant impacts 
because no dredging or 
excavation in wetlands. 
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. 

Similar to SPA. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

Similar to SPA. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

Similar to SPA. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

Similar to SPA. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

Similar to SPA. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

Similar to SPA. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

No impact. 

No impact. 
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Table 2.8-1 Summary of Impacts and Mitigation for All Alternatives (continued) 

I Air quality: 
stationary sources 

No significant impacts 
from emissions in 
cornmercialllight 
industrial areas 
(5 1 5 acres) because of 
existing regulatory 
requirements. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

No significant impacts 
from emissions in 
commercialll ight 
industrial areas because 
of existing regulatory 
requirements. Potential 
impact is slightly greater 
than SPA since acreage 
planned for 
cornmercialllight 
industrial (51 9 acres) is  
slightly greater. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

No significant impacts 
from emissions in 
commercial/light 
industrial areas because 
of existing regulatory 
requirements. Potential 
impact is iess than SPA 
since acreage planned for 
commercialAight 
industrial (489 acres) is 
less. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

No significant impacts 
from emissions in 
cornmercialllight 
industrial areas 
because of existing 
regulatory require- 
ments. Potential 
impact is greater than 
SPA since acreage 
planned for 
commercial/light 
industrial (749 acres) 
is more. 

Mitigation: Nonce 
required. 

Decrease in air 
emissions relative to 
baseline conditions. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

Air quality: mobile 
sources 

No significant impacts 
from vehicle or aircraft 
emissions. 

Vehicular emissions of 
CO would be 
approximately 3% of 
vehicular emissions in 
region (island). 

Aircraft emissions not 
significant based on FAA 
criteria. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

No significant impacts 
from vehicle or aircraft 
emissions. 

Vehicular emissions of 
CO would be 
approximately 4% of 
vehicular emissions in 
region. 

Aircraft emissions not 
significant based on FAA 
criteria. 

Mitigation: None 
rewired. 

No significant impacts 
from vehicle or aircraft 
emissions. 

Vehicular emissions of 
CO would be 
approximately 4% of 
vehicular emissions in 
region. 

Aircraft emissions not 
significant based on FAA 
criteria. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

No significant impacts 
from vehicle or aircraft 
emissions. or aircraft emissions. 

I Vehicular emissions of 

CO would be 
approxilmately 4% of 
vehicular emissions in 
region. 

Decrease in aircraft 
emissions relative to 
baseline conditions. 

Decrease in 
vel~icular emissions 
of CO relative to 
baseline conditions. 

Decrease in aircraft 
emissions relative to 
baseline conditions. 

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

Affeded Resource State-preferred 

.- 
Alternative (SPA) 

Noise: 
aircraft 

No significant impacts 
from aircraft noise: 
lower noise levels than 
baseline conditions and 
less than 60  DNL in all 
noisesensitive areas. 

No significant 
cumulative noise 
impacts due to proximity 
to Honolulu 
International Airport 
(HA). Lower aircraft 
noise levels than 
baseline conditions. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

No significant impacts 
from aircraft noise: 
lower noise levels than 
baseline conditions and 
less than 60  DNL in all 
noise-sensitive areas. 
60  DNL contour 
encompasses a slightly 
larger area than SPA 
west of Runways 4L and 
11. 

Similar to SPA. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

No significant impacts 
from aircraft noise: lower 
noise levels than baseline 
conditions and less than 
60  DNL in all noise- 
sensitive areas. 
60  DNL contour 
encompasses a slightly 
larger area than SPA west 
of Runway 4L. 

Similar to SPA. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

-- 
No Airport 
Alternative 

-. . . . . - - - - - . 

Decrease in aircraft 
noise relative to 
baseline conditions. 
Noise would result 
from singleevent 
occurrences of Hawaii 
Army National Guard 
helicopters. Helicopter 
use would be less than 
that assumed in other 
reuse alternatives. 

No significant 
cumulative noise 
impacts; significant 
decrease in airport 
noise levels would 
result. 

I Mitigation: None 
required. 

No aircraft noise 
from Barbers Point. 

No significant 
cumulative noise 
impacts; a significant 
decrease in airport 
noise levels would 
result as the only 
aircraft noise would 
be from overflights 
to and from HIA. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 



DISPOSAL AND REUSE OF NAS BARBERS POINT CHAPTER TWO 

Table 2.8-1 Summary of impacts and Mitigation for All Alternatives (continued) 

Noise: 
other 

Visual resources 

Transportation: air 

Other specific land use 
activities that are a 
source of noise such as 
the motor sports 
raceway park would not 
significantly impact 
baseline noise levels 
because they must 
comply with existing 
state regulations. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

Beneficial impact of 
opening coastal parks to 
the public. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

Not applicable. (HIA 
will continue to provide 
transportation of goods, 
services, and passengers) 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

Similar to SPA. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

Similar to SPA. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

Similar to SPA. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

Similar to SPA. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

Similar to SPA. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

Similar to SPA. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

Similar to SPA. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

Similar to SPA. 

1 Mitigation: None 
required. 

Similar to SPA. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

Not applicable. 

Mitigation: None 
rewired. 

No change from 
baseline condition; 
limited public 
access. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

Similar to SPA. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 



Table 2.8-1 Summary of Impacts and Mitigation for All Alternatives (continued) 

- 
Large Airport No  Airport 
Alternative 

Small Airport Alternative No Action 
- . . . - . . . . . . - - i 

Transportation: 
marine 

Transportation: 
roads and traffic 

Average daily trips 
(ADf 

Transportation: 
roads and traffic 

Intersection 
analysis 

No significant impact on 
transportation of goods, 
services, and passengers. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

ADT = 49,107 
(compared to 27,300 
under baseline 
conditions; all figures 
include vehicle trips 
from retained areas). 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

No significant impacts 
on traffic conditions at 
key intersections with 
planned roadway 
improvements and 
additional mitigation at 
one intersection 
identified below. 

Mitigation: lmplement 
intersection 
improvements at Fort 
Weaver RoadIGeiger 
Roadllroquois Point 
intersection. 

Similar to SPA. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

ADT - 59,489 

This alternative has the 
highest number of 
vehicle trips and greatest 
volume of peak-hour 
traffic. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

No significant impacts 
on traffic conditions at 
key intersections with 
planned roadway 
improvements at four 
intersections identified 
below 

Mitigation: lmplement 
intersection 
improvements at four 
intersections, as listed in 
Table 4.1-7. 

Similar to SPA. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

ADT = 53,140 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

No significant impacts on 
traffic conditions at key 
intersections with 
planned roadway 
improvements and 
additional mitigation at 
one intersection identified 
below. 

Mitigation: lmplement 
intersection 
improvements at Fort 
Weaver RoadIGeiger 
Roadllroquois Point 
intersection. 

Similar to SPA. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

ADT = 54,963 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

No significant impacts 
on traffic conditions at 
key intersections with 
planned roadway 
improvements and 
additional mitigation 
at one intersection 
identified below. 

Mitigation: lmplement 
intersection 
improvements at Fort 
Weaver RoadIGeiger 
Roadllroquois Point 
intersection. 

Similar to SPA. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

ADT = 12,251 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

No significant 
impact on traffic 
conditions at key 
intersections. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
DISPOSAL AND B U S €  OF NAS BARBERS POINT 

Table 2.8-1 Summary of Impacts and Mitigation far ,411 Alternatives (continued) 

-- . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . .. . . . . - ... . ... - . . - 
Affected Resource / Statepreferred B.arge Airport Small Airpart Alternatefive No Airport [-. 1 AICrnaZaZive (SPA) Alternative -. . . . . -...-.. -. Alfernative 

No Adion 

Transportation: 
roads and traffic 

Traffic conditions 
during special 
attractions. 

Motor sports raceway 
complex: significant 
impact during major 
events, even with 
mitigation. 
- 55,800 spectators 

(max.) 
- 2 laours or more 

required to enterkxit. 
- 4 8,308 parking 

spaces are 
required 
(1,200 spaces are 
planned at 
raceway). 

Mitigation: Special traffic 
and parking plans, 
controls, and operations. 

Motor sports raceway 
complex: significant 
impact (similar to those 
in SPA). 

Mitigation: Similar to 
SPA. 

Motor sports raceway 
complex: no impact 
(motor sports raceway 
complex not planned). 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

Motor sports raceway 
complex: significant 
impact during major 
events, even with 
mitigation. 
- 65,006) 

spectators (max,) 
- 3 to 4 hours to 

enter/exit. 
- 21,780 parking 

spaces are 
required (1,200 
are planned at 
raceway). 

Mitigation: Special 
traffic and parking 
plans, controls, and 
operations. 

Motor sports 
raceway complex: 
110 impact (motor 
sports raceway 
complex not 
planned). 



DISPOSAL AND REUSE OF NAS BARBERS POINT CHAPTER TWO 

Table 2.8-1 Summary of Impacts and Mitigation for All Alternatives (continued) 

. - - - . . - - - . . -. . . . . . . 

Resource State-preferred Large Airport 
Alternative (SPA) Alternative 

Small Airport Alternative 
Alternative No Action 

. - - - -. - - - - 
Transportation: 
roads and traffic 

Traffic conditions 
during special 
attractions. 
(continued) 

Festival center: 
significant impact during 
major events, even with 
mitigation. 
- 50,000 (max.) for fair 
- 3.5 hours required to 

enterlexit. 
- 1 6,700 parking 

spaces are required 
(3,500 spaces are 
planned for this 
facility). 

Mitigation: Special traffic 
and parking plans, 
controls, and operations. 

Festival center: no 
significant impacts 
because major events, 
such as state fair or large 
amphitheater are not 
included in this 
alternative. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

Festival center: significant 
impact during major 
events, even with 
mitigation. 
- 8,000 for amphitheatel 
- 1.5 to 2 hours to 

enterlexit. 
- 3,200 parking spaces 

are required 
(3,500 spaces are 
planned for this 
facility). 

Mitigation: Special traffic 
and parking plans, 
controls, and operations. 

Festival center: 
significant impact 
during major events, 
even with mitigation. 
- 8,000 (max.) for 

amphitheater 
- 4 hour or less to 

enterlexit with 
planned roadways. 

- 3,200 parking 
spaces are required 
(3,500 spaces are 
planned for this 
facility). 

Mitigation: Special 
traffic and parking 
plans, controls, and 

Festival center: no 
impact (Festival 
center not planned). 



DISPOSAL AND REUSE OF f'dAS BARBERS POINT CHAPTER TWO 

Table 2.8-1 Summary of lrnpasts and Mitigation for All Alternatives (continued) 

- - - ................ 

I Large Airport 
Alternative ~milli  ~ i r p a d  U t e r n a t i r . j ~ [ ~ l  Nternative NO Action 

............... .... .......... - ..... - ... - -. ............ --. 
Terrestrial flora No significant impact of 

new construction on 
endangered 'akoko 
populations with 
appropriate mitigation 
measures resulting from 
consultations with 
USFWS. Without 
mitigation, potential 
impacts on 'akoko could 
occur on west and east 
sides of the base in areas 
designated for light 
industrial, residential, 
recreational, and 
commercial1 
secreationa! use. 

Mitigation: Pursuant to 
Section 7 of the federal 
ESA, USFWS concurs 
with Navy's 
determination that 
proposed property 
conveyance is  not likely 
to adversely affect 
'akoko. For those parcels 
being conveyed through 
the U.S. DOI, Navy will 
be responsible for 
informing the 
appropriate bureau 
within the U.S. DO1 of 

Similar to SPA, with 
more potential impact in 
the eastern areas of the 
base, since light 
industrial and residential 
uses have less flexibility 
than recreational uses for 
open spaces and buffer 
zones. 

Mitigation: Similar to 
SPA. 

Similar to SPA. 

Mitigation: Similar to 
SPA. 

Simiiar to SPA. 

Mitigation: Similar to 
SPA. 

No impact. 
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ANAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT k,,, u. x: 
DISPOSAL AND REUSE OF NAS BARBERS POINT CHAPTER TWO 

Table 2.8-1 Summary of Impacts and Mitigation for All Alternatives (continued) 

Affected Resource Statepreferred Large Airport No Airport 
Alternative (SPA) Alternative Small Airport Alternative No Action 

Terrestrial flora 
(continued) 

its responsibility to 
consult under Section 7 
of the ESA. 

Terrestrial fauna No significant impact on 
terrestrial fauna. 

Marine biota 

Similar to SPA. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

No significant impact on 
the threatened green sea 
turtle or coral reefs. 
Temporary surface water 
runoff during 
construction. Storm 
water runoff controls 
and other measures 
could avoid or reduce 
impacts. Pursuant to 
Section 7 of the federal 
ESA, NMFS concurs that 
proposed property 
conveyance is not likely 
to adverse1 y affect listed 
species or critical habitat 
under NMFS 
jurisdiction. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

Similar to SPA. 

Mitigation: None 
req LI i red. 

Similar to SPA. 

Similar to SPA. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 



Table 2.8-1 Summary of Impacts and Mitigation for All Alternatives (continued) 

.- ..-- - .--...-.-. 
I s R e r w r c e - r - - - -  I Sfa~epwkrred Large Airport No Airport 

Alternative [SPA) Alternative §ma11 Airpnt Alternative 
I I No Adon 

r - 
Sensitive habitats 
(wetlands) 

No significant impact on 
wetlands in surplus areas 
from destruction or 
runoff from 
development, since 
mitigation will be 
developed in 
consultation with 
USFWS. 

Mitigation: Pursuant to 
Section 7 of the federas 
ESA, USFWS and NMFS 
concur with Navy's 
determination that the 
proposed conveyance of 
propeq is not likely to 
adversely affect the 
subject species 
(consideration includes 
habitats of these species) 
with consultation. 
Mitigation resulting from 
consultation with 
USFWS could include 
preventing development 
in and establishing 
buffer zones around 
wetlands. 

Similar to SPA. 

Mitigation: Similar to 
SPA. 

Similar to SPA. 

Mitigation: Similar to 
SPA. 

Similar to SPA. 

Mitigation: Similar to 
SPA. 

No impact. 



DISPOSAL AND REUSE OF NAS BARBERS POINT CHAPTER TWO 

Table 2.8-1 Summary of lmpasts and Mitigation for All Alternatives (continued) 

Cultural resources: 
archaeological 
sites 

. . . . . - . . . . - - . . . - . - . . . . . . . . - . - . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - . . . . - . . . . . . - . . . . . . . - . . - 
Statepreferred IUfwtd 1 e r i v e  A 1 ' ~ ! ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  

... - 

No significant impact on 
sites eligible for listing in 
the NRHP. Thirty-eight 
of the 62 sites are 
located on land 
designated for uses other 
than parkshecreation. 

Mitigation: Pursuant to 
Section 106 of NHPA, 
SHPO concurs with 
Navy's "no adverse 
effect" determination for 
the disposal of surplus 
lands with significant 
cultural resources 
providing inclusion of 
deed covenants. Deed 
covenants will ensure 
appropriate treatment of 
resources affected by 
proposed reuse. 

Small Airport Alternative 

No significant impact on 
sites eligible for listing in 
the NRHP. Greater 
potential impact than 
SPA since 43 of the 62 
total sites are located on 
land designated for uses 
other than 
parks/recreation. 

No Airport ,,,,..I 

Mitigation: Similar to 
SPA. 

No significant impact on 
sites eligible for listing in 
the NRHP. Similar to SPA 
since 38 of the 62 total 
sites are located on land 
designated for uses other 
than parkshecreation. 

Mitigation: Similar to 1 
SPA. 

No significant impact 
on sites eligible for 
listing in the NRHP. 
Less potential impact 
than SPA since 7 of 
the 62 total sites are 
located on land 
designated for uses 
other than 
parkshecreation. 

Mitigation: Similar to 
SPA. 

No actions would 
be taken that might 
result in a potential 
adverse impact to 
significant cultural 
resources. 



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
DISPOSAL AND REUSE OF HAS BARBERS POINT CHAPTER Two 

Table 2.8-1 Summary of Impacts and Mitigation for All Alternatives (continued) 

Cultural resources: 
historic structures 

Statepreferred 
Aiternatlve (SPA) 

No significant impact on 
structures eligible for 
listing in the NRHP. One 
of the 64 structures is  
located on land 
designated for residential 
use. 

Mitigation: 
Pursuant to Section 186 
of NHPA, SHPQ concurs 
with Navy's "no adverse 
effect" determination for 
the disposal of surplus 
lands with significant 
cultural resources 
providing inclusion of 
deed covenants. Deed 
covenants will ensure 
appropriate treatment of 
resources affected by 
wro~osed reuse. 

No significant impact on 
structures eligible for 
listing in the NRHP. 
Greater potential impact 
than SPA since 7 of the 
64 structures are located 
on land designated for 
residential use. 

Mitigation: 
Similar to SPA. 

Small Airpart Nterseative 

Similar to SPA. 

Mitigation: 
Similar to SPA. 

-..- 

No Airport 
Alternative 

. . . . . . . 
No significant impact 
on structures eligible 
far listing in the 
NRHP. Greater 
potential impact than 
SPA since 3 of the 64 
structures are located 
on land designated for 
residential use. 

Mitigation: 
1 Similar to SPA. 

No actions would 
be taken that might 
result in a potential 
adverse impact to 
significant cultural 
resources. 
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DISPOSAL AND REUSE OF NAS BABBERS POINT CHAPTER TWO 

Table 2.8-1 Summary of Impacts and Mitigation for All Alternatives (continued) 

Public health and 
safety (from on- 
site contaminated 
areaslhazardous 
substances) 

Public health and 
safety (from 
potential 
emissions of 
hazardous air 
pollutants and 
materials use 
associated with 
reuse) 

---- 
State-preferred 

Alternative (SPA) 

No significant impacts 
on public health or the 
environment due to on- 
site contamination as 
sites will be cleaned up 
in accordance with 
applicable laws. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

No significant impacts 
on neighboring and 
proposed land uses at 
NASBP with the 
required environmental 
permits and approvals. 
Hazardous air pollutants 
and materials use could 
occur in the 51 5 acres 
planned for industriall 
commercial use. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

Similar to SPA. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

No significant impacts 
on neighboring and 
proposed land uses at 
NASBP with the 
required environmental 
permits and approvals. 
Potential hazardous air 
pollutants and materials 
use from the 51 9 acres 
planned for industriall 
commercial use is 
slightly greater than SPA. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

. . - . . . . 
No Airport 

Similar to SPA. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

Similar to SPA. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

No significant impacts on 
neighboring and 
proposed land uses at 
NASBP with the required 
environmental permits 
and approvals. Potential 
hazardous air pollutants 
and materials use from 
the 489 acres planned for 
industriall commercial 
use is  less than SPA. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

No significant impacts 
on neighboring and 
proposed land uses at 
NASBP with the 
required 
environmental permits 
and approvals. 
Potential hazardous air 
pollutants and 
materials use from the 
949 acres planned for 
industriall commercial 
use i s  greater than 
SPA. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

Similar to SPA. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

No impact. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 



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

Table 2.8-1 Summary of lrnpaacts and Mitigation for All Alternatives (continued) 

Affected Resource 

Public health and 
safety (from 
hazardous air 
pollutants and 
materials from 
neighboring ClPB 

Statepreferred 
Alternative (SPA) 

No significant risk of 
impad on public health 
and safety for proposed 
residential popu8ations 
in northwest area of 
NASBP; however, DOH 
discourages residential 
development in this 

Mitigation: None 

management issue for 

Pubsic health and 
safety (from 
airport use) 

No significant impacts 
on public safety because 
the State DOT'S ALP 
conforms with FAA 
design criteria, 
established to protect 
people and property on 
the ground, incorporated 
with the proposed 
airport use. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

Large AirporU 
Alternative 

Simisar to SPA. 

Mitigation: None 
required. This is  a 
management issue for 

Similar to SPA. 

Mitigation: None 
I required. 

Small Airpor8 Altcraaativ 

Similar to SPA. No impact; no housing 
planned next to 
Campbell Industrial 
park. 

Mitigation: None 
required. This is  a 
management issue for the 
LRA. 

Similar to SPA. Not applicable. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 



Table 2.8-1 Summary of Impacts and Mitigation for All Alternatives (continued) 

[. . . . . . . . , ......I.. . . 

Affected Resource State-preferred Large Airport 
Alternative (SPA) Alternative Small Airport Alternative 

--- . . . . . . . . 
Alternative 

Public Health and 
Safety (from 
aircraft impacts 
with birds) 

Risk of aircraft impacts 
with birds would be 
similar to present risk. 
No significant impact, 
assuming compliance 
with 14 C.F.R. 
51  39.337, wildlife 
hazard management, to 
minimize risk. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

Explosive Safety 
Quantity Distance 

Not applicable. (None 
will occur after base 
closure.) 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

Similar to SPA. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

Similar to SPA. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

Same as SPA. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

Same as SPA. 

( Mitigation: None 
( required. 

Not applicable. 

Same as SPA. 

Mitigation: None 
reauired. 

Not applicable. 

Same as SPA. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
DSPO~AL AND REUSE OF NAS BARBERS POINT CHAPTER Two 

Table 2.81 Summary of Ilrnpacts and Mitigation for All Alternatives (continued) 

Public services: 
education 

- -. . - . - . . . . 

ri;f$cted Resource / Statepreferred 
1 Alternative (SPA) i 

The 61 3 new students 
(least impact) projected 
for the reuse area would 
not have a significant 
impact on existing 
elementary schools in 
the Barbers Point and 
Ewa areas if mitigation is 
implemented. 

Mitigation: Add new 
classroom buildings at 
Barbers Point Elementary 
School and/or redistrict, 
or construct a second 
elementary school in the 

1 area. 

I I -- 

Large i N O A ~ ~ ~ O ~ ~  
Small Airpwt Alter~tivei Mlerlulive A!kmii8~~e ! 

Similar to SPA, but 977 
new students (greatest 
impact). 

No Action 

Mitigation: Same as SPA. 

Similar to SPA, but 799 
new students. 

Mitigation: Same as SPA. 

Similar to SPA, but 
866 new students. 

Mitigation: Same as 
SPA. 

No change from 
baseline condition. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 



DISPOSAL AND REUSE OF NAS BARBERS POINT CHAPTER TWO 

Table 2.8-1 Summary of Impacts and Mitigation for All Alternatives (continued) 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Affected Resource Statepreferred Large Airport 
Small Airport Alternative No Airport 1 -1 1 Alternative (SPA) Alternative Alternative No Action 

. . . . . . . . . . . 

Public services: 
police, fire 
protection, and 
U.S. Coast Guard 

No significant impacts 
on regional police 
services. Existing aircraft 
firefighting capability (to 
be transferred to State 
DOT) is  adequate. 
Firefighting capabilities 
of the Kapolei and Ewa 
Beach stations would be 
sufficient to handle 
structural fires in reuse 
area. U.S. Coast Guard 
services will be 
maintained. 

I Mitigation: None I required. 
I 

Public services: 
health care 

Beneficial impact to the 
region since all 
redevelopment 
alternatives include new 
clinics. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

Similar to SPA. 

I Similar to SPA. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

Similar to SPA. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

Similar to SPA. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

Similar to SPA, except U.S. Coast Guard 
U.S. Coast Guard would need to 

Mitigation: None 
required. i 



DISPOSAL AND REUSE OF NAS BARBERS POINT CHAPTER TWO 

Table 2.8-1 Summary of impacts and Mitigation for All Alternatives (continued) 

--- .......... ....... ............................ - - -,-. 

Affected Resource Slatepreferred j Large Airport 
Mtesnative (SPA) j Alkrnaltive No Action 

I .................-----.... . 

Socioeconomics: 
employment 

Socioeconomics: 
revenue 

Significant beneficial 
increase in civilian jobs 
during construction and 
long-term operations. 
3,600 civilian, 
operational jobs 
estimated in reuse areas 
in year 2020. This 
represents a 730% 
increase over baseline 
conditions. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

Beneficial state and 
county tax revenues. 

Construction related 
revenue (state) = $100 
million. 

Annual property tax 
revenue (county) - $5 
million. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

Significant beneficial 
increase in civilian jobs 
during construction and 
long-term operations. 
9,3638 civilian, 
operational jobs 
estimated in reuse areas 
in year 2820. This 
represents a 1,863"h 
increase over baseline 
conditions. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

Beneficial state and 
county tax revenues. 

Construction related 
revenue (state) - $1 14 
million. 

Annua! property tax 
revenue (county) = $1 2 
million. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

Significant beneficial 
increase in civilian jobs 
during construction and 
long-term operations. 
6,800 civilian, 
operational jobs estimate( 
in reuse areas in year 
2020. This represents a 
1,369% increase over 
baseline conditions. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

Beneficial state and 
county tax revenues. 

Construction related 
revenue (state) - $1 23 
million. 

Annual property tax 
revenue (county) - $9 
million. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

Significant beneficial 
increase in civilian 
jobs during 
construction and long- 
term operations. 4,6380 
civilian, operational 
jobs estimated in reuse 
areas in year 2820. 
This represents a 
81 3% increase over 
baseline conditions. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

Beneficial state and 
county tax revenues. 

Construction reBated 
revenue (state) = $1 59 
million. 

Annual property tax 
revenue (county) = $6 
million. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

No impact. 

Economic Land 
resources 
unavailable for use 
by local community 
and government 
agencies, and no 
economic benefit 
from employment 
income or tax 
revenues. 

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

Affected Resource 

Socioeconomics: 
housing 

Sociaeconomics: 
recreation 

Infrastructure: 
potable water 

State-preferred 
Alternative (SPA) 

Significant beneficial 
increase in housing for 
Hawaiian families and 
for Oahu's homeless 
population. 

Large Airport 
Alternative 

Similar to SPA. 

Total units - 1,281 I Total units -1,900 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

Beneficial impact; 
provides 681 acres for 
parks and recreation 
(relative to anticipated 
2020 island-wide 
shortfall of 453 acres). 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

Beneficial impact; 
provides 398 acres of 
parks and recreation. 

does not exceed the d) does not exceed 
BWS guideline of 2,580 

Mitigation: None I Mitigation: None 
required. required. 

No Airport Small Airport Alternative 
Alternative 

Similar to SPA. Similar to SPA. 

Total units 1,588 Total units - 1,711 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

Beneficial impact; 
provides 740 acres of 
parks and recreation. 

Mitigation: None requirec 

No significant impact on 
water supply; projected 
consumption (918 gpad) 
does not exceed the BWS 
guideline of 2,500 gpad. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

Beneficial impact; 
provides 968 acres of 
parks and recreation. 

Mitigation: None 
required 

No significant impact 
on water supply; 
projected 
consumption (657 
gpad) does not exceed 
the BWS guideline of 
2,580 gpad. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

No Action 

No impact. 

Does not relieve 
anticipated 2020 
island-wide shortfall 
sf 453 acres of parks 
and recreation. 

Mitigation: None 
required 

Decrease in use 
relative to baseline 
conditions. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 



Table 2.8-1 Summary of Impacts and Mitigation for All Aiternatiwes (continued) 

Infrastructure: 
non-potable water 

No impact on caprock 
aquifer because non- 
brackish water derived 
from reclaimed effluent 
would be used. 

Mitigation: None 
1 required. 

Similar to SPA. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

Similar to SPA. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

Similar ta SPA. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

No impact. 

Infrastructure: 
wastewater 

No significant impact on 
existing facilities; 
estimated average daily 
flow of 0.51 MGD is  
below the 1.1 MGD 
capacity for the reuse 
area. 

Mitigation: None 
req ur i red. 

No significant impact on 
existing facilities; 
estimated average daily 
flow of 0.85 MCD is 
below the 1 .I MGD 
capacity for the reuse 
area. 

Mitigation: None 
, required. 

No significant impact on No significant impact 
existing facilities; an existing facilities; 
estimated average daily estimated average 
flow of 0.70 MCB is  daily flow of 0.67 
below the 1.1 MGD MGD is  k l o w  the 
capacity for the reuse 1.1 MGD capacity for 
area. the reuse area. 

Mitigation: None Mitigation: None 
required. required. 

Decrease in use 
relative to baseline 
conditions. 

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

Affected Resource State-preferred Large Airport No Airpod 
Alternative (SPA) Alternative Small Airport Alternative 

Alternative No Action 
-- ..... 

Infrastructure: 
storm water 
drainage 

Infrastructure: 
storm water 
drainage 
(continued) 

No significant impact 
from 31 % increase in 
runoff (due to increase in 
paved area) over existing 
conditions with 
mitigation. 

Mitigation: Construct sn- 
site storm water disposal 
facilities (dry wells, 
infiltration galleries, 
ponding basins); or 
provide a drainage 
system to convey storm 
water to the ocean; or 
develop a combination 
of both. 

Significant cumulative 
effects due to regional 
(off-site) storm water 
runoff through both the 
reuse and retained areas. 

Mitigation: Allow runoff 
from the Kaloi Gulch 
basin to flow downslope 
to the Ewa Marina area, 
following its natural 
drainage pattern, rather 
than redirecting the 
flow. Coordination with 
Navy and affected 
panties is  required. 

No significant impact 
from 68% increase in 
runoff (due to increase in 
paved area) over existing 
conditions with 
mitigation. 

Mitigation: Construct on- 
site storm water disposal 
facilities (dry wells, 
infiltration galleries, 
ponding basins); or 
provide a drainage 
system to convey storm 
water to the ocean; or 
develop a combination 
of both. 

Similar to SPA. 

Mitigation: Same as SPA. 

No significant impact 
from 35% increase in 
runoff (due to increase in 
paved area) over existing 
conditions with 
mitigation. 

Mitigation: Construct on- 
site storm water disposal 
facilities (dry wells, 
infiltration galleries, 
ponding basins); or 
provide a drainage systen 
to convey storm water to 
the ocean; or develop a 
combination of both. 

Similar to SPA. 

Mitigation: Same as SPA. 

No significant impact 
from 8% increase in 
runoff (due to increase 
in paved area) over 
existing conditions. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

Similar to SPA. 

Mitigation: Same as 
SPA. 

No increase in 
runoff. 

No change in runoff 
over baseline 
conditions. 
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Table 2.8-1 Summary of Impacts and Mitigation far All Alternatives (continued 

Infrastructure: 
electricity 

No significant impact; 
power demand of about 
36 MVA exceeds 
existing on-site electrical 
distribution system 
capacity of 25 MVA, but 
the island-wide power 
grid can accommodate 
anticipated increase in 
electrical demand. 

Mitigation: New 
electrical owner to up- 
grade on-site electrical 
system; this requires 
coordination between 
HECO, Navy, and LRA. 

No significant impact; 
power demand sf about 
76 MVA exceeds 
existing on-site electrical 
system capacity of 25 
MVA, but the island- 
wide power grid can 
accommodate 
anticipated increase in 
electrical demand. 

Mitigation: Same as SPA. 

No significant impact; 
power demand of about 
57 MVA exceeds existing 
on-site electrical system 
capacity of 25 MVA, but 
the island-wide plower 
grid can accommodate 
anticipated increase in 
electrical demand. 

Mitigation: Same as SPA. 

No significant impact; 
power demand of 
about 40 MVA 
exceeds existing on- 
site electrical system 
capacity of 25 MVA, 
but the island-wide 
power grid can 
accommodate 
anticipated increase in 
electrical demand. 

Mitigation: Same as 
SPA. 

Decrease in 
electrical use 
relative to baseline 
conditions. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 
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Table 2.8-1 Summary af Impacts and Mitigatian for A11 Alternatives (continued] 

Affected Resource Statepreferred Large Airport Small Airport Alternative No Airport 
Alternative (SPA) Alternative Alternative No Action 

--. 

Infrastructure: 
solid waste 

N o  significant impact; 
estimated average solid 
waste generation (1 1.6 
TPD) is less than the 
baseline tonnage. 

No significant impact; 
estimated average sol id 
waste generation 
(2 1.8 TPD) is less than 
the baseline tonnage. 

No significant impact; 
estimated average solid 
waste generation 
(1 7.3 TPD) is less than the 
baseline tonnage. 

No significant impact; 
estimated average 
solid waste generation 
(14.9 TPD) is less than 
the baseline tonnage. 

Decrease in solid 
waste generation 
rates relative to 
baseline conditions. 

Mitigation: None I Mitigation: Same as SPA. Mitigation: Same as SPA. Mitigation: Same as 
SPA. 

Mitigation: None 
required. required. I 

No significant impact 
associated with 
estimated volume of 
demolition waste 
(89,000 CY) 

N o  significant impact 
associated with 
estimated volume of 
demolition waste 
(89,000 CY) 

No significant impact 
associated with estimated 
volume of demolition 
waste (1 10,000 CY) 

No significant impact 
associated with 
estimated volume of 
demolition waste 
(250,000 CY) 

No impact. 

Mitigation: Same as SPA. 
Mitigation: None 
required. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

Mitigation: Same as 
SPA. 

N o  significant impact 
associated with 
estimated volume of 
clearing and grubbing 
waste (838,000 CY) 

No significant impact 
associated with estimated 
clearing and grubbing 
waste (910,000 CY) 

No significant impact 
associated with 
estimated clearing and 
grubbing waste 
(910,000 CY) 

Decrease in waste 
generation. 

No significant impact 
associated with 
estimated volume of 
clearing and grubbing 
waste (838,000 CY) 

Mitigation: Same as SPA. Mitigation: None 
required. 

Mitigation: Same as SPA. Mitigation: Same as 
SPA. 

Communications Same as SPA. Same as SPA. Same as SPA. No impact. No significant 
environmental impacts 
are anticipated. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 

Mitigation: None 
required. 



CHAPTER THREE 
C K , ~  AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

Chapter Three describes the affected environment and establishes the baseline conditions used to 
conduct the environmental consequences analyses in Chapter Four. Except where otherwise noted, 
baseline conditions are those that reflect NASBP activity levels in 1993, just prior to the base 
closure decision. Regions of influence (RO9) are defined and the surplus properties briefly described 
to provide context for the affected environment descriptions and environmental consequences 
analyses. 

Regions of Influence 

ROI are the geographic boundaries within which the proposed action or alternatives being 
considered may exert some discernible effect. In general, the localized area of influence is NASBP. 
The region includes the adjacent communities of the Ewa Plain. The broader area of influence is 
the island of Oahu. 

Effects on each resource are analyzed based on the appropriate ROI. For example, the effects of 
construction noise will be localized, while the additional potable water demands could affect the 
regional water supply, and the socioeconomic effects of specific airport uses may be felt island- 
wide. Specifically, the ROI for each resource or issue are as follows, for all of the alternatives: 

Geology, topography, and soils: NASBP 
Hydrology (groundwater, surface water, drainage): Ewa region and nearshore waters 
Air quality: NASBP and regional air shed 
Noise: Ewa region, particularly those areas within the 60 day-night sound Bevel (DNL) 
noise contour for aircraft operations 
Visual resources: NASBP and adjacent properties 
Transportation: Ewa region 
Biological resources: NASBP 
Marine biota: Nearshore waters of NASBP 
Cultural resources: NASBP 
Public health and safety: NASBP and adjacent properties 
Public services: Ewa region and island of Oahu 
Socioeconomics: Ewa region and island of Oahu 
Utilities: Ewa region and island of Oahu 

Overview of Surplus Properties 

NASBP is  situated in leeward Oahu, approximately 16 miles (26 kilometers) west of downtown 
Honolulu, Approximately 2,737 acres (864.8 hectares) of NASBP have been designated surplus 
property by the U.S. Navy. The surplus land includes the airfield and aviation facilities, portions 
of the central urban core, some industrial support areas, wooded open areas, and shoreline. Much 
of the central urban core and existing residential military housing will be retained by Navy. 

Approximately half of the surplus land is  unimproved open area. The shoreline is  approximately 
15,088 feet (3,976 meters) long, while open, undeveloped lands comprise approximately 
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1 , I  58 acres (465.8 hectares). Wetlands, which are considered sensitive habitats, endangered 
species, and cultural resources are found in these open areas, 

c r 

Existing structures include those associated with the airport (on approximately 724 acres 
e292.0 hectares]), Barbers Point Elementary School (on 14 acres 15.7 hectares]), one credit union 
in the central urban core (on 1 acre i0.4 hectare]), other buildings in the central urban core (on 
approximateiy 96 acres 138.9 hectares]), and historic structures that include pat? of the existing 
revetments and two airport hangars. 

PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT 

Geology, Topography, and Soils 

The Hawaiian lsiands represent the southernmost portion d the Hawaiian Archipelago, a series of 
northwest-trending ridges produced by a series of volcanic eruptions during the Pliocene Epoch. 
The island of 0ahu was formed by two shield volcanoes that arose during the early Tertiary Period, 
about 70 million years ago. The Waianae Volcano created the western half of Oahu, and the 
Kohlare Volcano formed the Ko'alau Range and Schofield Plateau. 

NASBP i s  located at the edge of the Schofield Plateau on a coastal plain, which is composed of 
interbedded coral reef and alluvial volcanic sediments ("caprock") overlying the basalt (volcanic 
rock). The caprock ranges from 50 to 400 feet (1 5 to 122 m) thick along the northern NASBP 
boundary and from 750 to 1,080 feet (229 to 305 m) thick along the coast. The upper 108 feet (30 
rn) of caprock is marine sediment, consisting mainly of coral reef with minor layers of shell < 

fragments and beach sands. 

Topography 

NASBP, situated on the southern coastal plain d Oahu, is relatively flat. The ground surface slopes 
gentty southward, from a maximum elevation of approximately 65 feet ( I  9.8 rn) above mean sea 
level (MSL) along the northern boundary, to sea level at the southern coastal boundary. The 
average slope across the site i s  approximately 0.5 percent, Prominent topographic features include 
sinkholes. 

NASBP is situated an coral outcrop (CR) with little or no soil cover EU,S. Department of Agriculture, 
Soil Conservation Service in cooperation with the University of Hawaii Agricultural Experiment 
Station, August 4 972). Across nearly the entire installation, soil cover consists of a thin layer of 
friable, red material present in cracks, crevices, and depressions in the coral outcrop. Along the 
northern, western, and eastern boundaries of the site the soils are Mamala Stony silty clay loam. 
This soil type i s  formed in shallow alluvial deposits over the coral and i s  dark reddish-brown stony 
silty clay loam, neutral to mildly alkaline, with moderate permeability and slight to moderate 
erosion potential. The south shore comprises beach sand, which consists of light-colored sands 
derived from coral and seashells. The airfields are situated on filled land consisting of material 
dredged from the ocean or hauled from nearby areas, and general material from other sources. 
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3.1.2 Groundwater 

There are two groundwater bodies underlying the NASBP area: a deep confined aquifer in the 
underlying basalt and an overlying unconfined caprock aquifer. Both aquifers are in direct 
hydraulic contact with seawater. Groundwater in the basalt i s  classified as irreplaceable. tt i s  
brackish under NASBP, with chloride content ranging from 250 milligrams per liter (mg/l) to 
1,000 mg/l (Mink and Lau, February 1990). Groundwater in this aquifer is  too deep to be 
susceptible to contamination from the surface. While both aquifers qualify as underground sources 
of drinking water under the federal Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA), the State of Hawaii has a 
more stringent standard for salinity and does not recognize these aquifers for potable use. 

At NASBP, the water table (caprock) i s  roughly at sea level, ranging from zero at the shoreline to 
approximately 50 feet (1 5 m) below ground surface along the northern boundary. Caprock water 
i s  brackish, with chloride content ranging from 1,000 to 5,000 mg/l. Although the caprock aquifer 
i s  highly vulnerable to contamination (Mink and Lau, February 1990), it is not suitable for water 
consumption or for irrigation without desalination. Production welts have not been developed at 
NASBP, and there are no beneficial human uses of this aquifer. However, the caprock aquifer has 
received surface runoff via injection wells and drywells. 

The BRAC Cleanup Plan (Draft) for hrA% Barbers Point, Oahu, Hawaii (U.S. Navy, January $998) 
indicates that low contaminant concentrations measured in the groundwater are uniformly 
distributed across NASBP and are considered to be representative of "background" levels, with the 
exception of one well in the vicinity of a recent fuel spill that i s  being investigated separately (as 
part of the underground storage tank program because it is  in Navy retention area). Samples were 
collected quarterly from wells around the base for six quarters between January 1995 and 
September 1996, and were analyzed for a wide range of compounds, including volatile and semi- 
volatile organic compounds, fuel hydrocarbons, PCBs, pesticides, carbamates, herbicides, metals, 
pH, and physical parameters. Pesticides, herbicides, and metals have been detected at low levels, 
posing no significant risks to humans or the environment. Even though some contaminants were 
detected in dry well sediments on the base and not observed to have an impact on regional 
groundwater quality, Navy has decided to remove sediments with contaminant concentrations 
exceeding hazardous waste criteria so that they will not pose a disposal problem during 
maintenance by the new %and owners in the future. Sediments with concentrations exceeding 
hazardous waste levels were removed between July and November 7 998. 

Monitoring results from the most downgradient wells were compared to the State of Hawaii 
Department of Health's Water Quality Standards for Saltwater. Copper was detected at 
approximately three times the water quality standard of 2.9 pg/L for chronic exposure. 
Groundwater quality is  not expected to have an adverse effect on the ocean environment because 
the concentrations of copper are not much higher than the standard, and some dilution is expected 
when groundwater reaches the ocean. 

Last, constituents detected in the groundwater were compared with their respective maximum 
contaminant levels (MCLs) established by the federal SDWA, 40 C.F.R, Part 141 and the State of 
Hawaii Department of Health, HAR Title II, Chapter 20. Thallium was detected in most of the wells 
at concentrations that were approximately four times the SDWA MCL of 2.0 pg/L. During the 
February 1996 monitoring event, lindane was detected in one well at a concentration four times 
higher than the MCL of 0.2 pg/L established by the SDWA and the State of Hawaii Department of 
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Health, HAR Title 11, Chapter 20. It was not detected in any other wells or during any other 
sampling events. In general, results from the 1998 monitoring event were consistent with previous 
data. The excess cancer risk under a reasonable maximum exposure scenario is  4E-05, and the 
hazard index is 1 .0, both of which are just at or near the trigger level for remediation under the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability A d  (CERCLA). However, 
groundwater beneath the base requires desalination in order to be used as a drinking water source. 
It is anticipated that treatment will also remove the thalIium from the groundwater. Navy does not 
plan to perform any groundwater remediation prior to transfer because thallium appears to be 
distributed uniformly across the base and is  not attributed to Navy activities. Annual monitoring 
will continue until property transfer to ensure that no significant changes in groundwater quality 
occur. 

Surface Water 

No natural streams are present on NASBP, and the highly permeable soil and rock allow storm 
water to easily infiltrate Due to the flat topography, runoff collects in man-made detention basins, 
dry wells, natural sinkholes, or pits for infiltration into the subsurface. Under extreme precipitation 
events, storm water overflows these storage facilities and sheet flows into the ocean. 

Open Coastal Waters 

NA§BP borders the Pacific Ocean on the south. Coastal waters fronting the southern boundary are 
classified by State DOH as Class A open coastal waters (~epat-tment of Health, State of Hawaii, 
October 1992). The objective of Class A waters i s  to protect their use for recreation and aesthetic 
enjoyment. This classification allows other uses as long as they are compatible with the protection 
and propagation of fish, shellfish, and wildlife, and with recreation in and on these waters. Ot does 
not allow any discharges that have not received the best degree of treatment or controt compatible 
with the criteria established for this class (Department of Health, State of Hawaii, October 1992). 
The NASBP areas fronting the open coastal waters are used for recreation and for open space. 
Nirnitz Beach is  a popular site for sunbathing, swimming, fishing, and other recreational activities. 
Storm water reaches the mean by sheet flow. There are no drainage outfalls or other point sources 
of discharge on the base. Groundwater does not appear to be a source of contaminants to the 
ocean; further groundwater assessments wilt be conducted in 1998 to address this concern. 

East of NASBP is  an outfall for discharging treated effluent from the C&C of Honolulu's Honsuliuli 
Wastewater Treatment Plant ( W P )  to the ocean. Wastewater generated at NASBP is  conveyed 
to this plant for treatment and disposal. Currently, of the approximately 25 milsion gallons per day 
(MGD) (1 00,000 rn3/d) being discharged from the ocean outfall, an average of only 0.57 MGD 
(2,280 m3/d) comes from NASBP. The outfall i s  regulated under the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) program. Under the NPDES permit, water quality standards do not 
need to be met within the zone of mixing (ZOM) defined for the outfall. 

At least seven types of wetlands exist in Hawaii, excluding marine intertidal zone wetlands. Two 
types are present at NASBP, a single anchialine pond, named Ordy Pond, and an unnamed 
seasonal lowland pond. 
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Ordy Pond, like all anchialine ponds, is  hydraulically connected with the ocean. The open water 
surface area of Ordy Pond is slightly less than one acre (0.4 hectare), and the level fluctuates with 

wv 
the tide. Mangroves are present around the site. This anchialine pond, the only such wetland at 
NASBP, is located north of Tripoli Road, in the southeast portion of the installation. Ownership of 
this property will be transferred to the USFWS. 

The other wetland located at NASBP is a seasonal, freshwater site located on the western boundav 
of the base. This seasonal wetland may occasionally provide habitat for endangered and migratory 
birds that frequent Ordy Pond and the coastal salt flats. There are no records to indicate that this 
seasonal freshwater wetland has ever been contaminated. Both of these wetlands are designated 
as Class 2 inland waters. The objective for Class 2 waters is  to protect their use for recreational 
purposes, propagation of fish and aquatic life, and agricultural and industrial water supplies, 
shipping, navigation, and propagation of shellfish (Department of Health, State of Hawaii, October 
1992). Other pond areas on reuse lands have minimal water or are dry for long periods. 

Ordy Pond is  an Installation Restoration Program (IRP) site because of prior disposal there of 
ordnancerellated scrap materials, pallets, manuals, packing materials, and agitene (solvent) drums. 
The IRP i s  a component of the Defense Environmental Restoration Program which is discussed 
further in Section 3.4.1 . I .  Contaminants at Ordy Pond include low concentrations of hydrocarbons, 
metals, organic compounds, and compounds associated with exploded ordnance. Risk assessment 
findings indicate that concentrations do not pose a significant risk to human health. Water and 
sediment samples collected over a three-year period indicate that the site does not appear to pose 
a significant threat to ecological receptors. Annual water and sediment monitoring will be 
conducted until property transfer to ensure that no significant changes in conditions occur. 

Flood Hazard Areas 
WW& 

According to the Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) (Federal Emergency Management Agency, 
September 28, 1990), the area of the base from Renton Road to within 100 to 900 feet (30 to 276% 
m) of the shoreline lies within Zone D. Zone B designates areas in which flood hazards are 
undetermined, but which lie outside of what FEMA considers as special flood hazard areas (i.e. 
100-year flood). 

As depicted in Figure 3.1-1, the shoreline areas along NASBP lie in either Zones A, AE, or VE, 
which are different types of special flood hazard areas at NASBP inundated by the 1 00-year storm. 
The Zone A areas are the most inland, and range in width from 80 to 580 feet (24 to 150 m). These 
areas are undeveloped, and a flood study to determine depth of flooding would have to be 
completed before any structure could be built within a Zone A site. The Zone AE areas west of the 
main airfield are located along the coast between Zone A and the shoreline. East of the airfield, a 
Zone AE area lies between Zone A and Zone VE designated areas. The base flood elevations in the 
AE Zones range between 6 and 8 feet (1 -8 and 2.4 m) MSL. The VE Zone is subject to tsunami 
inundation and extends up to 200 feet (68 m) inland from the shoreline, with a flood elevation of 
7 feet (2 1 m) MSL. 



Sources: USGS Topographic Map of the island of Oahu (1970); 
Flood lnsurrance Rate Map (September 1987). Ez:: D Anas h wNd flood Mzards are undetermined. 
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Figure 3.1-1 
FLOOD HMARD AREAS 

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



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
DISPOSAL AND REUSE OF NAS BARBERS POINT CHAPTER THREE 

3.1.4 Climate and Air Quality 
... .. ... .. . . . . . . . . . %q,Z&i Climate 

The island of Oahu is  situated at 21 "30'N, 1 58"0BfW. Climate is influenced by its subtropical 
location, topography, and by the surrounding Pacific Ocean. Precipitation i s  primarily associated 
with the prevailing moisture-laden northeasterly trade winds that are intercepted and forced 
upwards at the Ko'olau Range. Trade winds are less pronounced at NASBP, with local and %and 
breezes prevailing most of the year. Average annual rainfall at NASBP i s  20 inches (51 cm), and 
the period of highest rainfall occurs between the months of October and April. Monthly average 
rainfall varies from 0.1 to 3.9 inches (0.25 to 18 cm) (State of Hawaii, DLNR, Division of Water and 
Land Development, June 1982). Winds are predominantly northeast trade winds. During significant 
meteorologicas events like tropical storms, winds of 25 knots (1 2.7 m/see) or greater may occur. 

Average temperatures on Oahu range from 72 degrees Fahrenheit ( O F )  in January to 78.5"F in 
August. The average daily temperature variation in the vicinity of NASBP is  approximately 5 3°F. 

Air Quality 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) characterizes air quality by comparing 
concentrations of criteria pollutants to established National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS). The State Department of Health has established ambient air quality standards similar to 
the NAAQS. Criteria pollutants at the national level include carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen 
dioxide (NO,), sulfur dioxide (SO,), particulate matter, ozone (O,), and lead (Pb). Based on ambient 
air monitoring data, the U.S. EPA has classified the island of Oahu and the State of Hawaii as being 

. . .... . ...&y . ... . . in attainment of the federal standards. In addition, pollutant concentrations within the state comply 
with state standards, which are more stringent than NAAQS. 

The Ewa Plain contains the largest industrial park in the State of Hawaii, the James Campbell 
Industrial Park (CIP). NASBP is  located adjacent to and east of CIP. Businesses within the park 
provide a wide range of manufacturing, impodexport, power generation, construction, and waste 
management services. CIP provides 100 percent of the state's oil refining, most of the state's gas 
manufacturing, and 40 percent of Oahu's electrical generation, among other services (Risk 
Management Associates, Spring 1997). Consequently, stationary-source air pollution emissions are 
concentrated in this area. Air monitoring data collected by DOH, Clean Air Branch, demonstrate 
that national and state standards have been met in the region. 

However, neighboring communities and schools are concerned that emissions from CIP are causing 
adverse health effects. Subsequent to an upset process condition at a CIP refinery in f 995, and in 
response to community concerns, DOH Hazard Evaluation and Emergency Response Office 
collected air samples and analyzed them for a specific set of 130 chemical constituents, including 
reduced sulfur compounds. Sampling and analyses were conducted to determine if air emissions 
from CIP constituted a health threat to CIP workers or to nearby residents. Forty air samples were 
collected at nine locations in and around CIP during February and March 1996 and in January 
1997. Chronic or long-term health effects from the low levels of these compounds are likely to be 
less than or similar to those in any typical coastal urban area in the U.S. (Department of Health, 
November 1997). No significant differences in concentrations (in parts per billion) between upwind 
and downwind samples, relative to CIP, were observed. 



Within NWSBP, sources of existing emissions consist of mobile and stationary-type sources. Mobile 
sources include aircraft engines and vehicle engines. Stationary sources include boilers and 
generators. \. 

Noise impacts are dependent upon (1) the sound pressure being generated, measured in decibels 
(dB) and usually based on an A-weighted scale (dBA), which simulates the range of sound that i s  
audible by the human ear; (2) the distance to the affected individual; (3) the medium present 
between the source and the affected individual; and (4) the period of exposure. The equivalent 
sound level (Leq) is  the energy produced by these sound pressures and averaged over a defined 
period of time. 

The day-n ight average sound level (DN L) is  commonly used for measuring environmental noise 
in general and for relating the acceptability sf the noise environment for various land uses. The 
DNL represents the 24-hour average sound level for an average day, with nighttime noise levels 
(1 0:oO p,m. to 7:00 a.m.) increased by 10 decibels (dB) prior to computing the 24-hour average. 

The predominant source of noise at NASBP during 1993 baseline conditions and at the present 
time is aircraft performing takmff and landing operations at the airfield. The most recent noise study 
for NASBP is in the 7 989 Mam! Air Statisn Barbers Point Air installations Compatible Use Zones 
(AICUZ) Noise Contoer~s andSuppop~ing Data (Harris Miller & Hanssn, Inc., July 1989). This study 
reflected the noise impacts associated with 1987 aircraft operations at NASBP and Honolulu 
international Airport. Noise contours are shown in Figure 3.1-2. Based on the f 989 AIGUZ noise 
contours, noise levels range from over 83 DNL on and immediately adjacent to the runways, to 55 
DNL approximately 8,080 feet (2,438 m) from the sides of the runways. Several Navy housing and 
personnel support facilities occur within the $0 DNL contour, which means that these populations 
may be exposed to sound levels greater than 60 DNL, Outside the boundaries of the installation, 
land uses, including residential and school, are compatible with noise levels. 

Since 1987, the number of aircraft operations at NASBP has decreased; a 24 percent decline in the 
number of annual aircraft operations occurred between 1987 and 1993 (Table 3.1-1). While the 
noise impacts are not only a function sf the number sf aircraft, a decline of this magnitude would 
be expected to cause a decrease in noise levels. Hence, background noise levels during 1993 
baseline conditions were lower than those shown in Figure 3.1-2. 



Public Facility Non-Residential Area 
(Outside of NAS Barbers Point) 

DHHL Department of Hawaiian Home Lands 

HMLS Homeless Providers 
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Table 3.1-1 
NASBP Annual Aircraft Operations, 1983 to 1993" 

a Harris Miller Miller & Hanson, Inc. (July 1989) Naval Air Station Barbers Point Air Installations Compatible Use 
Zones (AICUZ) Noise Contours and Supporting Data. 
Aries Consultants Ltd. (June 1996) Kalaeloa Airport Master Plan Drab Report. 

3.1 .ti Visual Resources 

NASBP i s  a relatively flat, desert-like expanse of Band that has been highly altered by development. 
Low scrub-forested areas separate the developed areas from natural forest and the shoreline. The 
shoreline i s  typically a white sandy beach with shallow reef flat that provides opportunities for 
swimming, fishing, and sunbathing. 

Visual landmarks and significant vistas identified in the Ewa Beve/elopment Pjan (C&C of Honolulu, 
March 1996) which are relevant to NASBP include distant vistas of the shoreline from the H-1 
Freeway, mountain and ocean views, and views of central Honolulu and Diamond Head. The 
Development Pian provides guidance for conserving open space and scenic vistas at NASBP, which 
has been designated a Special Area in the Ewa region. The plan advocates the addition of a major 
regional park that provides coastal recreation facilities, a lateral public shoreline access path, and 
habitat preserves. A minimum 60-foot building setback, preferably 150 feet, from the shoreline is 
recommended. Also recommended are streetscape plantings to screen views to all service, parking, 
and industrial areas, as well as special landscape treatment of shoreline recreation areas. 

3.1.7 Transportation 

3.1.7.1 Air Transportation 

Honolulu International Airport (HA) is  Oahu's primary airport for goods, services, and passengers. 
In 1993, total aircraft operations were 358,505. Out of this total, 185,959 were air carriers; 53,742 
were air taxis; 96,504 were general aviation; and 22,300 were military aircraft. 

NASBP presently serves military aircraft only. In 1993, there were 68,390 aircraft operations. Of 
these, 684 were civilian aircraft and 67,706 were military aircraft. Another breakdown of the 



68,398 total aircraft operations reveals that 78 percent were Navy sr Marine Corps, 2 1 percent 
were other military airera$ and 1 percent were air carrier and general aviation aircraft. 

3.4.7.2 Marine Transportation 

Barbers Point Deep Draft Harbor, managed by State DOT, i s  located in CIP, approximately 3 miles 
(4.8 kilometers) from the industrial center sf NASBP. The harbor covers 92 acres (37.3 hectares) 
and i s  38 feet (1 1.6 meters) deep. There are plans to increase the size of the harbor in the near 
future. Road access to the harbor is through ClP along Kalaeicaa Boulevard, which links with 
Farrington Highway and H-1 Freeway to the northeast. 

Vessel traffic in the harbor has varied widely over the past six years, from a low of 167 vessels in 
1992 to a high of 820 vessels in 1994. The amount sf material transported through the harbor 
ranged from about 1.5 million short tons (1.4 million metric tons) in 1992 up to about 3 million 
short tons (2.7 million metric tons) in 1997. Available space at the harbor includes a barge berth 
inside the entrance channel, Pier P-4 occupied by a ship repair and dry dock facility, a ferry 
terminal, and Piers P5 and P-6. The latter piers are 1,606) contiguous feet long (Memorandum for 
the Record, Odsber 14, 7 997). With the piangled new development at this harbor, increases in 
volumes of material and area for docking are expected. 

Roads and Traffic 

NASBP is  one of the largest traffic generators in the Ewa District. The base is  a major employment 
center and contains about 1,200 housing units. Roadway access is  limited to two security- 
controlled entry points. Fort Barrette Road i s  the main (north-central) access point and provides 
access to the H-1 Freeway at the Makakilo interchange, as well as to the developing business and 
residential areas of the City of Kapolei. Geiger Road is the secondary entry point and provides 
access to the Iroquois Point military facilities, the communities along Fort Weaver Road, and to the 
H-4 Freeway via the Kunia interchange. Figure 3.1-3 illustrates the roadways. 

Regional Roadways 

Six major regional roadways serve NASBP. Descriptions of these regional roadways are provided 
in Table 3.1-2 and illustrated in Figure 3.1-3. 

H-f Freeway is  the major east-west corridor, with peak-hour, peak-direction volumes of about 
2,800 vehicles. Another east-west connector, Farrington Highway, accommodates large volumes 
of traffic in the Kapolei area and farther west between the H-1 Freeway terminus and the Waianae 
coast. Fort Weaver Road and Kalaeloa Boulevard are the most heavily traveled roadways in the Ewa 
area south of the freeway. Fort Weaver Woad serves primarily a residential area, while KaDaeloa 
Boulevard serves an employment area; hence, peak-hour traffic associated with commuters occurs 
primarily in one direction (versus both) on each roadway. 

NASBP Roadways 

Within the installation, Enterprise Avenue and Franklin D. Roosevelt Road are the two major 
roadways. f hese two roads provide access between the two gates and most of the major activity 
areas within the installation. A system of collector streets and local streets provides circulation 
within the base. A summary of these streets i s  provided in Table 3.1-3. 
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Table 3.1-3 
Summary of Roadways on NASBP 

30-foot-wide pavement BP; southern extension of 
between gate and Saratoga Barrette Road into the 
Avenue. Two lanes per 
direction with 40-foot-wide 
pavement between Saratoga 

"downtown" area of base and 
connects downtown to the base 

Shangrila Avenues 20-foot-wide pavement 

S. Coast Guard area. 
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One lane per direction; 
pavement widths of 28 feet 
in the northern segment 
and 20 feet in the southern 

a road width of 20 feet. and Coral Sea roads and 

Other roadways in the sower activity portions of the base are narrow, with pavement widths of 20 
feet or less. The roadways within the southwest area of the base are restricted to use only by 
authorized vehides. Several roadways in this area are unpaved. 

On NASBP, there are no traffic signal controls. Most intersections are controlled by stop signs, and 
several have four-way stop sign controls, including the intersection of Enterprise Avenue and 
Franklin D. Roosevelt Avenue. 

Traff Ie Conditions 

The present transportation system in Ewa has sufficient capacity for existing traffic volumes during 
peak-hour traffic; however, this network of roads i s  affected by the bottlenecks and lack of capacity 
on the corridor from Pearl City to downtown Honolulu (C&C of Honolulu, March 1996). These 
regional transportation planning considerations are being evaluated by the Oaher Metropolitan 
Planning Organization (OMPO), a joint city-state agency responsible for planning and use of 
federal transportation funds. In addition, a consortium sf Bandowners and developers has been 
working to identify Ewa highway improvement needs and how much of the costs each developer 
must contribute. The update to the Ewa Region Highway Transportation Master Plan (1992) will 
document the consortium's Findings, along with providing a study of the proposed North-South 
Road and an analysis of methods for financing these improvements. 

On-base traffic conditions were characterized using I995 data because 7993 data were not 
available. Use of f 995 conditions should result in more accurate 2020 projections because the 
uncertainty associated with applying traffic growth factors over two years (between 1993 and f 995) 
i s  eliminated. The worst traffic conditions occurred during the morning peak hour /6:30 a.m. to 
7:30 a.m.) at the four-way stop-controlled intersection just inside the main gate. South-bound traffic 
entering the base on Fort Barrette Road exceeded capacity of the intersection (delays of 45 seconds 
or more and characterized with a level of service [LOS] of F); the other approaches operated at 
acceptable levels. Military police often directed traffic during this time to expedite traffic flow. At 
the intersection of Saratoga Avenue and Enterprise Avenue, the number of vehicles failing to clear 
the traffic signal during the green phase was noticeable (delays at 20.1 to 30.0 seconds and 
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characterized with an LOS of D). Based on 1995 levels of activity, an estimated 27,300 average 
daily trips (ADTI on a typical weekday were generated. 

M a s s  Transit 

In 4994, Oahu Transit Services (OTS), which operates TheBus under contract to the Hono!ulu 
Public Transit Authority (HPTA), assigned about 35 buses to the Ewa area, which includes NASBP. 
However, the OTS buses do not enter NASBP. Based on the findings in HPTA's Comprehensive 
Bus Facility and Equipment Requirements Study ( 4  9943, an additional 53 buses were planned to 
be assigned to Ewa for a total of 88 buses. The additional buses woutd be used to increase capacity, 
frequency of service, and routes between Ewa and Honolulu and in the immediate Ewa area. 
Additionally, the Leeward Oahu Transportation Management Association (LOTMA) sponsors an 
express bus service along Fort Weaver Road to Honolulu, with one morning and one afternoon bus 
trip. 

The impacts of proposed reuse on mass transit are not evaluated further in this DElS because the 
presence of, and level of, mass transit are not requirements for development. Use of mass transit 
would provide an additional measure, beyond that identified in Section 4.1.7.2, for reducing 
impacts on traffic. 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

This summary of biological resources at NASBP was based primarily on the Environmental Baseline 
Survey conducted by Ogden Environmental and Energy Services, Inc., for PACNAVFACENGCOM, 
june 1994. In addition, information was gathered from the following documents: 

@ Chamaesyce Skottsbergii Botanical Survey of the Naval Air Station Barbers Point, 
Bahu, Hawaii, conducted by A. Whistler for Belt Collins Hawaii for 
PACNAVFACENGCOM, February 1 998 

a Natural Resources Management Plan, Naval Air Station Barbers Point, conderctecl 
by The Traverse Group, Inc. (TCI), January 1988 

Flora and Fauna Report, conducted by Botanical Consultants for 
PACNAVFACENGCOM, December 1984 

a Ewa Plains Botanical Survey, conducted by W. P. Char and N. Balakrishnan for the 
U.S. Department of Interior, November 1 979 

Biological resources of concern are threatened and endangered species and sensitive or critical 
habitat. Because migratory birds are a concern for land managers outside of federal lands, they are 
also addressed. Threatened and endangered species and migratory birds occur in both terrestrial 
and marine environments on and adjacent to NASBP. 

Recent field surveys have led to the identification of new locations where intensive surveys for 
endangered plants are planned (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, October 22, 1997). This information 
has also been incorporated into the following summary. 
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3.2.2 Terrestrial Fiora 

The dominant vegetation zone on the base i s  kiawe and lowland scrub. Other vegetation zones 
include coastal strand, coastal salt flat, seasonal fresh-water pond, sinkholes, mangrove swamp 
(surrounding Ordy Pond), and marine wetland (Figure 3.2-1 1. One-hundred seventy species sf 
plants have been identified on the base. (Botanical Consultants, December 19841. 

Two listed endangered plant species exist on the base: 

e The endemic Ewa Plain ";a&oko shrub (Chamaesyce skot~bergii var. skottsbergii) 
was federally listed as endangered on August 24, 1982 (U.S. Department of the 
interior [U.S. DOI], USFWS, 1982). It occurs in coastal vegetation and dry shrub 
land. The largest population of hksks plants occurs on land that will be transferred 
to USFWS. Estimates made in 1994 put this population at between 100 and 500 
individuals (Whistler, February 1998). The USFWS believes that these are eight 
additional hkoko plants on the NAS property (U.S. DOI, USFWS, November 3, 
1998). These specimens are found in at least three separate locations. 

Signs are posted in the area of the largest popu[ations to inform visitors of the 
presence of endangered plant species. 

rn The endemic round-leafed chaff-flower shrub (Achyranthes splendens var. 
rotunda&) was federally listed as endangered on March 26, 1986 (Ogden, 19941. 
It occurs at low elevations in open, dry forest remnants, open thickets, on talus or 
rocky slopes, or on coralline plains (Wagner, Gerbst, and Sohmer, 19901. Three 
poprsbations exist on the Ewa Plain; two are in CBP and one is  at NASBP. In 1991, 
approximately 86 individuals were reported in a 287-square-yard (240square- 
meter) area in the southwest corner of the base (see Figure 3.2-2). Signs indicate the 
presence of the shrub. 

In addition, pua pils (Capparis sandwichiana var. roharyi), an endemic shrub federally listed as 
a species of concern, occurs in kiawe and lowland scrub zones (Ogdera, 1994), and is known to 
exist in the same area as the ArchyrantAes spys6endens var. rotcmckta (Memorandum for the Record, 
lune 22, 1998). 

Other endemic plant species (native plants found only in Hawaii) occurring at NASBP include the 
sub-shrub Rinahina (Hebiotropium anamalum var. argenteurnj and the herb nama (Nama 
sandwichensis) in the coastal strand zone, and the small shrub-like sandalwood tree (Sanblurn 
elliptisum) in the kiawe and lowland scrub zone (Ogden, 1994). indigenous plant species (native 
plants found in Hawaii and elsewhere) in the coastal strand zone include the seaside heliotrope 
herb (Melitropium currassavicum) and the bheio kai shrub (Lycium sandwichensis). 
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Terrestrial Fauna 

.XV& Birds are the dominant wildlife on the base, as is  common for all the Hawaiian Islands. Twenty- 
three species were identified during a survey conducted in 1984: 17 were ubiquitous, introduced 
species; five were indigenous; and one was endemic (Botanical Consultants, 1984). Since that 
survey, one endangered bird species has been sighted (Ogden, 1994). 

Introduced species: Of the 17 ubiquitous species, these five occur most commonly: zebra dove 
(Geopelia striata), Japanese white-eye (Zosterops japonicus), northern cardinal (Cardinalis 
cardinalis), red-crested cardinal (Paroaria corona&), and red-vented bulbul (Pycnonotus cafer) (TGl, 
1988). 

Indigenous species: The five indigenous species occurring at NASBP are the black-crowned night 
heron (Nycticora nycticorax hsactli), great frigate bird (Fregata minor palmerstoni), Pacific golden 
plover (Pluvialis fulva), sanderling (Calidris alba), wandering tattler (Hetesoscelus incanus), and 
ruddy turnstone (Arenaria interpres). The latter four are migratory and considered regular visitors 
to Hawaii. 

Endemic species: One endemic species that is a candidate for federal listing, the 'elepaio 
(Chasiempis sandwichensis gayo), was identified during the '1 984 survey; no other sightings have 
been confirmed during subsequent surveys on the base (Ogden, 1994). Although the findings in 
the 1994 survey were never corrected in the document, the 'elepaio does not nor has it ever 
existed at NASBP. 'The reported 1984 sighting was in error (Memorandum for the Record, June 22, 
1998). 

.... 4 ,-- 
Endangered species: The Hawaiian black-necked stilt (Himantspus mexicanus knudseni), on the 
federal and state endangered species lists, was observed at Ordy Pond during November and 
December 1993 site visits by LISFWS and PACNAVFACENGCOM natural resources personnel (see 
Figure 3.2-2) (Ogden, 1994). 

Ordy Pond, an anchialine pond, and the only permanent water body on the base, and the coastal 
salt flats (see Figure 3.2-1) are frequented by the Hawaiian black-necked stilt and migratory species. 
In addition, the state listed endangered Hawaiian short-eared owl (Asio flammeus sandwichensis), 
which is federally listed as a species of concern, may occur or range over the base (Ogden, 1994). 

Other wildlife: Other wildlife on base inciude feral dogs and cats, rodents, and mongooses. One 
freshwater fish species, the mosquito fish (Gambusia sp.), occurs at NASBP; it was introduced to 
Ordy Pond as a food source for the blackcrowned night heron (TGI, 1988). 

3.2.3 Marine Biota 

Marine macroinvertebrates, found offshore of NASBP, include reef-bu i lding corals, severa! species 
of sea cucumber, sea urchins, and colonial soft corals (Ogden, 1994). Marine vertebrates include 
reef fish, although abundance and diversity are low. The most common are triggerfish (Balistidae) 
and hawkfish (Cirrisidae). The threatened green sea turtle (Chelonia mydas) is known to frequent 
the area immediately offshore of NASBP. Up to 22 green sea turtles were observed offshore during 
a survey conducted in 1992 (Ogden, 1994). It is likely that the turtles feed on seaweed, which i s  
abundant in this area. The humpback whale (Megapaera nsvaeangliae), a state and federally listed 
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The quality of significance in American history, architecture, archaeology, engineering 
and culture is present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess 
integrity of location, design, setting, materialsp workmanship, feeling, and association and 

(a) that are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to 
the broad patterns of our history; or 

(b) that are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or 
(c) that embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of 
construction, or that represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose 
components may lack individual distinction; or 
(d) that have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in 

prehistory or history. 

3.3.1 Archamlogical Sites 

Permanent human settlement of the Ewa Plain probably occurred about 1250 to 1450 A.D. The 
earliest recorded archeological survey of the region was conducted by J. Gilbert McAllister in 1930. 
Since then, numerous archaeological sites have been discovered and recorded. Archaeological sites 
at NASBP include the following types: 

Hawaiian sites: habitation and agricultural features, possible kuleana features, 
possible religious structures, human skeletal remains or possible burial features, 
modified sinkholes, and trail features. . Ranching, sisa! cultivation, and early 20th century habitation sites. 
World War II W ll) military components: defensive, training, and bivouac 
features. 

Based on the evaluation criteria in 16 U.S.C. 3470, 62 archaeological sites eligible for listing in the 
NRHP are located on surplus land. These are listed in Table 3.3-1. 

Table 3.3-1 
Archaeological Sites Eligible for histing in NRHP 

tion complex; one feature contains 
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ation complex; WO features contain 

Hawaiian agricultural complex 

complex; two features contain human 
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Table 3.3-1 (continued): 

x -features present but number unknown. 
National Register Criteria: A, B, C, D (see Sedion 3.3). 

3.3.2 Historic Structures 

Based on the evaluation criteria in 4 6 U.S.C. 5470, 64 structures eligible for listing in the NRHP 
are located on surplus land. These structures are listed in Table 3.3-2. 

Table 3.3-2 
Historic Structures Eligible for Listing in NRWP 

I attack; distinctive 

installation during WW I1 
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Table 31-34! [continued: 

December 7, 1941 attack; distinctive 

struction; distinctive type 

construction type 

Year of construction. 
Nationaf Register Criteria: A, B, C, D (see Section 3.3). 

3.4 PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY 

3.4. 1 On-site Contaminated AreaslHazardous Substances 

The management sf potentially contaminated areas, including the process for identifying these 
areas, i s  dictated by specific regulatory programs. Regulatory programs for hazardous materials are 
descsi bed below. 



3.4.1.1 Overall Process Used to Identify Contamination and Description of 
Potentially Contaminated Areas 

In accordance with the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
of 1980 (CERCLA), 42 U.S.C. 59601 et seq., existing areas of contamination must be identified and 
remediated to levels protective of human health and the environment (or have a proven, effective 
remediation under way). Compliance activities, remediation plans, and remediation activities in 
the reuse areas are described in the BRAC Cleanup Plan (Draft) for NAS Barbers Point, Oahu, 
Hawaii (U.S. Navy, January 1998). Areas of existing contamination could constrain the proposed 
reuse of the property. 

Contaminated areas were identified under one of two processes and are named accordingly. 
Contaminated areas identified under the Community Environmental Response Facilitation Act of 
1992 (CERFA), Pub. L. 102-426, are referred to as points of interest (PQis); areas identified under 
the Defense Environmental Restoration Program are called Installation Restoration Program (IRP) 
sites. The purpose of the IRP program is  to identify, assess, characterize, and clean up or control 
contamination from past hazardous waste disposal operations and hazardous material spills at Navy 
and Marine Corps facilities in accordance with CERCLA. 

CEUFA amended CERCLA and requires the identification and documentation of uncontaminated 
real property at installations undergoing closure or realignment. To comply with these laws, an 
environmental baseline survey was performed at NASBP to identify contaminated and 
uncontaminated areas. Activities included extensive document reviews, regulatory agency record 
reviews, current and historic aerial photograph evaluations, physical reconnaissance, and personnel 
interviews. These activities occurred over a four-month period from August to November 1993. 
Findings were documented in the Environmental Baseline Survey (EBS) Repost, NAS Barbers Point, 
Oahu, Hawaii (Qgden, June 1994). 

The 1994 EBS Report identified 47 PQls at which past practices may have caused contamination 
and three IRP sites on NASBP that might require further investigation or remediation. Since then, 
two additional PQI sites have been identified: the Transformer Network, which includes some 
identified Pols, and the Regional Groundwater System. These POIS are spread throughout most 
of NASBP. POI and IRP sites located within reuse areas and that require further action are identified 
in Figure 3.4-1. 

Many of the sites identified in the EBS have been successfully cleaned up or sampsing data have 
indicated that they may be used for the proposed land uses (commercial, recreation, etc.). 
Table 3.4-1 summarizes the cleanup status of each of the sites that requires further action and 
includes findings as of October 20, 1998 (Memorandum for the Record, October 20, 1998). All 
cleanup activities are planned for completion by end of the 2081 fiscal year. 

3.4.1.2 Regulatory Programs for Hazardous Materials and Storage Tanks 

3.4.1.2.1 Asbestos-Containing Materials (ACM) 

The DOD BRAC policy is to repair or remove only friable, accessible, and damaged ACM. Friable 
asbestos is defined by the U.S. EPA as any material containing more than 1 percent asbestos, that, 
when dry, can be crumbled, pulverized, or reduced to powder by hand pressure. Friable asbestos 
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i s  regulated under the National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) (40 
C.F.W,  pa^ 44, Subpart M). NESHAP requires that all friable materials be removed prior to building 
demolition or renovation. Navy will not perform remediation if: (1) the buildings are scheduled 
for demolition by the transferee; (2) the transfer document prohibits occupation of the buildings 
prior to demolition; and (3) the transferee assumes responsibility for the management of any ACM 
in accordance with applicable laws. 

ACM surveys conducted in 1993 and 1994 and reinspections performed in 1998 reveal the 
presence of ACM in reuse areas. As a result of the findings from these surveys, an Operations and 
Maintenance Plan that includes a strategy to manage in-place asbestos has been prepared. 

3.4.1 -2.2 Polychlorinated Biphenyis (PCBs) 

Control of PCBs and PCB-contaminated materials i s  legislated by the Toxic Substances Control Act 
(TSCA) (40 C.F.R. Part 761). TSCA generally bans the use, manufacturing, processing, and 
distribution in commerce of PCBs, PCB-contamination or PCB-containing equipment is  identified 
as such if 50 parts per milkion Eppm) of PCB i s  measured. 

At NASBP, PCBs were used in a small percentage of polemounted and substation transformers. 
These sources have been either retrofitted (replaced with non-contaminated transformer) or 
retrsfilled (replaced with a non-PCB dielectric fluid to flush out PCBs and conducted on an annual 
basis). Inventories conduded through 7 996 indicate that none of the transformers contained PCBs 
above the TSCA-designated contamination level of 50 ppm. 

Wipe and soil samples of the substations' concrete transformer pads and adjacent soils were also 
conducted and revealed PCB concentrations greater than the TSCA-designated contamination level 
of 50 ppm. Sites with PCB-contamination found on concrete or soils caused by equipment leaks 
are identified in Table 3.4-1 (POI-03, POI-05, POI-08, $01-1 6, POI-1 8, POI-24, POI-29, POI-3 I ,  
and POI-41 ). 

3.4.1 2.3 Lead-Based Paisnt (LBP) 

The DOD BRAC policy is to manage LBP in a manner protective of human health and the 
environment, and to comply with all applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations 
governing LBP and LBP hazards. Current standards for LBP address risks by focusing on the impact 
of LBP on children from dwellings and surrounding soil. The Residential Lead-Based Paint Hazard 
Reduction Act of 4992 (Title X of Pub. h. 182-550), which pertains to conveyance of federal 
property for residential use, is oniy applicable to "target housing,"as defined by the Act. 

. . .  ... ........... 
Ti; .... ii.. ......... <,.< ..... >, 

Samples were collected in habitable buildings in the surplus areas of NASBP. Any paint that 
contained more than 1.0 mglsquare centimeter or 63.5 percent (5,000 pprn) was considered LBP as 
defined by U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. Results indicate that many of 
the 580 structures surveyed contain LBP and are within the surplus arms. Since the survey was 
conducted, the concentration used to define LBP was changed from 5,800 ppm to 2,000 pprn. 
Using the new criteria, 300 structures contain LBP. 
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Although there i s  no target housing to be transferred at NASBP, Navy will comply with the 
provisions of the law regarding disclosure of LBP and LBP hazards, and include any available 

..,&>/ assessment data pertaining to the property being transferred and a lead warning statement in 
property transfer documents. There are no laws or regulations specifically applicable to CBP in non- 
residential areas. 

3.4.1.2.4 Underground Storage Tanks (BISTs)lAbsveground Storage Tanks (ASTs) 

Navy manages underground fuel storage tank compliance activities in accordance with 40 C.F.R. 
Part 288 and the Hawaii UST Act, Section 342h. Removal of all unused USTs began in 1996. All 
closure notification requirements are coordinated with the State of Hawaii DOH UST Section. 

Navy has requested funds to clean and assess all operational USTs when they are no longer 
required for base operations. Associated piping will be drained of free product and removed or 
abandoned in place. 

ASTs are regulated under 40 C.F.R. Part 112 and Chapter 342N of the Hawaii Revised Statutes 
(HRS). All ASTs will be drained and cleaned upon base closure. ASTs which show indications that 
they may have leaked will be removed and required remediation will be performed (U.S. Navy, 
january 1 998). 

3.4.2 Hazardous Air Poll~tants and Hazardous Materials at 
Neighboring Campbell Industrial Park 

In the NASBP vicinity, which includes the neighboring CIP, hazardous materials are used and 

..:.:z.- 
hazardous air pollutants' are emitted. Such emissions occur as part of the industrial and commercial 
operations that use raw materials to produce finished products, creating by-products used in the 
process. Operations include power generation and oil refining. Products used include water 
treatment chemicals, solvents, and other industrial and consumer products. Businesses in the 
approximately 1,400-acre industrial park provide services to the state and its residents, including 
108 percent of the state's oil refining, most of the state's gas manufacturing (propane and synthetic 
natural gas), and 40 percent of Bahu's electrical generation (Risk Management Associates, Spring 
1997). 

Concentrating these activities in one region provides an environment for efficient exchange of 
materials and sewices and reduces transportation costs and associated environmental risks. Within 
the park, fuel, raw materials, waste disposal, and shipping are provided. Finished products can then 
be readily conveyed via major transportation routes such as the ocean via Barbers Point Harbor, 
Interstate Highway (H-l), and underground pipelines (for refined oil and gas) that terminate in 
major port facilities in Honolulu Harbor. 

While the concentration of industrial and commercial businesses at CIP can reduce the costs and 
risk associated with transpostation, the concentration of these activities coupled with the rapid 
growth of the neighboring communities poses obvious and understandable concerns. It is  estimated 
that over 99,088 people reside or work within a 10-mile radius of CIP. Due to the public's concern 
about pollutant emissions and health impacts, a group of concerned businesses, local government 

1 Hazardous air pollutants are specific chemicals defined by the federal Clean Air Act. 
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Table 3.4-1 
Summary and Status 04 PQlllRP Sites Located Within Reuse Areas and Requiring Further Action 

Possible human risks under industrial and 
residential scenarios; removal action most likely 

potential fuel releases within the Navy retention 
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Table 3.4-1 (c~ntinued): 

n soil due to releases of oily wastes fter facilities are no longer in 

contaminating groundwater; sediments exceeding 

part of compliance program; cleanup of PCB 
contamination at 51 18 completed, closeout 
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Table 3.4-1 (continued): 

under residential or camping scenario; further 
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Table 3.4-1 (continued): 

base; dry well sediments exceeding hazardous 
waste levels were removed as part of compliance 

industrial wastes; pesticides, total fuel Navy retention area (actions to address fuel spill are 
hydrocarbon (TFH)-related compounds, under way); levels in other wells appear to be 
and metals present in groundwater representative of "background" concentrations; 

Acronvms: 
A-RI - Abbreviated Remedial Investigation 
AS$ - Aboveground Storage Tank 
BEQ - Bachelor Enlisted Quarters 
EBS - Environmental Baseline Survey NAS Barbers Point, June 1994 
EE/CA - Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis 
IRA - Interim Removal Action 
IRP - Installation Restoration Program 
Notes: 
(1) Source: Memorandum for the Record (October 20, 1998). 

NFA - No Further Action 
PCB - Polychlorinated Biphenyl 
POI - Point of interest 
POL - Petroleums, Oils, and Lubricants 
SVOC - Semi-Volatile Organic Compounds 
VOC - Volatile Organic Compounds 
US$ - Underground Storage Tank 
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officials, and other individuals has established the Campbell Local Emergency Action Network 
(CLEAN) to address emergency planning issues, including public safety and health. 

L v,., ,. .. - 
The CLEAN Emergency Management Phn (1997) provides a hazard analysis that identifies 
hazardous release scenarios, estimates of potential consequences from these releases, and assesses 
the community impact. The C l a n  Air Act (CAA) regulations (40 C.F.R. Parts 50 - 80) and U.S. 
EPA's Risk Management and Prevention (RMP) Off-Site Consequence Analysis Guidance (U.S. 
EPA, May 24, 4 996) were used to carry out the analysis. For each facility or transportation mode 
identified as having the potential to cause significant off-site impacts, a worst-case release scenario 
for each identified toxic substance was evaluated, as well as one worst-case release scenario to 
represent flammable material. Similarly, one alternative scenario for each of the previousiy 
described cases was identified to evaluate the non-worst ease accidental release scenarios that are 
"more likeiy to occur" and "'more realistic" than the worst case, However, these scenarios are rare 
events not likely to occur in the lifetime of a facility. Toxicity levels used in the evaluation were 
based primarily on emergency response planning guideline (ERPG) levels developed by the 
American Industrial Hygiene Association. Computer air dispersion models were used to estimate 
downwind concentrations. 

These methodologies were used to identify seven air pollutants for the off-site consequence 
analysis. In the non-worst case alternative scenario, NASBP was out of range from the impact area. 
In the worst-case scenario under unlikely wind conditions, i.e., when Barbers Point i s  downwind 
from CIP, the western portion of NASBP could be within the ERPG-2 (concentrations that may 
result in transient health e%fects in healthy individuals for exposure times up to one hour) impact 
range of the foltowing chemicals: anhydrous ammonia, chlorine, hydrogen sulfide, and sulfur 
dioxide. Additionally, under worst-case conditions, the western portion of NASBP could be affected 
by radiant heat or blast overpressure resulting from flammable materials (which could cause - _ _  
significant injury to unprotected individuals). Pollutants that could affect most or all of NASBP 
under worst-case scenarios are anhydrous ammonia, chlorine, and sulfur dioxide. 

3.4.3 Airport Protection Zones 

The description of NASBP airport facilities and airport protection nones in this section i s  based on 
information contained in the Kalaeloa Airport Master Plan Draft Report (Aries Consultants Ltd., 
June 1996). The existing airfield layout consists of two parallel runways (4R-22L and 4L-22R) and 
a single crosswind runway (1 1-29), which intersect at midfield, and associated taxiways. 
Helicopters operate from several locations. Figure 3.4-2 shows the existing airpofl configuration. 

Runways 4R22L and 4L-2213 are each 8,330 feet (2,592 m) long by 280 feet (62 m) wide, Runway 
4 1-29 is 8,411 feet (2,6? 6 m) long by 200 feet (62 m) wide. Helicopter landing and takeoff pads 
are located in several areas of the airport. Two pads are south of the Airpofl Traffic Control Tower 
(ATCT), and U.S. Coast Guard helicopters use the taxiway leading to the U.S. Coast Guard apron. 
Several U.S. Navy air carrier landing practice pads are at the east end of Runway f 1-29. 

Runway Protection Zones. Runway protection zones (RPZ) or clear zones are required for civilian 
and military airfields, rspedively. U.S. Navy clear zones at NASBP have an inner width of 1,500 
feet (466 m), a length of 3,080 feet (933 m), and an outer width of 2,34 2 feet (7% 9 m). The existing 
clear zones are contained within the NASBP boundary or over the ocean, with the exception of a 





part of the Runway 4 4 clear zone to the west. A portion of the Runway 11 clear zone is over 
private property to the west of NASBP. 

L. 

The presence sf Coral Sea Road at the approach ends to Runways 4R, 4L, and 29 i s  a violation sf 
the clear zone criteria. These violations have been waived by the U.S. Navy. The portion of Coral 
Sea Road that violates the clear zones for Runways 4W and 4L is currently closed to traffic except 
for emergency or approved access. The portion of Coral Sea Road that violates the dear zone for 
Runway 29 is controlled by traffic lights operated by personnel in the Barbers Point ATCT. 

Approach Areas and Obstructions, Approach areas for all runways at NASBP have an inner width 
of 1,580 feet (457.3 meters), outer width of 16,000 feet (4,878.0 meters), and a length of 50,880 
feet (1 5,243.9 meters). The approach surfaces stope upward at a ratio of 50:1 to an altitude of 533 
feet (1 62.5 meters) above sea level (or 500 feet [ I  52.4 meters] above the airport elevation). The 
remaining approach surface out to the 50,008-foot 61 5,243.9-meters) length is horizontal. 

Based on military criteria, and with the exception of Coral Sea Woad, there are no obstructions 
within the clear zones or approach areas. Some stacks within the CIP penetrate the inner horizontal 
surface of civil aviation criteria (FAR Part 77 Imaginary Surfaces). These stacks dictate the 
instrument flight ruie circling minimums to the airport and the straight-in minimums for the 
wondirectional beacon approach to Runway 4b. 

3.4.4 Explosive Safety Quantity Distance QESQB) 

ESQD zones are established at ordnance storage and handling areas and facilities. Areas within 
these zones do mot provide an acceptable level of risk for personnel and facility safety; hence, 
development within ESQD zones is  restricted. ESQD zones are now present in surplus areas, but --- - 
will be nonexistent upon base closure. For this reason, the egea of ESQD on redevelopment is  not 
an issue requiring further evaluation. 

PUBLIC SERVICES 

At present, public sewices at NASBP are primarily provided by Navy for misitary personnel. These 
include one fire station equipped to handle aircraft and stwctural fires, a U.S. Coast Guard station, 
and a base clinic. The base provides its own security. A public e(ementary school, administered 
by the State Department of Education, i s  also located on the base. 

Education 

The State Department of Education manages several schools in the region. Barbers Point Elementary 
School i s  located on base. There is  a new elementary school in Kapolei. llirna Intermediate and 
Campbell High School, both in Ewa Beach, provide secondary education for children in the Ewa 
district. Kapolei Middle School is planned to open soon after the base closure in 4999. In addition, 
some church-run private schools exist in the area. Recent residential growth in the Ewa district has 
created greater demand for schools. While Barbers Point Elementary has approximately 
400 students, the average number of students at other Leeward district elementary schools i s  680. 



No higher education facilities are currently in the area. There are plans to build a University of 
Hawaii, West Oahu campus, inland of the H-1 Freeway by 2006. Vocational training is offered by 
West Oahu Employment Corporation with a focus on job preparation for the West Beach resort 
area. 

Police 

The base is in the Kapolei-Waianae police district, which serves 700,000 people. This police 
district is  one of the largest by area on Oahu and has 129 officers. At present, the base provides its 
own security. Plans for the rapidly growing Ewa district include a new police station in Kapolei to 
house 210 officers, scheduled to open in about 1999 after the base closes. The police department 
uses a ratio of two officers per 1,080 people to determine the number of officers needed in an area. 
Projected development for the Kapolei-Waianae District would require a total of about 350 officers 
in this police district (based on projections to the year 2020). 

Fire 

Three fire stations currently serve the Ewa district: the Makakilo station serves Makakilo; the new 
Kapolei station serves Kapolei, Ewa by Gentry, and Ewa inland of Uenton Woad; and the Ewa Beach 
station serves Ewa to the south of Renton Road. In the near future, the Ewa Beach station plans to 
relocate to facilities at Ewa Marina. This would place it closer to redevelopment areas. At present, 
the reuse area has a fire station near the airfield to handle aircraft-related fires as well as structural 
fires on the base. Another on-base facility, now closed, was used about 25 years ago to fight 
structural fires. The C&C of Honolulu has expressed interest in this facility, which wouid have to 
be modified to make it operational. 

W*.P 

3.5.4 U.S. Coast Guard 

The U.S. Coast Guard maintains a station on base and uses the airfield at NASBP to perform ocean 
rescue, fishery regulations enforcement, and other activities under its jurisdiction. 

Health Care 

One full-service hospital, St. Francis-West, is located in the Ewa district. At the end of 1995, it was 
operating at 81 percent occupancy, had 82 beds, and provided emergency care, outpatient, 
laboratory, and X-ray services as well as medical offices. Clinics in the area include Kaiser 
Permanente in Kapolei, and West Side Women's Health Care Clinic and Ewa Beach Medical Clinic, 
both on Fort Weaver Road. In addition, the Waianae Coast Comprehensive Health Clinic and a few 
other clinics associated with major hospitals are in the Waianae area. A proposed Kapolei Medical 
Park will include offices and clinics affiliated with major health care providers. The base clinic, 
which serves military personnel and dependents, is available to civilians for critical emergencies 
only. 
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SOCIOECONOMIC ENVIRONMENT 

The regions of influence for socioecsrsornic effects associated with the disposal and reuse of land 
at NASBP are as follows: 

@ Immediate Vicinity: the base itself, Kapolei and other neighboring towns, CIP, and 
proposed Ewa Marina. 

w Region: Ewa and Waianae Devebopment Plan (DP) areas. 

a Island-wide: Oahu, represented by the CgtC of Honolulu. 

The Ewa BP area is  designated as a Secondary Urban Center for Oahu, and since the early 1990s 
it has experienced a large increase in residential development. Approximately 12 percent of the 
island's population are projected to reside in Ewa by the year 2828. 

Demographics 

The State of Hawaii has approximately 4.2 million residents and receives nearly 7 m'sllisn visitors 
a year. Oahu has approximately 871,469 residents (I 995 figures), or nearly 75 percent of the state 
population. The Ewa DP area has approximately 51,286 residents ( 4  935 figures), and i s  projected 
to grow from having 5.1 percent (1 $90) to 12 percent (by 2020) of the island's population (based 
on preliminary C&C of Honolulu Planning Department projections for 2828). 

The military personnel psperlation in Hawaii is 42,790, with an additionas 54,338 in family 
members; Oahu has 99.5 percent of this population (State of Hawaii Department of Business, 
Economic Development and Tourism, 1995). The resident population of military families at NASBP 
in 1990 was 2,152 (family housing only) (U.S. Bureau sf the Census, 1991 ). 

The ethnic makeup of civilian populations in Hawaii i s  dominated by persons of mixed ancestry 
(37 percent; this includes part-Hawaiian at 19 percent), Asian descent 636 percent), and Caucasian 
background (23 percent). People of Hawaiian ancestry comprise '10 percent of the Ewa DP area 
popuiation and 44 percent in the Waianae DP area (U.S. Bureau of Census, 1991, 1992). In 
contrast, the armed forces ethnic makeup i s  primarily Caucasian (65 percent), mixed ancestry 
(1 5 percent, primarily nsn-Hawaiian), and black (1 5 percend. Military family members are 
primarily Caucasian (50 percent), mixed ancestry (30 percent, primarily won-Hawaiian), and black 
( I  O percent) (State of Hawaii Department of Business, Economic Development and Tourism, 1995 
[numbers rounded om). 

3.6.2 Employment 

Economic activity on Oahu i s  concentrated in the Primary Urban Center (Honolulu area), which 
has about threequarters of island jobs and about half of the popu[ation. Projections to the year 
2626 anticipate a decrease in job share in Honolulu to approximately 69 percent. The job share 
in the Secondary Urban Center in the Ewa DP area is expected to grow at a rate of 4 percent a year, 
going from 3 percent of island jobs in 4 9961 to 10 percent in 2820 (based on preiiminary C K  of 
Honolulu Planning Department projections for 2028). The City of Kapolei is  projected to become 
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the major employment center for the region. Other employment areas in the region include KO 
Olina resort, Ewa Marina, CIP, and Barbers Point Harbor. The job share in the Waianae DP area 
i s  about 1 percent of island jobs at present; this is expected to grow to 2 percent in 2020. At 
NASBP, there are approximately 939 civilian and 4,469 military jobs. The civilian jobs represent 
approximately 5 percent of existing jobs in the Ewa area. 

For the Ewa BP area, the potential civilian labor force numbers 25,556 (71 percent of i ts 
population). Unemployment is 5 percent. Twenty-one percent of the residents commute for more 
than 45 minutes each way to and from work. For the Waianae BP area, the potential civilian labor 
force numbers 24,377 (62 percent of its population). Unemployment is  8 percent. Forty percent 
sf the residents commute for more than 45 minutes each way to and from work (U.S. Bureau of 
Census, 1992). 

3.6.3 Household Income 

Household annual incomes in the Ewa DP area average $44,759, with 9 percent in the state's 
lowest (i.e., incomes of less than $1 5,000) and 12 percent in the highest (i.e., incomes of $75,000 
or greater) income brackets. Homeowners in the Ewa DP area who pay more than 35 percent of 
their household income on housing comprise 21 percent; renters who pay more than 35 percent 
of household income on housing comprise 36 percent. Five percent of the population is  below the 
poverty level (U.S. Bureau of Census, 1991, 199211. 

In the neighboring Waianae DP area, median household annual income is $38,310, with 
22 percent in the lowest and 9 percent in the highest income brackets. Homeowners in the 
Waianae BP area who pay more than 35 percent of their household income on housing comprise 
14 percent; renters who pay more than 35 percent of household income on housing comprise 
44 percent. Nineteen percent of the population is below the poverty level; 26 percent are children 
under 18 years (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1991, 1992). 

Household incomes in the vicinity of NASBP range from a median income of $23,908 on the base, 
up to $50,284 in Makakilo. Persons living below the poverty level range from 1 percent on base 
up to 7 percent in Ewa Beach (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1991, 19921. 

3.6.4 Economics 

Tourism and construction are the first and second dominant industries in Hawaii, respectively. Both 
of these experienced rapid growth during the 1980s and have had a downturn during the 1990s. 
Military activity ranks as the third largest industry sector, accounting for $3.3 billion in expenditures 
in 1996 (Bank of Hawaii, 1997). Even with the closure of NASBP, military expenditures statewide 
are expected to remain stable. 

To help stimulate Hawaii's tourism, the State and the C&C of Honolulu are promoting international 
sporting events facilities as a high priority for development. 
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3.6,s Housing 

Housing developments in the Ewa DP area include Ewa Villages, Ewa Beach, Makakilo, Ewa by 
Gentry, West Loch, Iroquois Point (Navy housing), and Kapolei. Housing in Ewa has expanded 
rapidly since the early f 998s as sugar plantation lands have been convened to residential 
developments. As of 1 995,30,000 new homes had been permitted for building in the Ewa DP area 
(CrkC of Honolulu, 1995 Development Plan Status Review). 

In 1990, the Ewa BP area had 11,934 housing units with a 3 percent vacancy rate. A typical 
househo%d size was 3.66. Owner-occupied homes comprised 53 percent while renter-occupied 
comprised 47 percent. Mean housing value was $232,270 (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1991, 
1992). 

By contrast, the Waianae DP area had 10,680 housing units with a 7 2 percent vacancy rate. A 
typical household size was 3.93. Owner-occupied homes comprised 52 percent, and renter- 
occupied comprised 48 percent. Mean housing value was $1 68,784 (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 
1994, 19928. 

In neighborhoods En the vicinity of the base, median housing values ranged from $1 16,508 up to 
$295,000. A total of 9,833 housing units existed (Kapolei was not yet counted). Owner-occupied 
units ranged from O percent (at NASBP) up to 80 percent (Ewa by Gentry). Renter-occupied units 
ranged from 28 percent (Ewa by Gentry) to 100 percent (NASBP). Persons per household ranged 
from 2-52 (NASBP) up to 4.26 (Ewa Beach) (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1991, 1992). 

3.6,6 Wec reation 

There are three beach parks in the Ewa area: Ewa Beach Park and Oneula Beach Park in Ewa Beach 
and Barben Point Beach Park in CIP. The Waianae coast has many beach parks and well-known 
surfing areas. In addition, kpo le i  has a district park with smaller community parks scattered 
throughout residential areas. Some recreational facilities have been planned in these parks but are 
not yet built. The demand for park space exceeds available resources, as illustrated by some 
organized sports and events for area residents having to be scheduled outside of the Ewa district. 
For Oahu, current projections to the year 2020 show a shodall of 62 acres (25 hectares) for 
community parks and 453 acres (1 83 hectares) for island-wide park facilities, according to planning 
standards used by the C&C of HonoJu(u, Department of Parks and Recreation. 

3.7 IN FRASTRUCTURE 

Utiiities and supporting infrastructure within NASBP are sufficient to meet existing demands for 
electrical power, potable water, wastewater collection, treatment and disposal, and solid waste 
disposal. There is no non-potable water system sewing the installation. 

The Navy Public Work Center, PWC, Pearl Harbor, owns, operates, and maintains the potable 
water system sewing NASBP. The system indudes an off-base deep well pumping station, water 
treatment facilities, underground storage reservoirs, a transmission main line, and a distribution 
system for domestic supply and fire protection. 
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Wastewater i s  coiiected through an on-base system and transmitted to the C&C of Honolulu's 
Honouliuli WWTP. Average daily flow to the treatment plant from the base i s  about 0.57 million 
gallons per day (MGD) (2,280 cubic meters per day [ms/d]). 

Electrical power is  supplied by Hawaiian Electric Company (HECB) from their Kahe Point 
generating station to a substation dedicated to NASBP. The HECB feeds connect to Navy PWC- 
owned substations that distribute power throughout the base. Navy operates and maintains the on- 
base distribution system along with portable and stand-by generators for emergency use. 

Solid waste is  collected by Navy and disposed of at the C&C of Honolulu's Waimanalo Gulch 
landfill. It is  estimated that an average of 24 TPD (22 metric tons per day [[$Dl) of solid waste from 
the base are collected and disposed. Hazardous materials generated within the installation are 
collected and disposed of by Navy at authorized disposal sites. 

3.7.1 Potable Water 

Existing Regional Potable Water System 

'The C&C of Honolulu Board of Water Supply (BWS) is  the local water utility agency on Oahu. 
While Navy has a separate water system for NASBP, the regional system is  municipally owned, 
operated, and maintained. BWS's regional potable water system consists of supply wells, storage 
reservoirs, booster pump stations, and transmission lines that carry water to distribution systems. 
The primary system infrastructure is  shown in Figure 3.7-1. This system serves existing and planned 
developments in Makakilo, Kapolei, and Ewa. 

The recently completed Farrington Booster Pump Station was installed to meet increased water 
demands for the continued development of Kapolei. This pump station transports water from the 
eastern side of the system to the western side, serving Kapolei, Makakilo, CiP, and other areas to 
the west. The station has an ultimate design capacity of 50 MGD (200,000 m3/d). The presently 
installed pumps have a capacity of 30 MGD ( 1  20,000 m3/d). Based on the projected initial service 
area demand of 27 MGD (108,000 m3/d) (Hawaii Pacific Engineers, February 27, 1998), there is 
an excess 3.0 MGD available at the pump station. 

Existing Water System at NASBP 

Description of the System. Navy owns the existing potable water system at NASBP. The Navy 
PWC provides, operates, and maintains this system as well as public utilities at other naval bases 
on Bahu. The existing NASBP potable water system is composed of facilities to supply water from 
the source to the user. These facilities include a deep well pumping station, water treatment 
facilities, two underground storage reservoirs, a transmission main, and a distribution system for 
domestic supply and fire protection. -- 

Source. The NASBP potable supply source well is located approximately 3 miles north of the base 
as shown in Figure 3.7-2. The well, identified as United States Geological Survey (USGS) Well No. 
2103-03, was constructed in the early 1940s and placed into service in 1943. The identified well 
yield, which can be withdrawn with 'no significant impact" on adjacent aquifers, is 4.34 MGB 
(1 7,360 m3/d) (Hawaii Pacific Engineers, February 27, 11998). The well is equipped with two deep 
well turbine pumps, one with a capacity of about 4.6 MGD (1 8,408 m3/d), the other with a capacity 
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of about 4.0 MGD (1 6,000 m3/d). Sampling and analyses conducted by PWC's environmental 
laboratory show that the supply well water meets the minimum National Primary Drinking Water 
Regulation water quality requirements. On occasion, however, the water quality test repom 
indicate that chloride levels exceed the 250 milligrams per liter (rngll) limit recommended by the 
National Secondary Drinking Water Regulation. Elevated chloride levels influenced by the Boss of 
agricultural irrigation recharge (which used higher quality water), are indicative of the southern 
portion of the Ewa-Kunia aquifer. 

A f 987 study by the USGS determined that the chlorides are from normal infiltration of rainfaii, sea 
spray, and irrigation return water. Subsequent studies were under-taken to assess blending of the 
NASBP water with that from the Navy PWC Pearl Harbor system. It was determined that blending 
could be effective in lowering chlorides below 258 an@, and while the findings were further 
evaluated, no additional interconnections of the two systems for blending were under-taken. Present 
water treatment consists of chlorination and fluoridation prior to storage and transmission. 

Storage and Transmission. Water is  stored in two underground reinforced concrete reservoirs 
constructed in 1944. Each reservoir has a capacity of 1.0 MG 64,000 rnq with a 4 0-foot (3-m) depth. 
The location of these reservoirs i s  shown in Figure 3.7-2. 

Water i s  conveyed from the reservoirs to the base by a 24-inchdiameter transmission main located 
within a pipe easement on lands owned by the Estate of lames Campbell. The approximate 2.5 
miles ( 4 2  km) of main consist of both cast iron and ductile iron pipes. The original main was 
constructed in 1 944, with a segment relocated in 1 991 . This segment, from Farrington Highway 
to the base boundary, was constructed in accordance with BWS water system standards. 

Distribution. The on-base distribution network is  composed of approximately 57 miles 691.2 km) 
of looped 6-inch (45-cm) through 24-inch (61-cm) diameter pipes, 648 valves, and 240 fire 
hydrants. A 12-inch (30-crn) diameter pipe interconnection with the Navy PWC Pearl Harbor water 
system from West Loch is  located at Geiger Woad This interconnection is maintained in a partially 
open condition to allow a small amount of water to flow through the pipeline, preventing water 
stagnation in the event supplementary water service is  needed. 

Demands. Navy PWC records indicate that average NASBP water consumption ranged from 2.33 
to 2.9 MGB 69,320 to 1 1,600 rn3/ci) during calendar years 1987 through 4 991. The recorded daily 
demands varied from a Bow of 7 .Q MGD (4,080 m3/d) on November 24, 1990, to a high of more 
than 5.2 MGD (263,800 m3/d) on July 11, 1989. More recent data agree with the historical 
consumption records. Data for calendar year 1995 show the average consumption to be 2.25 MCD 
(9,000 rn3/d), with a peak of 2.86 MGD (1 1,440 rn3/d) and a low of 1.37 MCD (5,480 m3/d). 

According to a 1951 agreement with the Estate of lames Campbell, the NASBP well i s  limited to 
a maximum withdrawal of 5.0 MGD (20,080 m3/d). However, in September 1979, the State of 
Hawaii Board of Land and Natural Resources designated the Pearl Harbor basin in central Bahu 
as a groundwater control area and issued allocations to the regional groundwater users. Under the 
regulations promulgated by DLNR, the NASBP well was allocated a maximum withdrawal of 
2.337 MGD (9,348 m3/dj. Navy officially notified the DLNR that the 2.337 MGD (9,348 m3/d) limit 
was not legally binding upon Navy, but as a matter of comity every effort to comply with the 
regulations would be made (Fukursaga and Associates, 1992.) 



' " L A  I Source of base map: USGS Topographic Map of the Island of Oahu (1 970) I 
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3.7'2 Non-Potable Water 

Existing Regional Non-Potable Water Systems 

The primary existing regional won-potable water sources for irrigation consist of wekls drawing from 
the caprock aquifer. Other regional non-potable water sources include brackish basal wells, along 
with highly saline and salt water sources that withdraw from the caprock aquifer below the upper 
limestone layer. These are used mainly for industrial applications. Well construction and pump 
installation for withdrawal of groundwater anywhere in the state requires a permit from the State 
Commission on Water Resource Management (CWRM). 

A water use permit from the W R M  is  required in designated water management areas (e.g., 
groundwater control areas). Due to the concerns about upland potable supply well water quality, 
CWRM designated the Ewa caprock aquifer a groundwater control area along with the Pearl Harbor 
basal aquifer it overlies. As such, the number of well drilling permits issued in the area is restricted, 
as i s  the amount of groundwater withdrawn. Since 1993, the CWRM has been issuing short- 
duration water use permits due to uncertainties in the caprock's sustainable yield and the 
availability sf reclaimed water. Current water use permit holders for the Ewa caprock aquifer 
include the Estate of lames Campbell and various developers, such as Gentry Properties and the 
State Housing Finance and Development Corporation's Kapolei Village. 

The concern about existing potable supply water quality is that as basal groundwater i s  withdrawn 
for irrigation and other uses, salinity will increase in the upland wells, Also, the use of upland basal 
wells for irrigation may not be the most reasonable and beneficial use of that water, which is  of 
potable quality. 

The existing non-potable wells are connected to transmission systems which support roadway and 
selected common area landscaping in the various developments. The Kapslei Village golf course 
is  also irrigated from the non-potable system. 

Existing NASBP Nsn-Potable Water System 

Currently, there is  no won-potable water system at NASBP. The only use of non-potable water 
considered on base has been irrigation of NASBP golf course, which is currently irrigated with 
potable water. The golf course was identified as one of the effluent reuse demonstration projects 
planned by the C&C of Honolulu Department of Environmental Services (DES). 

Under the terms of a federal consent decree, DES's Honouliuli WWP, located approximately 2.5 
miles (4 km) northeast of the central base area, is required to produce and supply for use 2.0 MGD 
(8,000 m3/d) of reclaimed effluent by july 1998. The total volume of effluent to be ultimately 
reclaimed is 12 MGD (48,000 m3/d). In addition to the NASBP golf course, two municipal courses 
and two privately o w e d  courses on the Ewa Plain have been identified for reclaimed effluent use, 
along with industrial applications in COP. 

The NASBP golf course is  in the retention area. Recent improvements at the course included a new 
automatic irrigation system. Included in the system was a booster pump station which can be 
modified to convert from using potable water to reclaimed effluent. System modifications would 
also be required to meet State DOH required setbacks from other land uses. If BES plans are 
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implemented, there will be a non-potable water system in the retained golf course area by 1999, 
supplying the average daily irrigation demand of 600,000 gallons (2,400 m'). 

*3fl 

3.7.3 Wastewater 

Existing Regional Wastewater System 

The regional wastewater collection, treatment, and disposal system i s  owned and operated by the 
C&C of Honolulu BES. A network of sanitary sewers serves developments within the region, 
conveying wastewater to the Honouliuli M P  located along Geiger Road, adjacent to the eastern 
NASBP boundary. Developments to the north of Geiger Road, including those in KapoBei, are 
served by gravity sewers. South of Honouiiuli W P ,  only developments to the east are served 
by a sanitary sewer system. The gravity sewers in the southern community of Ewa Beach flow to 
pump stations, ultimately discharging to a force main on Fort Weaver Road. This force main 
eventually connects a gravity trunk sewer on Geiger Road, which conveys flows to the plant. CIP 
is  unsewered and has on-site individual wastewater disposal facilities, such as septic tanks with 
leaching fields. 

The Honouliuli W P  has a designed primary treatment capacity of 38 MGD (1 52,000 m3/d). The 
current inflow to the plant is  approximately 25 MGD (100,000 m3/d). A portion of the inflow, 13 
MGD (52,000 m3/d), i s  processed by secondary treatment. This portion is then blended with the 
remaining 1 2 MGD (48,000 rn3/d) of the primary-treated flows and oceandischarged as advanced 
primary-treated effluent. The long-term plans for effluent reuse are discussed in the Non-Potable 
Water section of this document. 

%,. . . . . .' 
ed 

In addition to the current 25 MGD (100,000 m3/d) inflow to Honouliuli, a flow of approximately 
$ MGD (32,000 m3/d) is allocated to future projects. These projects are primarily residential 
developments such as Gentry Homes, Mililani Mauka, and other planned housing expansion in 
Ewa. The remaining available capacity of the Honouliuli W W P  is thus about 5 MGD 
(20,000 m3/d). 

Existing NASBP Wastewater System 

Wastewater generated at NASBP is conveyed to the Honouliuli W P  for treatment and disposal. 
The existing on-site sewerage system consists of approximately 15.3 miles (24.5 km) of gravity 
sewers, 7.3 miles (1 1.7 km) of sewer force mains, and 12 sewage pump stations. A system map 
showing the main lines and pump stations is presented in Figure 3.7-3. The gravity sewers range 
in size from 6 to 30 inches (1 5 to 76 cm) in diameter, with force mains ranging from 4 to 18 inches 
(10 to 45 cm) in diameter. The on-site system i s  owned, operated, and maintained by Navy PWC 
Pearl Harbor. 

Under contract N72642-75-C-9101, Navy purchased 2.66 MGD (10,640 m3/d) of the 38 MGD 
(1 52,000 m3/d) treatment capacity at the Honouliuli W P .  The wastewater allocation for NASBP, 
out of this total, is 1.5 MGB (6,000 m3/d). 

A 1992 Utility System Assessment of the onsite sewerage system concluded that while the existing 
facilities were in generally good condition, there were several deficiencies (Fukunaga and 
Associates, 1992). The gravity sewers and some of the pump stations were rated "good." However, 
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the manholes and other pump stations were rated "fair" to "poor." A good rating meant that the 
system could function 6 to 10 years (i.e., 1998 to 2002) with only routine maintenance. The fair 

* . *  rating implied being able to serve 6 to 10 more years, but with some major system component 
being replaced or repaired. The poor rating indicated that service beyond 6 to 10 years would 
require immediate improvements. 

The problems noted with the manholes were that the manhole rungs were badly corroded or 
missing. The pump station deficiencies ranged from new pump seals being needed, to replacing 
the entire pump station due to capacity inadequacies. None of the subsequent utility system reports 
identified if specific action on any of the deficiencies was undertaken. 

Monitoring conducted at NASBP from December 13 to 24, 1991, indicated flows of 0.46 to 0.69 
MG D (1,840 to 2,760 m3/d); Navy PWC operational data for all of 1 99 1 indicated the average daily 
wastewater flow at NASBP to be 0.57 MGD (2,280 m3/d) (Fukunaga and Associates, 1992). The 
primary component of the wastewater ffows is  domestic sewage, with some industrial wastewater 
generated from wash-down operations, swimming pools, and the medical clinic. 

3.7.4 Drainage 

Existing Regional Drainage System 

The two regional drainage basins affecting NASBP are the Kaloi Gulch Drainage Basin and the 
Kapolei Drainage Basin (Figure 3.7-4). NASBP receives runoff from the hills adjacent to Makakilo 
City and from Kapolei Village. Runoff from the hills is conveyed through culverts along Farrington 
Highway and H-1 Freeway to the Kapolei Golf Course. From the golf course, runoff i s  routed to 

.. wfl' . . a channel along the northern boundary of the base. Runoff from the Kapolei Village system is also 
discharged to this channel (Engineering Concepts, Inc., October 1993). Channel flows drain to a 
coral pit within NASBP located between Franklin D. Roosevelt Road and Saratoga Place, 
approximately midway along the base's northern boundary, between Enterprise and Midway 
Streets. The coral pit i s  on retained lands. 

The Kaloi Gulch Drainage Basin is  approximately 6,000 acres (2,400 hectares) and has an 
estimated peak runoff of 10,000 cubic feet per second [cfs] (300 m3/sec). The master planned 
concept for handling gulch runoff is  to channel it through planned developments east of NASBP 
and ultimately to the ocean via the Ewa Marina project. Due to very limited market demand, 
housing and associated developments planned for the Ewa Marina complex have not been 
implemented and are presently unscheduled. Consequently, development of the upland areas of 
the Kaioi Gulch Basin has been difficult since there is no means to handle the associated increase 
in storm water runoff. Another concern has been compliance with NPDES requirements, especially 
at the Ewa Marina ocean terminus (Helber Hastert & Fee, Planners, March 1997). 

The area of the Kapolei Drainage Basin i s  about 2,100 acres (840 hectares), having an estimated 
peak flow of 4,600 d s  (1 38 m3/sec). Runoff from this basin empties into the NASBP coral pit. Due 
to infiltration within the basin, the runoff discharged to the pit i s  estimated at 3,000 6 s  (90 m3/sec). 
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Existing NASBP Drainage System 

%,& Storm water runoff at NASBP is handled by a series of dry wells located throughout the base that 
facilitates infiltration of runoff into the subsurface coral deposits (Helber Hastert & Fee, Planners, 
March 1997). There are about 254 dry wells in service, which are classified as injection wells, as 
defined by 40 C.F.R. 5147. Approximately 180 dry wells are located in surplus areas. Dry well 
diameters range from 8 inches (20 cm) to 8 feet (2.4 m), while depths range from 6 feet (5.8 m) to 
greater than 180 feet (30 m) (U.S. Navy, January 1998). The dry wells are permitted under DOH 
Safe Drinking Water Branch underground injection control (UIC) program. 

Electricity 

Existing Regional Electrical System 

HECO is  a public utility which provides Oahu homes and businesses with electricity- Kahe Power 
Plant, located approximately 4 miles northwest of NASBP, is the primary electric generating facility 
for the entire island. 

Other power-generating facilities include the privately owned Kalaeloa and AES plants and the City- 
owned H-POWER refuse-to-energy plant, all located in CIP. These facilities sell to HECQ power 
that i s  distributed through a grid system consisting of overhead and underground power lines. The 
primary transmission line from the Kahe Plant is  a 138 kilovolt (KV) overhead line to the Waiau 
substation in Pearl City which serves the eastern portion of the island. While HECO has plans for 
transmission line improvements in other areas of the island, there are no planned improvements 
to the electrical system in the NASBP region. 

"-9 

Existing NASBP Electrical System 

NASBP receives primary power from HECO, at 46 KV. There are three primary circuit feeds 
entering the base along its northern property line. The primary source is located near the main gate, 
served from HECO's switch station D (Figure 3.7-5). The other two feeds are back-up sources in 
the event of problems or maintenance at the primary source. These feeds enter the base near 
Hornet Street and Bougainvillea Street. Each 46 KV feed connects to a Navy-owned substation 
which is operated and maintained by Navy PWC. 

The transformer capabilities of the substations are as follows: 

LOCATION SERVICE 

Primary Source - Substation D 11.5 and 4.16 KV 
Back-up, Hornet Street - Substation A 1 1.5 and 4.1 6 KV 
Back-up, Bougainvillea Street - Substation B 11.5 KV 

Distribution within the base is through a combination of 11.5 KV and 4.16 KV overhead and 
underground lines. 'This on-base system is  also owned and operated by Navy PWC, with the 
exception of service to Barbers Point Elementary School. This state facility is  fed directly from a 
HECO primary circuit. 
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The reported NASBP demand in 1996 was approximately 9.8 megavolt-amps (MVA) (Gray Hong 
Bills & Associates, November 1, 1996). The total capacity of the on-site electrical system is  

.- ,,/ approximately 25 MVA. 

Solid Waste 

Existing Regional Solid Waste Facilities 

The C&C of Honolulu's Division of Refuse Collection and Disposal in the DPW is  responsible for 
refuse pick-up, transferral, hauling, and disposal from residential areas of the islands. Commercial 
establishments, condominiums, and multi-family residential developments contract with private 
haulers to dispose of refuse at DPW disposal sites. Currently, DPW has two main disposal facilities, 
the 1,800 YPD (1,633 metric TPD) H-POWER refuse to energy plant at CIP and the Waimanalo 
Gulch Landfili in the Ewa District. The current estimated island-wide municipal solid waste (MSW) 
generation rate is  about 2,808 TPD (2,540 metric TPD). 

The H-POWER plant accepts and processes MSW into a refusederived fuel which i s  burned for 
commercial power generation. Ash from the plant and noncombustible solid waste, or waste which 
cannot be processed into fuel, are disposed of at the Waimanalo Gulch Landfi81. The estimated 
capacity of the landfill i s  5 to 7 years; there are, however, plans to expand the facility to provide 
a 20-year capacity based on currently received tonnages (Memorandum for the Record, August 1 1, 
1997). 

On Oahu, there are also private and special waste disposal facilities, such as medical waste 
incinerators, cornposting facilities, an asbestos landfill, and a construction and demolition material 

.<.& 
landfill, which sewice selected waste generators and/or consewe capacity at Waimanalo Gulch 
Landfill. 

Existing NASBP Solid Waste Facilities 

There are no active solid waste landfills at NASBP. Nonrecyclable solid waste generated on base 
i s  transported by commescial refuse haulers to DPW facilities for disposal. NASBP has an active 
recycling program administered by Navy for some waste stream components, including glass, 
paper, newsprint, and cardboard. Upon base closure, the Navy Caretaker Site Office will continue 
to dispose of solid waste off site and will pursue markets for recyctable material until property 
transfer. 

Generation Rates 

Annual NASBP waste generation data for 1991 showed that of the 8/41 1 tons (7,629 metric tons) 
disposed, approximately 63 percent was potentially recyclable. On an average, the waste 
generation rate was about 24 TPD (22 metric 'TPD). While 1993 data are not available, waste 
generation rates are expected to be less than 1991 conditions due to the reduction in base activities 
that occurred during this time period. 



Communications System 

Existing Regional Telephone System 

GTE Hawaiian Tel (Hawaiian Tell is the main island-wide telephone company. Their service in the 
Ewa region i s  provided via overhead lines which are shared under the joint pole agreement 
established with the orher utility systems. 

Existing NASBP Telephone System 

The existing NASBP telephone system is  sewed by a combination sf Hawaiian Tel and federal 
Oahu Telephone System lines (see Figure 3.7-5). The majority of the on-base infrastructure is  Navy- 
owned. Hawaiian Tell however, is  responsible for maintenance of the entire teiephone system. 
Telephone sewice is  provided by a remote digital switch having a maximum capacity sf 3,900 
lines. Service from Hawaiian Tells main facilities to the base is  through a combination sf fiber optic 
and copper lines. 

Hawaiian Tel primarily serves the family housing areas. Their service originates at a central office 
near the Barbers Point Elementary School. The OTS lines, which originate from Building 92, serve 
the operational buildings on base. 

Existing Regional Cable Television System 

There are several cable television sewices available on Oahu. Each i s  privately owned but needs 
to operate under the requirements of the Public Utilities Commission (PUC) as dictated by state 

.. .  . . .  law. Primary cable television service in the region i s  provided by overhead lines, in accordance . . . . . . . . . .  w.~.y.c.y ........... ,.. %... .... . 

with the joint pole agreement conditions. 

Existing NASBP Cable Television System 

The existing cable television system on base i s  owned and operated by Oceanic Cable (Oceanic). 
Service lines are located in a combination of Oceanic- and government-owned duct lines, with 
overhead lines on Navy-owned poles. The Oceanic-owned dua lines are within the family housing 
areas. 



CHAPTER FOUR 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

In accordance with CEQ regulations, this FElS presents all potential impacts and discusses only the 
potentially significant impacts in detail. In general, significance was determined by considering the 
absolute change from the existing condition (baseline conditions generally refled 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 of Hawaii, or C&C of Honolulu laws, rules, ordinances, policies, or plans. 

Various types of impacts (e.g., direct, indirect, and cumulative) are addressed herein, along with 
appropriate mitigation measures. Direct impacts are those resuiting from Navy's disposal of surplus 
properties. Indirect impads are those associated with the reuse of the surplus properties, which 
comprise most of the evaluations in this document. Cumulative impacts are those which may result 
from Navy's disposal of property, or the reuse of these properties, and other non-related activities. 

In most cases, mitigation will be the responsibility of the LRB or the developer. Navy will be 
responsible for informing the appropriate bureau within the U.S. Department of Interior (DO11 of 
its responsibility to consult under Section 7 of the federal Endangered Species Act of 1973 prior to 
conveyance to the State of Hawaii and the C&C of Honolulu. Navy is  also responsible for 
developing deed covenants with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPQ) to ensure 
appropriate treatment of cultural resources affected by proposed reuse. 

<.& 
4.1 PHYSICAL ENVlRONMENT 

Geology, Topography, and Soils 

lmpacts relating to geology, topography, and soils were not identified as significant issues during 
scoping. NASBP is not susceptible to erosion, even in the absence of BMPs, since soils are shallow 
and highly permeable, and the topography is relatively level. 

4.1.1.1 Significance Criteria 

impacts on topography would be significant if major topographic features were removed. impacts 
on soil stability would be significant if soils were inadequate to support proposed development. 
lmpacts of existing soil contamination would be significant if contamination exceeded health 
protective levels in planned residential and recreational areas. lmpacts of future hazardous 
substance storage on soil would be significant in the absence of industry-standard spil I prevention 
plans and technology. (Impacts of erosion are addressed in Section 4.1 3.) . 
4.1.1.2 Potential Impacts and Mitigation 

No impacts on soil stability would result from planned construction associated with redevelopment, 
as engineering designs will account for site soil conditions. Existing soil contamination would not 
pose significant health hazards to future residents or recreational facility users, as all contamination 
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will be cleaned up by Navy to concentrations identified as  protective of human health. Future 
hazardous substance storage would be managed in accordance with federal and local regulations 
preventing soil contamination, i.e., spill prevention plans, BMPs for c~nstrudion, and spill .- 
containment features in permanent facilities. (See also Section 4.1 -2.2.) 

The No Action alternative would not include demolition or construction and would have no impact 
on soils or topography. 

4.1 .I -3 Cumulative I rnpacts 

No significant cumulative impacts on geology, topography, or soils would occur from reuse and 
No Action alternatives. 

4.1.2 Groundwater Quality 

The proposed reuse may affect the integrity of groundwater resources by: 

@ withdrawal or pumping of groundwater for potable and nonpotabie uses; 
B injection of storm water runoff from dry wells into the groundwater; 
@ increase in impervious surface areas; and 
rn percolation of storm water runoff carrying contaminants originating from various land uses. 

Uncontrolied withdrawal of groundwater from NASBP and other areas in the region could 
potentially affect the integrity of the regional resources and result in further salt water intrusion. 
Such intrusion would increase the chloride content. The National Secondary Drinking Water 
Regulation recommends limiting chloride content in drinking water to a level of 250 mdL. Any \,- + 

activities that affect groundwater quality (including artificial saltwater intrusion and contaminants) 
may affect water quality in the sole anckialine pond on NASBP, Ordy Pond. 

Reuse of the area would change the permeability of the ground surface and result in changes in 
drainage patterns, rainwater pe~oiation, and quantity sf storm water runoff. Such changes would 
affect the amount of storm water being discharged through the dry wells or percolating through the 
soit, potentially affecting the groundwater resources. 

Cumulative effects on regional groundwater resources are assessed in Sections 4.7.1 and 4.7.2 on 
potable water and won-potable water. 

Significance Criteria 

Significant increases in surface poollutants or bulk storage of liquid products, without adequate spill 
controls, would increase the risk of contaminating groundwater and adversely affect the integrity 
of groundwater. Therefore, use of substances that could contaminate the groundwater without 
adequate controls is considered significant. 
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4.1.2.2 Potential Impacts and Mitigation 

4 ~ "  The four reuse scenarios consist of Bight industrial, residential, commercial, recreational, open 
space, park, and other public facilities. Except for the No Airport alternative, airport use is  
considered. Contaminants such as petroleum products, solvents, metals, or other toxic chemicals 
associated with airport and light industrial operations may be accidentally released into the ground. 
Rainwater carrying these contaminants may percolate through the subsurface, drain into the dry 
wells, and affect groundwater quality. Localized effects from airport or light industrial activities on 
groundwater would not be significant if they are mitigated by: 

providing adequate containment for chemical or fuel storage areas; 
e preventing spills or accidental releases of chemicals; 

designating a well-contained area for maintenance activities, including changing oi I from 
cars; 

rn properly disposing wastes generated by operations; and 
writing and implementing storm water pollution prevention plans. 

Public facilities, commerciaVrecreational areas, housing, and parks wouEd generate nonsignificant 
amounts of contaminants. Sources of potential groundwater contamination would be associated 
with landscape and maintenance activities. These activities may increase nutrient and chemical 
levels in groundwater, especially if the ground surface contains residual chemicals from fertilizer 
or pesticide applications. The impacts associated with the use of chemicals or fertilizers may be 
mitigated to nonsignificance by: 

3.. .,, .* 
I%.,, 

minimizing clearing of natural wooded areas which do not require treatment; 
selecting native species and low water=consumption plants for landscaping; and 
relying on mechanical rather than chemical means of control such as trimming; 
cutting, and pulling. 

No significant impacts would occur with the controls and mitigation identified. 

To encourage the protection of water recharge areas, important for the maintenance of streams and 
the replenishment of aquifers, the LRA, the Barbers Point NAS Redevelopment Commission, 
should: 

coordinate with the county government to incorporate the reuse plan into the county's 20- 
year Water Use and Development Plan; and 
coordinate with the Land Division of the State Department of band and Natural Resources 
to incorporate the reuse plan into the 20-year State Water Projects Plan. 

The No Action alternative would result in no change, assuming the continuation of presently 
programmed cleanup actions. 

4.1 -2.3 Cumulative Impacts 

No significant cumulative impacts on groundwater quality are anticipated with existing 
management of groundwater resources. 
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Surface Water Quality 

Sudace waters have the potential to be affected by point and won-point sources 0% contamination. .- 

Point sources are mainly associated with facility discharge out-falls, while non-point sources are 
associated with surface runoff from land and are a fundion of the land use activities. 

At NASBP, the primary receiving water body i s  the ocean. Other water bodies include an 
anchialine sinkhole (Ody Pond), two coastal sdlt flats, and a seasonal wetland as shown in Figure 
3.2-1. A drainage channel sewing the area west of the NASBP outfalls to the ocem just west of the 
NASBP bounda~.  Except for the seasonaf wetland, the other wetlands are located outside the area 
of surplus land covered in this EIS. However, since Ordy Pond is  adjacent to the Bands being 
evaluated, the effects sf land changes on this pond will alm be evaluated, 

The habitat value of the wetlands is discussed in Section 4.2, Bid~logical Resources. An evaluation 
of surface water quality impads from industria! activities i s  given below. 

Significance Criteria 

Should increases in discharge flows result in exceedance of discharge limits for the Honouliuli 
Wastewater Treatment Plant 6 PI, the impact on coastal water quality would be considered 
significant. Any point source discharges would be significant if an expansion of the zone of mixing 
(ZOM) i s  required. 

Filling or dredging in wetlands or coastal waters would potentially affect water quality. Any %i[ ling 
of or dredging in wetlands or coastal waters such that beneficial uses are impaired or destroyed 
would be considered significant. 

4.1 3.2 Potentias impacts and Mitigation 

The potential effects of the alternatives on open coastal waters, Ordy Pond, and other wetlands and 
mitigation measures are discussed in the foregoing sections. 

Open Coadal Waters. As discussed in Section 4.7.3, Wastewater, the discharge flows for all 
alternatives considered wou%d not result in exceedances of discharge limits for the Hor~ouliuli 
W M P .  Therefore, none of the alternatives evaluated would have a significant effect on water 
quality that would require expansion of the ZOM. 

Land uses along the coast would remain unchanged. No large petroleum storage facilities are 
planned. Thus, no significant releases of petroleum products are anticipated. Water quality along 
the beach would continue to be required to meet recreational standards which ensure safe 
recreational use. Bemuse sf the topography along the shore, runoff from construction or operations 
wouM be similar to existing cowditions. The water quality effects of these activities are generally 
mitigated to nowsignificance by existing laws and regulations covering industrial or construction- 
related runoff. Implementing storm water pollution prevention plans would further minimize the 
risk of impacts. Thus, wo signif cant water quality impacts are expected due to runoff from these 
adjacent areas. 
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Should the construction of drainage out-falls be required, excavation or dredging in near shore 
waters would increase turbidity in the receiving waters. The construction impacts could be 
localized within the work zone by implementing BMPs such as silt curtains. (BMPs are a standard 
requirement of NPDES permits for construction activity. Specific BMPs could be proposed at the 
time d permit application.) The long-term and cumulative impacts of storm water runoff discharged 
from a drainage channel are detailed in Section 4.7.4, Drainage. 

Ordy Pond. Lands surrounding Ordy Pond are designated for a marine park facility under the 
Statepreferred alternative, and for sport fields or an amphitheater under the Large Airport, the Small 
Airport, and the No Airport alternatives. Impacts on Ordy Pond would be minimal and limited to 
runoff associated with construction and operation, which could be mitigated by implementing 
proper site control and a BMP plan. 

No significant impacts on Ordy Pond are expected. Dredging or excavation within the pond is not 
anticipated, and clearly marking the pond boundaries would prevent inadvertent impairment or 
destruction of beneficial uses of the pond. 

Other Wetlands. The seasonal wetland is  surrounded by land designated for light industrial uses. 
Future point source discharges, if any, to receiving waters have not been determined. No dredging 
or excavating within the wetland is  anticipated. This wetland could potentially be affected by 
construction and operation of light industrial or recreational facilities. Construction impads may 
include runoff and potential spillage of oil from heavy machinery. These impacts can be mitigated 
by: 

clearly marking the wetland area; 
implementing proper site control; and 
implementing a BMP Plan as required by the NPDES program, specified in Hawaii 
Administrative Rules (HAR) Chapter 11-55, Water Pollution Control. 

Long-term impacts may result from storm water runoff from Bight industrial facilities. Pollutants 
associated with light industrial activities may be conveyed to the wetland during rainfall events, 
affecting the beneficial uses of the wetland. Pollutant releases into storm water runoff can be 
controlled by: 

siting facilities away from the wetland; 
implementing a BMP plan and spill control measures; and 
writing and implementing storm water pollution prevention plans. 

For other surface waters, potential contamination from non-point sources and surface releases of 
petroleum products could occur with industrial land use activities. The water quality effects of these 
land uses are generally mitigated to nonsignificance by existing laws and regulations covering 
industrial or construction-related runoff. 

As mentioned in Section 4.1 -2.2, to encourage the protection of water recharge areas, which are 
important for the maintenance of streams and the replenishment of aquifers, the L M ,  the Barbers 
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Point NAS Redeve~oprnent Commission, should: 

a coordinate with the county government to incorporate the reuse plan into the county's 20- 
year Water Use and Development Plan; and 

e coodinate with the Land Division d the State Depa8tment of Land and Natural Resources 
to incorporate the reuse plan into the 2Gyear State Water Projects Plan. 

4.1.3,3 Cumulative Impacts 

Significant cumulative impacts on surface water could occur from regional drainage. This issue i s  
an unresolved issue identified in Section 4.7.4 Drainage, and must be resolved by the L M  and 
affected parties. 

Air Quality 

Signi,Bicance Criteria 

National Ambient Air Quatity Standads (NMQS], 42 U.S.C. 57409; 40 C.F.R. Part 50, have been 
estab%isked by EPA for the following pottutants, referred to as critwia pollutants: arbon monoxide 
(CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO,), sulfur dioxide (SO,), particulate matter (particulate matter less than 
1 Q microns in diameter [PM-l Cl] and particulate matter up to 2.5 microns in diameter {PM-2.511, 
ozone (O,), and lead (Pb). NMQS criteria are used to designate all air regions within the U.S., by 
pollutant, into one of the following categories: attainment, nonattainment, and tsnclassifiab%e. Based 
on ambient air monitoring data, regions that do not meet the NAAQS are classified as 
nonattainment; regions better than the standard are classified as attainment, As discussed in 
Section 3.1 -4, the NASBP area and the entire state of Hawaii are in attainment of all NMQS. These 
standards, along with State MQS, provide the basis for air pollution control rules and permitting 
procedures. 

Air quality in the State of Hawaii is managed by rules and permitting procedures administered and 
enforced by DOH. Bn the broadest of terms, the rules require that any person, including any pub1 ic 
body, who causes air pollution or the emission of any regulated (e.g., those polSutants that have 
NMQS) or haardous air pollutant must fist secure approval in writing from DOH. HAR Chapter 
11-60.1, Air Pollution Control, specifies general prohibitions, provisions for open burning, 
operating permit requirements for noncoverd sources and covered sources, Prevention of 
Significant Deterioration requirements, standards of performance for stationary sources, and 
requirements for hazardous air pollutant sources, among others. As specified in the prohibitions 
subchapter, DOH prohibits the generation of fugitive dusts without taking reasonable precautions 
to limit such emissions; hence, all identified sources of fugitive dust would be mitigated. 

Stationary Source Criteria 

All stationary-type sources are regulated by the DOH Clean Air Branch through their operating 
permit program as presented in HAW Chapter 1 1-60.1. Planned emissions must be permitted by 
DOH prior to construction and operation. Requirements of HAR Chapter 11-60.1, which address 
the requirements of the federal Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990,42 U.S.C. 53401, serve as the 
criteria for air quality impads from stationary sources of emissions. 



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL BMPACT STATEMENT 
DISPOSAL AND REUSE OF hiAS BARBERS POINT CHAPTER FOUR 

Mobile Source Criteria 

....... -4s 
HAR Chapter 14-68.1 establishes no requirements or authoritative body for managing emissions 
from mobile sources (e.g., vehicles and aircraft), other than the implied understanding that they 
must not cause violations of state or federal AAQS. Aside from federal emission standards, 
regulatory authority and control of mobile sources are minimal at both the state and federal levels 
when compared with those associated with stationary sources. However, all emission sources must 
not cause an exceedance of the state or national AAQS. For this reason, AAQS have been used to 
determine whether impacts due to mobile sources may be significant. 

Motor Vehicles. Vehicular sources emit criteria pollutants such as CO, NO,, SO,, and PM-10, as 
well as volatile organic compounds (precursors to ozone). Of these pollutants, CO is the primary 
emission constituent from motor vehicles; it is also the cause of short-term, localized, and elevated 
concentrations described as "hot spots" that can cause acute health effects from short-term 
exposures. These hot spots, located along heavily-traveled transportation corridors, are a function 
of vehicular delays, number of vehicles, and meteorolsgicai conditions. 

Vehicular emissions of CO have been evaluated at both regional and local levels. Project-related 
regional emissions have been estimated and compared to baseline regional emissions to assess 
whether their impacts would be significant. Project-related localized emissions have been 
evaluated on a qualitative basis using information about future traffic conditions. Bemuse the 
impact on air quality due to vehicular emissions is  a function of vehicular delays, traffic projections 
have been used to infer potential effects on air quality. If vehicular delays are significantly 
increased, as identified by a change in Level of Service (LOS) classifications, e.g. from LOS D to 
k8S E, the potential for C 0  hot spots increases. However, if the LOS i s  not significantly degraded 
from the baseline condition, no significant impact to air quality is  expected. 

-9" 

Aircraft. In addition to vehicles, aircraft are another source of mobile emissions. The FAA's 
Policies and Procedures For Considering Environmental Impacts (Federal Aviation Administration, 
Department of Transportation, December 5, 1986) have been used to identify significance criteria 
for these types of emission sources. Based on FAA procedures, an air quality analysis is required 
for consideration if specific activity levels are exceeded (if annual enplanements exceed 1,300,008 
passengers or annual general aviation operations exceed 18Q,OQQ). If one of these two conditions 
exists, an emission inventory and possibly air dispersion modeling studies would be required to 
evaluate whether or not national and state air quality standards could be exceeded. Three-year 
projections (from the date the El5 is finalized] are used because FAA assumes ElSs remain valid for 
a three-year period. 

4.1.4.2 Potential Impacts and Mitigation 

Stationary Source Impacts 

No significant impacts to air quality would occur as a result of the alternatives because all stationary 
sources of emissions must obtain approval and must comply with DOH permit procedures. Permit 
approval is  contingent upon demonstrating whether or not significant emissions could occur, and 
if so, that the emissions would not cause an exceedance of state and national AAQS, along with 
the other provisions of HAR Chapter 11-60.1. 



No significant impacts on air quality would occur because sf the regulatory requirements identified; 
however, the alternatives have been evaluated for their potential to emit air pollutants. This 
evaluation was done by assuming that areas designated for industrial and commercial use would ., 
have the greatest probability for containing stationary source emissions, and that the potential for 
air emissions i s  proportional to the area planned for these land uses. 

Based on the aforementioned assumptions, the No Airport alternative would have the greatest 
potential for pollutant emissions from stationary wurces because it has the greatest area designated 
for commercial and light industrial uses. In addition, this is  the only alternative that includes a 
power plant, which would pose specific air quality concerns. The remaining reuse alternatives 
contain smaller areas designated for commercial and light industrial uses. Correspondingly, 
stationary source emissions of significant levels from these reuse alternatives would be less thaw the 
No Airporg alternative. Based on the amount of area designated for industrialfcommerciaI use, the 
potential for pollutant emissions from stationary sources decreases relative to the No Airport 
alternative in the following order (from greatest to least): the Large Airport alternative (51 9; acres 
E210.0 hectares]), h e  Statepreferred alternative (51 5 acres 1208.4 hectares]), and the Small Airpofi 
alternative 6489 acres [I 97.9 hectares]). No stationary source emissions wou!d occur in the No 
Action ajternative; this alternative would decrease air emissions relative to baseline conditions. 

Mobile Source impacts 

Mdor Vehicles. No significant impads on regional air quality are expected with the increase in 
vehicle trip ends relative to the baseline condition (28,800fday). The Large Airport alternative has 
the highest proj~cted number of vehicle trip ends on a typical weekday and is  expected to generate 
the greatest emissions of air pollutants from motor vehicles. Out of all the reuse alternatives, the 
State-preferred alternative would generate the least emissions. Table 4.1-1 summarizes these 

%.4 > 

emissions, which represent less than 5 percent of the total emissions on Oahu and would not have 
regional impacts because there are no atmospheric or physical barriers to restria mixing and cause 
emissions to concentrate in the region. 

No significant localized impacts on air quality are expected if the traffic mitigation measures 
described in Sediola 4.1 2.2 are implemented. Without the traffic mitigation measures, the potential 
for localized impacts of CO would be highest in the Large Airport alternative, foliowed by all other 
reuse alternatives with similar impacts. These findings are based on the following: (1) the Large 
Airport alternative i s  likely to create the greatest number of intersections experiencing a significant 
degradation in LOS (increasing traff ic delays) (see Tables 4.1 -4 and 4.1-71, and (21 traffic delays 
increase CO emissions. 

Aisssak No significant impads on air quality would be expected with the change in aircraft types 
and operations at the airport. This determination is based on comparing year 2820 passenger and 
general aviation operations with FAA criteria for determining if an air emissions analysis is 
warranted. Because ElSs are assumed by FAA to be valid for a period of three years, passenger and 
general aviation operations representing year 4002 should be used. Based on the data available and 
to err on overestimating the projections, year 2005 data have been used. Year 2005 projections 
indicate no passenger service and 153,080 general aviation operations (see Table 4.1-4 for general 
aviation operations). Because these projections are less than the FAA criteria used to determine if 
an air emission analysis is needed i.e., not more than 1,3001000 annual passenger enplanements 
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Table 4.1-1 
Summary of Vehicular Emissions 

C&C of Honolulu. 
Based on C&C of Honolulu annual VMT for 1992 (Source: State of Hawaii Department of Business, Economic Development 
& Tourism, Data Book, 1993-1994). Daily VMT-Annual VMTB65 days per year. 
Trip length for regional area i s  based on estimated distance from NASBP to downtown Honolulu. Use of this figure will 
overestimate VMT because many of the trip lengths will be less than 20 miles. 
VMT - ADT (tripdday) x trip length (miles). 
Emission factors obtained from EPNs MOBILE5a for 1995. Assumed speed is 35 miles per hour (mph). 
Emissions (Ibdday) - Emission factor (grasndvehiclmile) x VMT (vehiclemiledday) x 11454 (1Mg) 
Annual emissions based on 365 days per year. 

I Emissions 1 

Source: 

I 

Institute of Transportation Engineers. Trip Generation, 5th Edition. 1991. 

I I 
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or 180,000 annual general aviation operations, no significant impacts from aircraft emissions on 
air quality are expected, and no mitigation i s  required. 

4.1 -4-3 Cumulative impacts 

No significant cumulative impacts on air quality are expected from the redevelopment and No 
Action alternatives. This determination assumes implementation of specific regulatory controls and 
traffic mitigation plans. The potential for significant cumulative impacts on air quality due to the 
proximity of CBP would be mitigated by the regulatory requirements that prohi bit such impads from 
occurring. Operating permits for stationav source emissions, required from the BOW, would be 
contingent upon an air quality analysis that considers the cumulative impacts csf other sources. 
impacts from other sources would be included by either background ambient air quality data or 
emission estimates, as required by DOH. 

Tab!% 4.1-2 
Annual Aircraf-4 Operations, Forecad far KalaeEoa Airport 

1993 to 2020 far All Airport Alternatives 

*Total general aviation (assumed) - Total - hl.5. Coast Guard and Hawaii National Guard 
a 1993 operations from U.S. Navy. 

Source: ~ r i e s  Cansultarats Ltd. ~ i n e  1998) 
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Aircraft Noise 
--<. 

Criteria established specifically for airport operations include the FAA's Federal Aviation 
Regulations (FAR), Part 1 50, Recommcnda tions for Land Use Compatibility in Yearly Da y-Night 
Average Sound beve8s (DMUe and the State of Hawaii, DOT, Airports Division, R~ommendatiesses 
for Lmd Land Use CornpatibiBity as summarized in the Kadaelrx Airpor% Master Plan Draft Bicpor~ 
(Aries Consulbeats htd., June 19961. 

The FAA criteria suggest that sound levels lower than 65 DNL would be compatible with all land 
uses, while the State of Hawaii criteria suggest that sound leveBs lower than 60 DNL are 
compatible. The State of Hawaii criterion represents a compromise b e w e n  the near-zero risk level 
of 55 DNL and the significant risk level of 65 DNL for naturaHy ventilated structures. The additional 
sensitivities caused by the "spew environment" life style in Hawaii and the reduced sound 
attenuation values of housing structures were considered when the 669 DNL criterion was 
establ tshed. 

In addition to using the 60 DNL noise Bevel to represent a significant potential impact, an 
ieacrementd increase of 1.5 DNL was used to determine if the change in noise levels is significant 
within noise-sensitive area. This approach i s  based on FAA's environmental analysis procedures 
with one modification. For this evaluation, the noise sensitive area is defined as bounded by the 
60 DNL contour rather than FAA's recommended 65 DNL contour (December 5, 1986). The 60 
DNL contour was selected for use because it is  the level recommended by DOT to define a 
significant noise impact. 

enerating Activities 

Noise emanating kom the raceway park and other activities would be regulated by DOH and 
would be subject to the requirements of HAR Chapter 4 1-46, Community Noise Control. These 
rules define the maximum permissible sound levels to prevent, control, and abate noise pollution 
from stationary noise sources and equipment related to agricultural, construction, and industrial 
activities. Sources not subject to these rules include: authorized emergency vehicles; civil defense 
warning systems; activities related to the emergency maintenance and repair sf state and county 
highways, parks, and public utilities including but not limited to water, sewer, electric, gas, and 
telephone systems; vehicdar noise covered under HAR Chapter 1 f 42, Vehicular IVoise Contra! 
for Oahu; boat whistles; backup alarm devices on trucks and other construction vehicles; firworks; 
and activities at airports. 

Maximum permissible sound levels are defined b r  specific zoning districts. Table 4.1-3 summarizes 
the aliowable noise levels by zoning district classes. The most sensitive zoning distrid is Uass A, 
which includes lands zoned Residential and Preservation. The Class A zoning district has 
corresponding maximum permissible sound levels of 55 5dBA during the daytime (7 a.m. to 
10 p.m.) and 45 dBA during the nighttime (48 p.m. to 7 a.m.). For these areas, the maximum 
permissible sound levels cannot be exceeded at the property line at any time for more than 
10 percent of the time within any 2Grninute period without a permit from DOH, nor can they 
exceed, for impulsive type noises, a level 16 dBA greater than their corresponding maximum 
permissible sound levels. 
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Table 4.1-3 
Allowable Noise Levels 

Source: State of Hawaii Department of Health, HAR Chapter 1 146, Community Noise Control. 

No quantitative analysis was conducted for the proposed raceway park and other noise generating 
activities. These activities are only in the proposal or conceptual stage and have not yet been 
confirmed. Environmental assessments or impact statements in compliance with Hawaii Revised 
Statutes (HRS) Chapter 343 would be conducted by the proponents for these specific activities at 
a later time. 

4.1.5.2 Potential Impacts and Mitigation 

Aircraft Noise 

::. .::. .; ........ ,&.. .. ., -< 
The potential noise effects and mitigation associated with proposed reuse alternatives are discussed 
herein. The primary indicator in comparing noise impacts between alternatives is aircraft noise. 

Noise leveis were estimated based on annual aircraft operations by aircraft type. These data, 
compiled during the base reuse planning process, are based on reviews of historical and forecast 
general aviation activity on Qahu, aircraft owner surveys, interviews with the commercial aviation 
and fixed base operators, and input from the U.S. Coast Guard and Hawaii National Guard. A 
summary of the aircraft operations in 1993 and projected through the year 2020 is provided in 
Table 4.1-2. This table shows a total of 203,600 aircraft operations in 2020. 

Potential noise impacts were estimated from various airport use scenarios using the FAA integrated 
Noise Model and based on user inputs, including airport runway configurations, runway uses, flight 
tracks, average daily frequency of aircraft operations and types, arrival and departure routes, and 
the hours of flight operations. A summary of daily average operations per aircraft type and by 
alternative is  in Appendix C. As summarized in Appendix C, all airport-containing alternatives have 
the same number of annual and daily aircraft operations (only the area of land dedicated for airport 
use varies between alternatives). All airport ajternatives assume 203,600 aircraft operations in 2020. 
This includes 21,900 annual operations for the University of Hawaii's aviation training center, 
which was identified after the forecasts in the Ka~aeoloa AirpoH Master Plan Draft R e p o ~  {Aries 
Consultants Ltd., June 1996) were prepared. The Kalaeoloa Airport is one of several airports in the 
state being considered by the University of Hawaii for their aviation training center. 
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Flight tracks for the State-preferred, Large Airport, and Small Airpor? alternatives are provided in 
Figures 4.1-1 through 4.1-3, respectively. These diagrams show that the flight patterns are designed 
to minimize noise impacts on the surrounding communities as most tracks are directed towards the 
mean. Flight track pauerns are similar, but not the same, between the alternatives. The primary 
difference between the alternatives is  the use of the Runway 11-29 (crosswind runway). The 
availability of Runway 1 1-29 in the Statepreferred and barge Airport alternatives allows the 
relatively louder C-I 38 aircraft to depafi in tradewind conditions and land in Kona conditions 
(winds originating from a southerly direction) on this runway, thus directing overflights over the 
ocean and avoiding overflights over land (Ewa Marina area). 

Noise I e t l s  resulting from the effects of assumed aircraft operations and flight tracks, among other 
factors, are ijlustrated in Figures 4.1-4 through 4.1-6 for the Statepreferred, Large Airport, and Small 
Airport alternatives, respectively.%? all of the airport reuse alternatives, the noise levels would be 
lower than the baseline levels, which reflect base activity when the base closure decision was made 
in I993 {represented in Figure 3.1-21, and would be lower than 60 DNL in all noise-sensitive areas 
(existing and planned residential areas). Baseline noise levels ref ect aircraft operations by 
predominantly larger and noisier military aircraft (e.g., P-3, C-438, A-4, F-15) than the 
predominantly smaller and quieter general aviation aircraft (e.g., Cessna 1 72, Piper 31) and 
infrequent larger ai rcrafi (GI 30) associated with the reuse alternatives. Because no increases in 
noise levels would occur, the second criterion (an increase of 4.5 DNL) used to determine if noise 
impacts are significant was not met; hence, no significant noise impacts would occur as a result of 
the aircraft operations associated with the reuse alternatives. 

A comparison between alternatives shows that there are slight variations in the noise contours and 
affected areas, but for the most part, the noise contours are similar in shape and affect non- 
residential land use areas only. The foregoing discussions provide descriptions of the airport i ,... ........ :-. 
runways and aircraft assumptions, along with a summary of the noise impacts. 

Statepreferred Alternative. Based on DOT'S Airpofl Layout Pian (February 28, 19981, 8,000 feet 
of Runway 4R-22L, the inland-most 4,500 feet of Runway 4L-22R, and 6,080 feet of Runway 1 1-29 
would be used in the State-preferred alternative. The 8,008-foot runway would accommodate the! 
requirements of the commercial airlines and the military for designation of an alternate landing site. 
The 4,508-foot runway would be used by general aviation aircraft operations; the 6,000-foot 
crosswind runway would be used for takeoffs over the ocean on Runway 1 1 and landings over the 
ocean on Runway 29 (State of Hawaii Department of Transportation, April 21, 1997). In this 
alternative, U.S. Coast Guard and Hawaii National Guard would be accommodated, in addition 
to the general aviation fixed-wing and helicopter aircraft. 

Noise levels estimated far the Statepreferred alternative are illustrated in Figure 4.1-4. These data 
show that the significant noise level of 60 DNL wouid not affect residential or other noisesensitive 
areas. With the exception of a small area to the southeast of the NASBP property, none of the noise 
levels equal or exceed 60 DNL outside of the existing NASBP property boundaries. Conversely, 
baseline noise levels, represented in Figure 3.1-2, show that the 60 DNL contour extends beyond 
the existing NASBP property boundaries in several areas not only to the southeast, but also to 
residential areas norih of NASBP, commercial/light industrial areas to the west of NASBP, and 
undeveloped areas west of NASBP. 
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The second criterion used to identify potentially significant noise impacts is  an increase in noise 
of 1.5 DNL within the area bounded by the 60 DNL contour. No areas within the area bounded 

ZX,~. 
by the 60 DNL contour would experience an increase of 1.5 DNL. For this reason and the fact that 
the 60 DNL contour would not affect residential areas, no significant noise impacts would occur 
in the Statepreferred alternative. 

Large Airport Alternative. The entire lengths, 8,330 feet each, of parallel Runways 4L-22R and 
Runway 4R-22L are retained in the Large Airport alternative, along with the entire length of the 
8,441-foot crosswind runway, Runway 1 1-29. These runway lengths satisfy the 8,000-foot runway 
requirement of the commercial airlines and the military for designation of an alternate landing site. 
In this alternative, U.S. Coast Guard and Hawaii National Guard would be accommodated, in 
addition to the general aviation fixed-wing and helicopter aircraft. Runway 4R-22L would be used 
for general aviation, U.S. Coast Guard, and Hawaii National Guard training patterns. Runway 4L- 
22R would be primarily used for itinerant operations by the smaller single and twin general aviation 
aircraft. The 8,441 -foot crosswind runway would be used for itinerant U.S. Coast Guard, Hawaii 
National Guard, and twin-engine general aviation aircraft departures in trade wind conditions on 
Runway 11, and for landings on Runway 29 by these aircraft in Kona conditions (winds originating 
from a southerly direction). 

Noise levels estimated for the Large Airport alternative are illustrated in Figure 4.1-5. These data 
show that the significant noise level of 60 DNL would not affect residential areas or other noise 
sensitive areas. With the exception of two small areas near the southeast and southwest corners of 
NASBP, none of the noise levels equal or exceed 60 DNL outside of the existing NASBP property 
boundaries. Conversely, baseline noise levels, represented in Figure 3.4-2, show that the 60 DNL 
contour extends beyond the existing NASBP property boundaries in several areas not only to the 
southeast and southwest, but also to residential areas north of NASBP, commercial/light industrial 

" w,,.../ .-a areas west of NASBP, and undeveloped areas west of NASBP. 

The second criterion used to identify potentially significant noise impacts is  an increase in noise 
of 1.5 BNL within the area bounded by the 60 DNL contour. No areas within the area bounded 
by the 60 DNL contour would experience an increase of 4.5 DNL. For this reason and the fact that 
the 60 DNL contour would not affect residential areas, no significant noise impacts would occur 
in the Large Airport asternative. 

Small Airport Alternative. Of the existing parallel runways, the inland-most 8,000 feet of Runway 
4L-2293 and a southwest portion (3,700 feet) of Runway 4R-22L are assumed in the Small Airport 
alternative. No crosswind runway is  used in this alternative. The 8,080-foot Runway 4L-22R 
satisfies requirements of the commercial airlines and the military for designation of an alternate 
landing site. Runway 4R-22L would be used for general aviation training patterns. The longer 
Runway 4L-22R would be primarily used for training operations by the larger U.S. Coast Guard and 
Hawaii National Guard aircraft, and for itinerant operations by all fixed-wing aircraft. 

In the Small Airport alternative, general aviation fixed-wing and helicopter aircraft would be 
accommodated; however, because this alternative excludes a crosswind runway, U.S. Coast Guard 
and Hawaii National Guard operations would be limited. In the case of the U.S. Coast Guard, 
operations would be limited because they would not be able to operate fully loaded aircraft for 
search and rescue missions under certain crosswind weather conditions. 



Noise levels estimated for the Small Airporl alternative are illustrated in Figure 4.1-6. These data 
show that the significant noise level of 60 DNL would not a%fect residential areas or other noise- 
sensitive areas. With the exception d two small areas near the southeast and southwest comers of \. 

NASBP* none of the noise levels equal or exceed 60 DNL outside of the existing NASBP property 
boundaries. Conversely, baseline noise levels, represented in Figure 3-1-2, show that the 66) DNL 
contour extends beyond the existing NASBP propev boundaries in several areas not only to the 
southeast and southwest9 but also to residential areas worth of NfiBP, comrnercial/!ight industrial 
areas west of NASBP, and undeveloped areas west of NASBP. 

The second criterion used to identify potentially significant noise impacts is  an increase in noise 
of 1.5 DNL within the area bounded by the 60 DNL contour. No areas within the area bounded 
by the 60 DNb contour would experience an increase of 1.5 DNL. For this reason and the faa that 
the 60 DNL contour w ~ u i d  not affect residential areas, no significant noise impacts would occur 
in the Small Airport aiternative. 

No Airpot3 Alternative. In this alternative, none of the existing airfield would be retained and the 
U.5. Coast Guard would have to relocate. The only aircraft operations under the No Airport 
alternative wouid be from helicopter operations associated with the Hawaii Army National Guard. 

Noise levels were not estimated for the No Airport Alternative; however, this alternative does 
assume that helicopters used Lay the Hawaii Army National Guard would be present. These noise 
impacts would be characterized as singleevent occurrences. No significant noise impacts are 
expected from these occurrences as the proposed helicopter use in the No Airport alternative 
would be much less than those assumed in any of the other reuse alternatives. 

Other NoiseGenerating Activities . . . . . . .  .......... .................. ......... 
'y.2:; 

Construction and other specific land use activities that are a source of noise, such as the motor 
sports raceway park, would not result in significant changes to baseline noise levels because they 
must comply with existing state regulation identified in Section 4.4.5.1 (HAR Chapter 11-46, 
Community Noise Control). AdditionalBy, proposed development on state or county land or use 
of state or county funds would require an environmental assessment or impact statement, in 
accordance with HRS Chapter 343, to determine whether or not potential nsise impacts could be 
significant. If these impads are determined to be significant, mitigation measures will be identified. 

4.1.5.3 Cumulative Impacts 

Because of the close proximity of Honolulu international Airport BHIA), aircraft operations from HIA 
have been considered in the noise evaluation. Flight tracks with HlA operations for the State- 
preferred alternative, barge Airport alternative, and Small Airport alternative are shown on 
Figures 4.1-7, 4.1-8, and 4.1-9, respectively. 

Figures 4.1-10,4m1-l I ,  and 41-12 iltustrate the extent of noise impacts during aircraft operations 
from HIA under the State-preferred, Large Airport, and Small Airport alternatives, respectively. 
When compared with the 60 DNL contour for the baseline condition (Figure 3.1-2), nsise levels 
would decrease and the 60 BNL contour area d impact woukl be significantly srnailer in all cases. 
All nsise levels in residential areas would be lower than 60 DNL. While contours are provided for 



= Public Facility 

DHHL Department of Hawaiian Home Lands 

HMLS Homeless Providers - Fixed-Wing Flight Tracks 



0 300 600 1200 
P 
SCALE IN METERS 

Sources: NASBP Land Use: Helber Hasted & Fee Planners (December 4997); 
0 Land Use Outside of NASBP: The Estate of James Campbell, Kapolei Area Long Range Master Plan (October 4997); 

Flight Tracks: Y. Ebisu and Associates (June 1998); 
NORTH Base Map: USGS Topographic Map of the Island of Oahu (1 970). 

Figure 4.1-8 
FLIGHT TRACKS: 

2828 LARGE AIRPORT ALTERNATIVE WITH #!A 

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



SCALE IN METERS 
1200 2400 4800 

Sources: NASBP Land Use: Helber Wastert & Fee Planners (December 1997); 
Land Use Outside of NASBP: The Estate of James Campbell, Kapolei Area Long Flange Master Plan (October 1997); 
Flight Tracks: Y. Ebisu and Assaciates (June 1998); 

NORTH SCALE IN FEET Base Map: USGS Topographic Map of the Island of Oahu (1970). 

Figure 4.1-9 
FLIGHT TRACKS: 

2020 SMALL AIRPORT ALTERNATIVE WITH HlA 

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



Non-Residential Area 
(Outside of NAS Barbers Point) 

DHHL Department of Hawaiian Home Lands 

[rrml Commercial/Recreation HMLS Homeless Providers - - 60 DNL Contour 

Sources: NASBP Land Use: Helber Hastert & Fee Planners (December 1997); 
Federal Retention Areas: PACNAVFACENGCOM (September 28, 4998); 2828 STNE-PREFERR%D ALEFINAT% 
Land Use Outside of NASBP: The Estate of James Campbell, Kapolei Area Long Range Master Plan, October 1997; 

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



Non-Residential Area 
(Outside of NAS Barbers Point) 

DHHL Department of Hawaiian Home Lands 

HMLS Homeless Providers - - 60 DNL Contour 

NOISE CONTOURS: 
Fee Planners (March 1997 and December 1997); 2024% LARGE AIRPORT ALTERNATIVE WITH HIW 
state of James Campbell, Kapolei Area Long Range Master Plan (October 1997); 

El§ for the Disposal and Reuse of 



= Public Facility Non-Residential Area 
(Outsrde of NAS Barbers Point) Residential,Public Facility Airport 

DHHL Department of Hawaiian Home Lands 

HMLS Homeless Providers - - 60 DNL Contour 

Sources: NASBP Land Use: Helber Hastert & Fee Planners (March 1997 and December 1997): 
Land Use Outside of NASBP: The Estate of James Campbell, Kapollei Area Long Range Master Plan (October 11 997); 



the No Airport alternative, noise levels will be lowest in this alternative because they will reflect 
only Hawaii Army National Guard helicopters and overflights from HIA. 

. . . .  . . . .  ......:... ::<. w 
No significant cumulative noise impacts would occur from the on-site airport operations and those 
from HIA for all reuse alternatives. No mitigation would be required. 

4.1.6 Visual Resources 

4.1.6.1 Significance Criteria 

The proposed action would result in a significant impact to the area's visual resources if it: (1) 
substantially degrades the quality of an identified visual resource, including, but not limited to, 
unique topographic features, undisturbed native vegetation, surface waters and major drainage, and 
parks or recreational areas; or (2) substantially obstructs any scenic vista or view visible to the 
public. 

4.1.6.2 Potential impacts and Mitigation 

No significant impacts would occur to identified visual resources due to the proposed action, and 
no mitigation measures would be required. Coastal parks and shoreline access are a significant 
component of all alternatives. The development of shoreline parks would open up coastal areas 
which have been inaccessible to the general public for years. Shoreline building setbacks would 
be maintained as required by the State and C&C of Honolulu. Along with the beachfront parks, a 
large undeveloped northeast parcel is proposed for sports fields and recreational use. For the State- 
preferred and airport alternatives, the existing airport runways would continue to allow 

Lv uninterrupted views from inland areas to ocean and distant coastal landmarks. The development 
alternatives recommend landscape design features to improve the area's visual continuity. 

Under the No Action alternative, public access to the majority of the base would be restricted, 
including limited access to shoreline areas. No change would result from the baseline condition. 

4.1.6.3 Cumulative Impacts 

No significant cumulative impads on visual resources would occur in any of the alternatives. 

4.1.7 Transportation 

4.1.7.1 Significance Criteria 

Air Transportation. HIA will continue to accommodate the aircraft providing goods, services, and 
passengers to Oahu and the proposed reuse areas. The modest population growth of 4 percent 
associated with the range of reuse alternatives would not significantly increase the number of flights 
at HIA. No significant effects on this activity would occur. For this reason, no significant impacts 
from changes in air transportation at Barbers Point would occur and no significance criteria were 
established. 
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Marine Taanspc8smtism. No significance criteria were established for marine transporktion impacts 
because no effects on this activity would occur. 

Rmds and Traffic. Average daily trip (ADT) counts provide a means to compare the number of 
vehicles trips that would be generated by the alternatives. ADT counts alone do not fully describe 
traffic impacts. To evaluate the effect of ADT on traffic, specific intersectiqns are analyzed by 
estimating vo lumet~apaei ty  (VK) ratios and vehicle delay times. V/C ratios and vehicle delay 
times are used to categorize the intersection (for signalized intersections) or lane (for unsignalized 
intersections) in one of five categories [A through F) on a Level of Service (LOS) scale. Tables 4.143 
and 4.1-4b provide general descriptions of the LOS classifications for signalized and unsignalised 
intersections, respectively. 

Table 4.1-4a 
LOS Classif iceations for Signalized B wtemectis~as 

Describes operations with very Iow delay, i.e., less than 5 seconds per 
vehicle. This occurs when signal progression is extremely favaanble. 

Source: National Transportation Research Board (1 5094) Highway Capacity Manuas, Speciai Report 209, Chapter 10. 
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Table 4.1-41 
Level of Service (LOS) Classifications For Unsignalized Intersections " 

a National Transportation Research Board (1 994) Highway Capacity Manual, Special Report 209, Chapter 10. 

For signalized intersections, degradation of traffic is  considered significant when 

a the intersection condition is  degraded beyond LOS D (LOS E or F), or 

a the VIC ratio increases by 0.02 and the resulting VIC ratio is  0.95 or greater (if the No 
Action V/C ratio is  greater than 0.95). 

..%,a>G For unsignalimed intersections, degradation of traffic is considered significant when a lane condition 
is  degraded to LOS F. 

4.1.7.2 Potential Impacts and Mitigation 

4.1.7.2.1 Air Transportation 

The planned number of aircraft operations at Barbers Point (Kalaeloa Airport) is presented in Table 
4.1-2. No significant impact from changes in air transportation at Barbers Point would occur 
because air transportation of goods, services, and passengers into the surplus areas has and would 
continue at HIA. 

Other aircraft related impacts are addressed in various sections of this document. Impacts on air 
quality are in Section 4.1.4.2; impacts on noise are discussed in Section 4.1.5.2; impacts on public 
safety are presented in Section 4.4.1.2; and Section 4.4.3.2 discusses the effect of airport use on 
bird air strikes. 

4.1.7.2.2 Marine Transportation 

No significant impacts on marine transportation would occur because marine transportation of 
goods, services, and passengers would not be altered by the redevelopment plans. 
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4.1.7.2.3 Roads and Traffic 

The potential effects on ADT and traffic resulting from each of the reuse alternatives are presented 
.. 

in the Tmflic Impact Study, Barbers Point Naval Air Statdon Redevebopmefat Master Phn (Wilbur 
SmithBa, October 1997) and summarized herein. These findings indicate that no significant impacts 
on traffic would x t u r  with the mitigation identified. The exception wouId be special events held 
several times per year. Such events would present severe traffic conditions and traffic management 
challenges. 

A summary of the estimated ADT that would be generated by the various reuse scenarios is 
provided in Table 4.1-5. As shown in this tabie, the Large Airport alternative would generate the 
greatest number of vehicle trips and highest volume of peak-hour traffic. 

lntersediow Conditions 

The National Transportation Research Board provides methods for evaluating the effeaiveness and 
quality of service for roadways and streets. Various methods are relied upon to assess roadway 
intersection conditions. The LOS concept is  the most widely used. Data used to estimate VIC ratios 
in this document were developed by combining [and use information (Appendix B), regional traffic 
forecas%s from the 2020 Oahu Regionat Transportation Phn (Kaku Associates, November 19951, 
and field counts obtained from the State DOT, C&C sf Hsnolulu Department of Transportation 
Services (DTS), and Wilbur Smith Associates. Estimates were made of the number of vehicle trips 
that would be generated as a result of each aiternative reuse plan. Vehicle trip generation rates 
were based on national rates compiled by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) (Institute 
of Transpoflatiow Engineers, 1 994 1. 

The following intersections were analyzed (see Figure 3.1-3): 

6) Fort Barrette Road/Franklin D. Roosevelt Avenue (unsignalized); 
e Fort Barrette Road/Farrington Highway (signalized); 
e Kapok ParkwayINofih-South Woad (signalized [proposed]); and 
e Fort Weaver RoadICeiger Road/lroquois Point Woad (signalized). 

Roadway linkages planned %or each of the reuse alternatives are illustrated in Figures 4.1-7 3 
through 4.1-1 6. 

Table 4.1-6 summarizes the LOS estimated for each of the intersections and reuse alternatives. For 
purposes of this evaluation, mitigative measures have been identified when significant traffic 
degradation is  expected: 

@ when the LOS is  degraded beyond LOS D (LOS E or F), or 
e when the VIC ratio increases by 0.02 and the resulting V/C ratio i s  0.95 or greater (if the 

No Action VIC ratio is  greater than 0.951 for signalized intersections. 

For unsignalized intersections, mitigation is identified if a lane condition is  degraded to LOS F. 

lrnpaas on traffic would be significant and mitigation would be recommended in all development 
alternatives at the Fort Weaver RoadGeiger Road intersection. At this intersection, the Large Airport 

\. _ . 
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alternative would create the greatest degradation in traffic conditions. All other reuse alternatives would 
c.+M. have similar traffic impads, and all would be less than the Large Airport alternative. The No Action 

alternative would create the least impact on traffic. Significant impacts can be mitigated to 
nonsignficant levels by implementing the recommended roadway designs listed in Table 4.1-7. 

The traffic analysis indicates that base reuse would not require mitigation at Fort Barrette Road. This 
conclusion is based on the following assumptions: 

* Each of the reuse alternatives includes additional roadway connections between the roadways 
within NASBP and the planned future major roadways in the adjacent areas of the Ewa District. 
These include connections to the planned major North-South road facility as well as 
connections to Kalaeloa Boulevard, the planned City of Kapolei roadway n e ~ o r k ,  and the 
planned Ewa Marina roadways. 

Most of the new development areas are located in the eastern and western areas of NASBP. 
Most of the traffic from these areas would likely use roadway connections other than Fort 
Barrett Road. 

e 'There is little reuse planned in the Central Area located at the southern end of Barbers Point 
Access Road, and most of the planned reuse would not contribute to major increases in 
weekday peak hour traffic (relative to the No Action alternative). 

e The new roadway connections to NASBP would likely attract use by a portion of the existing 
traffic that now uses Fort Barrette Road to travel tolfrom the Navy housing areas to the east and 

... 
west of the Central Area. 

. . .,& 

The effect of the above assumptions i s  that traffic will increase approximately 2 to 7 percent above the 
6\10 Action alternative on Fort Barrette Road. Such increases do not require mitigation. 
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Cumulative aircraft emissions from the proposed Kalaeloa Airport and HIA would not significantly 
affect air quality. While the number of aircraft operations will increase, the change from mostly 

T..&cp 

large military multi-engine aircraft to mostly small general aviation, single-engine aircraft would 
decrease total aircraft emissions. Cumulative impacts on air quality would result from the additional 
vehicle trips associated with base reuse and other planned projects, but their effects would be 
mitigated with roadway improvements recommended in Section 4.1 7.2 and recommendations of 
the Oahu Metropolitan Planning Organization and others. 

Noise 

Noise impacts are dependent upon (1) the sound pressure being generated, measured in decibels 
(dB) and usually based on an A-weighted scale (dBA), which simulates the range of sound that is 
audible by the human ear; (2) the distance to the affected individual; (3) the medium present 
between the source and the affeaed individual; and (4) the length and timeofday of exposure. The 
equivalent sound level (Leq) is the energy produced by these sound pressures and averaged over 
a defined period of time. 

The day-night average sound level (DNL) is  commonly used for measuring environmental noise 
in general and for relating the acceptability of the noise environment for various land uses. The 
DNL represents the 24hour average sound level for an average day, with nighttime noise levels 
(1 0:00 p.m. to ?:00 a.m.) increased by 10 dB prior to computing the 24-hour average. 

The primary source of noise in the NASBP area is and would be from aircraft. To evaluate the 
potential noise levels associated with the various reuse alternatives, the FAA's Integrated Noise 
Model (INM), Version 4.1 1, has been used. Version 4.1 1 was the current INM in 1994, when the 

= .&' 
first noise contours were developed for initial evaluations. For this reason, the study was completed 
with Version 4.1 1 (Aries Consultants Ltd., June 1996). Model-generated sound levels, in DNL, have 
been compared to appropriate noise criteria for each land use type to determine if the proposed 
aircraft operations for each of the reuse plans could cause significant noise impacts. Noise studies 
were conducted by DQT as part of their overall evaluation of the potential use of NASBP as a 
general aviation reliever airport. 

Qther significant sources of noise would include heavy equipment use associated with construction 
work during development, vehicles, and the proposed raceway park. 

4.1.5.1 Significance Criteria 

Current noise standards and criteria are based on DNLs and proposed land use. These criteria have 
been developed by various agencies to meet specific objectives. Hence, there i s  no one set of 
criteria that applies to all noise evaluations. For example, for the purposes of evaluating funding 
assistance from federal agencies (e.g., FAA) HUD), an exterior noise level of 65 DNL or lower is  
considered acceptable. 

The most sensitive land use and associated population type is residential. Current federal noise 
standards and acceptability criteria for residential land uses are summarized by the Federal 
Interagency Committee on Urban Noise in heir Guideiines for Considering Noise in Land Use 
Planning and Control, 1992. Sound levels no greater than 55 BNh represent a minimal exposure 
level that is considered acceptable to all regulatory agencies. 
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Table 4.1-5 
Summary of Vehicle Trips Generated For Each Reuse Alternative 

industrial ) in the we 

a Average daily trips (ADTI is approximately the total number of trips on a typical weekday. Because 5 percent of the trip ends are assumed to occur within NASBP and 95 percent are assumed 
to occur outside of NASBP, 97.5 percent of the vehicle trip ends approximate ADB. 
Vehicle trip ends includes origins and destinations for trips t d r o m  the base and trips made entirely within the base. Bkse  figures include the estimated 12,095 trip ends attributed to the 
retained areas. Vehicle trip ends for No Adion differ from those for retained areas because of the eHeas of the Barbers Point Elementary School. 
1995 data have k e n  used because 1993 data were not available. 
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Table 4.1-6 
Summary of Traffic Conditions at Selected Intersections 

Ft. Barrette Rd - F,D. Roosevelt Ave. 

use 1993 data were not available. 



Table 4.1-7 
Possible Traffic Mitigation Measures 
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Table 4.1-7 (continued): 

which would provide one exclusive through lane and one 
shared lane for the westbound through traffic. 

Add a second right-turn lane on the eastbound approach 
(Geiger Road). On the westbound approach (Iroquois Point 

Add a second sight-turn lane on the eastbound approach 
(Geiger Road). On the westbound approach (Irsquois Point 
Road), allow through traffic to use one of the two right-turn- 
only lanes, which would provide one exclusive through lane 
and one shared lane for the westbound through traffic. 

I I I I I 



Coral Sea Road 

The alternative reuse plans in the Nam% Air Station Barbers Point Community Redevelopment Plan . _. 

include the connection of Coral Sea Road to the West Perimeter Road to provide a continuous 
route through the site between the shoreline and the airfield, This route wsuld provide access to 
the areas southeast and southwest of the airfield and permit through traffic to cross the site south 
of the aidield. 

Since publication of the redevelopment plan in March 1997, the DOT Airports Division submitted 
an ALP and request for mdificatiodwaivers from FAA design criteria. In September 1997, the FAA 
responded to DOT'S request and objected to the proposed public use of a specific segment of Coral 
Sea Road if the full 8,OgBGfoot runway (Runway 4R22L) is to be included as part of the airfield 
because it would violate F M  design criteria and woutd be a major security concern. With the 
continued closure of this segment of Coral Sea Road, lengths sf travet would increase, but the 
alternative roadways used would have sufficient capacity to accommodate the at%ditional peak hour 
flows (29 5 [a.m.] and 275 [p.m.]B anticipated on the affected segment sf Coral Sea Road. 

Special events at the raceway park and festival center may attract up to 65,808 and 50,000 people, 
respectively, and cause severe traffic congestion. Based on the traffic evaluation conduded for this 
EIS, anywhere from 2 ts 3.5 hours woutd be needed for the anticipated volumes of vehicles to 
enter or exit the area. Special traffic management plans, such as a temporary oneway designation 
of a two-way roadway could decrease the entry or exit time to about 2 hours or less. In addition, 
parking plans and shuttle buses would be required to acc~mmodate all vehicles and persons at 
these events. Hence, even with mitigation, traffic impacts associated with special attractions would 
be significant. Summaries d the traffic and parking requirements associated with the raceway park 
and festival center are presented in Tables 4.1-8 and 4.1-9, respectively. 

Sufficient surface areas would be available to accommodate the parking requirements for major 
events if parking plans are developed for each event. For raceway park events (estimated to occur 
several times a year in the Statepreferred, Large Airport, and No Airport alternatives), ofk i te 
parking would be required for approximately 9 7,000 to 20,580 vehicles. Parking requirements for 
the Statepreferred and Large Airport alternatives are at the lower end of this range; the No Airport 
alternative is at the high end of this range. Approximately 170 to 205 acres would be needed to 
accommodate these vehicles. Impacts from the Large Airport alternative are anticipated to be 
similar to those in the Statepreferred alternative. For major events (attracting approximately 50,0069 
people) held at the festival center (estimated to occur several times a year, but only planned in the 
Statepreferred !+lterwative), off-site parking would be required for approximately 13,290 vehicles, 
which represents approximately 5 3% acres of surface area. Possible parking areas, estimated 
capacities, and access routes used to estimate the effect on travel times are identified in Table 4.9- 
10. Should any one of these proposed develspments anticipate runway closures to accommodate 
parking, the potential impacts on the U.S. Coast Guard must be considered and addressed with the 
LRA before development can occur. The environmental review process required by HRS Chapter 
343 will require this coordination to occur. 
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Table 4.169 
Traffic Belays and Parking Requirements - Raceway Park 

planned at raceway park). 
2) About 8,QOO or more spaces 
could be provided within walking 
distance. Approximately 
10,300 spaces would have to be 
identified for use in other areas of 

1 ) 21,700 parking spaces are 
required (1,200 are planned at 

could be provided within walking 
distance. Approximately 
1 1,700 spaces would need to be 
identified for use on other areas 
of the NASBP site and adjacent 
areas. Shuttle buses would be 

1 I needed. 



Table 4.13 
Traffic Delays and Parking Requirments - Fediva! Center 

2 )  Most sf the parking could be 

part of the NASBP. Shuttle 

remote Dseations. 

widened to four 
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Table 4.1-10 
Possible Parking Areas for Major Events at Special Attractions 

East Area Parks 

With special traffic control and parking plans, major events could be accommodated, but 
significant impacts on traffic cannot be eliminated. These unrnitigatable impacts would be similar 
to those experienced at Aloha Stadium events and the air show at NASBP. 
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4.1 J . 3  Cumulative impacts 

Marine Tranwgs&tion. No cumulative effects on this activity would occur. 

Roads and Traffic. Cumulative impacts would occur as a result of the reuse of NASBP and the 
continuing development of the Ewa Plain. While the traffic analysis described herein has aken this 
into account, future coordination bet-ween the parties developing h e  Ewa Highway Transportation 
Master Plan and the LM will be needed to address regional road system issues. Specific 
intersediows could be designed to accommodate the anticipated traffic from other projects. 

However, regional roadway improvements and additions would be needed to reduce vehicular 
delays in Ewa and between Ewa and downtown Honolulu. The Ewa Development PIan 
acknowledges that the return of NSBP to civilian use would open additional lands for use and 
increase transportation needs beyond the levels planned for in the 2020 Oahu RegiowaB 
Transportation Plan. Additional roadways to enhance movement have been identified in this 
transportation plan at a conceptual level and will require further study. The planned roadway 
linkages illusfratd in Figures 4.1-13 through 4.1-16 reflect some of the roadways identified at this 
conceptual level. 

Air Transpartation. The continued use of the airport at Barbers Point would provide beneficial 
cumulative impacts as it could be used to sewe the needs of the region and the State. Beneficial 
effects differ for each alternative. The number of aircraft operations are presented in Table 4.1-2 and 
are the same for all airport-containing alternatives. 

The airport in the Statepreferred alternative would: 

-, 
6 Solve the problem of an unsatistctory mix d small, light general aviation and large, heavy air 

carrier aircraft at HIA. The airport would sewe abu t  60 percent of the small singleengine and 
light twin-engine propeller aircraft forecast to be based at HlA 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 aircrafi operations from these two 
airports could be sewed by the airport at Barbers Point by the year 2020. 

Accommodate the approximately 62,780 annual general aviation training operations that 
would be displaced by the closing of Ford fsland Auxiliary handing Field (ALE) in Pearl Harbor. 

Accommodate the estimated 13,1100 annual operations sf U.S. Coast Guard (C-I30 aircraft and 
helicopters) and Hawaii Army National Guard (C-I30 and C-26 aircraft and helicopters), 

Assist in disaster relief and civil defense response in times of emergencies and natural disasters. 
Provide an 8,00@foot runway (Runway 4R22LB to accommodate commercial airline 
requirements for designation of an alternate landing site (under emergency situations only). 

e Provide a 4,50Gfoot runway (runway 4L-22R) for general aviation operations. 

Provide a 6,080-foot crosswind runway (Runway 11-29) for takeoffs over the ocean on 
Runway 11 and landings over the ocean on Runway 29. (Limiting the existing 8,4l I-foot 



runway to 6,000 feet would restrict U.S. Coast Guard operations because fully loaded GI 30s 
would not be able to take off.) 

\-.' 
The airport in the Large Airport alternative would provide the same benefits listed under the State 
preferred alternative and would also provide the U.S. Coast Guard with the added capability of 
performing take offs with fully loaded G130s during non-trade wind conditions. 

The airport under the Small Airport alternative would provide similar benefits listed in the State- 
preferred alternative, but would not include a crosswind runway and would limit operations. 

The No Airport alterative would not include the use of existing airport runways at Barbers Point. 
Other than the forced relocation of the U.S. Coast Guard (identified in Section 4.5.2.41, no 
significant cumulative impacts would occur for airport closure relative to baseline conditions. 
Should reuse exclude an airport, the State would need to continue their search for general aviation 
relief for HlA, and the U.S. Coast Guard would need to be relocated. 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

The biological resources at NASBP and in offshore waters are discussed below under terrestrial 
flora, terrestrial fauna, marine biota, and sensitive wetland habitat. 

4.2.1 Significance Criteria 

The following criteria were used to assess the significance of potential impacts from the proposed 
action on flora, fauna, and habitat. An "endangered species" is one that is  in danger of extinction 

."- throughout all or significant portions of its range (Endangered Species Act [ESA], 16 U.S.C. !34 531). 
A "threatened species" is  one that is  likely to become endangered within the foreseeable future 
throughout all or significant portions of its range. 

Flora and Fauna. Any direct or indirect action resulting in the take of listed (threatened or 
endangered) species or candidate species, and any action resulting in the loss of habitat of listed 
or candidate species is considered a significant impact under the ESA. For nonfederal activities, any 
take of migratory birds is considered significant under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. The term 
"take" includes harass, harm, pursue, hunt, kill, capture, and/or collect. 

Habitat. Impacts are considered significant if they adversely affect habitat that supports listed 
endangered or threatened species, or plant species that are considered rare within a region. 

4.2.2 Potential Impacts and Mitigation 

No significant impacts on terrestrial flora, terrestrial fauna, marine biota, or sensitive habitats would 
result from the proposed action. 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 (including habitats) are provided in Appendix A-8. Prior to 
conveyance of land that may contain federally listed threatened or endangered species from U.S. 
DO1 to the State of Hawaii and the C&C of Honolulu, consultation by the appropriate bureau 
within the U.S. DO1 in accordance with federal endangered species laws and regulations (Section 
7 of the ESA of 1973) will be required. No alteration to water bodies is  anticipated as part of this 
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action; therefore, consultation with the USFWS in compliance with Section 2 of eke Fish and 
Wildlife Coordination Act, U.S.C. 5662, i s  not required. 

Terrestrial Flora 

The area containing the largest population of the endangered plant 2koko (Charnaesyce 
skombergii var. skombergiil and the only population of Achyranthes spiendews var. rotusedata on 
the base wil l be retained as federal lands. Under the Statepreferred alternative# the two smaller 
populations of hkoko on the western side of the base are on lands proposed for light industrial 
devefoprnent and residential use. The two newly identified plants on the east side of the base, north 
of the Coral Sea Road Coral Pit and south of the revetments, are on lands designated for recreation 
and commerciallr~reationa! development (U.S. DO!, USFWS, Ostaber 22, 1997) (see Figure 3.2- 
2). Should a drainage basin be developed as depicted in the Statepreferred alternative, it must be 
done in such a manner to protest the endangered plants. 

betten documenting Navy's informal consultation with USFWS and their concurrence that Navy's 
proposed conveyance of land is  not likely to adversely affect the 'akoko are provided in Appendix 
14-83. Prior to conveyance of land that may contain federally listed threatened or endangered 
species from the U.S. DOI to the State of Hawaii and the C&C of Honolulu, consultation by the 
appropriate bureau within the U.S. DO1 in  accordance with federal endangered species laws and 
regulations (Section 7 of the ESA sf 1973) will be required. This fact, coupled with the inclusion 
of conveying agencies' restrictive covenants (identified during Navy's Section 7 informal 
consultation with USFWS [see Appendix A-8]), will provide 'akoko plants a degree of proteaion 
equal to or greater than that which is currently provided. Hence, no significant impad on 
endangered 'akoko are expected. 

,,:y * 

The barge Airport alternative has similar designated uses Ei.e., light industrial and residential) as the 
Statepreferred alternative in the areas on the western side of the base containing hkoko. The areas 
on the eastern side of the base containing the newly identified plants are designated for light 
industrial uses. Light industrial and residential uses would not have as much flexibility as 
recreational uses for includi ng open spaces and buffer zones into development. Therefore, the 
Large Airport alternative could potentially have significant impacts on the 5koko populations. 

The Small Airport alternative also has similar designated uses as the Statepreferred alternative in 
areas that contain hkoko populations on the western and eastern portions of the base. Therefore, 
the impacts of this alternative would be similar to those anticipated under the Statepreferred 
alternative, and significant impacts can be avoided by establishing buffer zones around 'akoko 
populations. 

The No Airport alternative has recreational uses identified on the western side of the base where 
bkoko populations were identified, and has residential and commerciallrecreationat uses on the 
eastern side d the bise where newly identified %koko plane are located. The impacts of h i s  
alternative would be similar to those d the Statepreferred alternative, and no significant impads 
would be expected i f  appropriate mitigation measures are applied. 



Terrestrial Fauna 

No significant impacts on terrestrial fauna would result from the proposed action. The fauna at the 
project site are mainly introduced or migratory indigenous species. The endangered Hawaiian 
black-necked stilt (Himantopus mexicanus knudsend occurs primarily in Ordy Pond and the two 
coastal salt flats, all of which are on retained federal lands. 

Marine Biota 

The coastal area that supports the threatened green sea turtle and coral reefs may experience short- 
term nonsignificant effects from surface water runoff from the base. Short-term impacts would be 
due to construction. Possible mitigation could include preserving terrestrial vegetation where 
possible, and developing storm water runoff controls and treatment measures to avoid or reduce 
impacts (see Section 4 - 7 4 .  

Surface water runoff due to the proposed action (as discussed in more detail in Section 4.7.4.2) 
would increase an estimated 31 percent under the State-preferred alternative, 68 percent under the 
Large Airport alternative, 35 percent under the Small Airport alternative, and 8 percent under the 
No Airport alternative. The No Action alternative would not increase surface water runoff. 

Although increases in surface water volume are considered significant for ail alternatives except No 
Action, the water quality impacts from increased surface water volume are not considered 
significant. As discussed in Section 4.1.3, land uses along the coast would remain unchanged and 
water quality along the beach would continue to be required to meet recreational standards. 

. U,W' Therefore, no significant impacts on the marine environment and green sea turtte are anticipated 
under any of the reuse alternatives. No impacts on the marine environment and green sea turtle 
are anticipated under the No Action alternative. 

Letters documenting Navy's informal consultation with the NMFS (in accordance with Section 7 
of the ESA) and their concurrence that Navy's proposed conveyance of land is not likely to 
adversely affect listed species or critical habitat under NMFS jurisdiction are provided in Appendix 
A-8. No alteration to water bodies i s  anticipated as part of this action; therefore, consultation with 
the USFWS in compliance with Section 2 of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, 16 U.S.C. 
5662, is  not required. 

4.2.2.4 Sensitive Habitats 

The two primary wetlands (Ordy Pond and the large coastal sale flat) and the smaller coastal salt fiat 
will be retained on federal lands. Under the State-preferred alternative, the seasonal wetland on the 
western boundary of the base is  on land designated for light industrial use, and approximately half 
of the marine wetland is on land designated for parks. Potential adverse impacts on the seasona8 
wetland may occur during clearing for development. In either case, impacts would include 
destruction of the wetland and possible introduction of pollutants and silt due to runoff from 
construction activities and new developments. These impacts could be avoided by establishing 
buffer zones around the wetlands and by preventing development in wetlands. Mitigation measures 
would be developed in consultation with the USFWS. 
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Each of the alternatives has the same land use designations as the Statepreferred alternative for the .-. 
seasonal wetland and marine wetlands. The potential adverse impacts and possible mitigation 
would be the same for each alternative as described above. 

Wetlands would not be altered under the No Aaion alternative. Therefore, no impacts are 
expected. 

4.2.3 Cumulative Impads 

An overall decrease in undeveloped areas and open space on the base would contribute to adverse 
impacts on threatened and endangered species and sensitive habitats. These impacts, as assessed 
in Seaion 4.1.3, Surface Water Quality, would be temporary during the construction phase of 
redevelopment. No significant cumulative impacts are anticipated because of regulatory 
requirements designed to control storm water runoff and protect water quality. These include 
various requirements of the Clean Water A d  such as NPDES permits and BMPs (see Section 5.6.2). 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

43.1 Significance Criteria 

For the purposes of this analysis, significant cultural resources are those properties listed or eligible 
for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). As defined in impEernenting 
regulations for Section 904 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), impacts of an L 

undertaking on significant cultural resources would be considered adverse if they "'diminish the 
integrity of the property's location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or association" 
[36 C.F.R. 5800.9(b)]. Examples of adverse effects include, but are not limited, to the %ol%owing: 

Physical destruction, damage, or alteration of all or part of the property; 

Isolation of the property from or alteration of the character of the property's setting when that 
character contributes to the property's qualification for the National Register; 

Bwtroduction of visual, audible, or atmospheric elements that are out sf character with the 
property or alter its setting; 

Neglect of a property resulting in its deterioration or destruction; and 

Transfer, lease, or sale of the property [36 C.F.R. 5800.91bB3. 

Effects that otherwise would be found adverse may be considered not adverse under the following 
conditions: 

1. When the historic property is of value only for its potential contribution to archaeological, 
historical, or architectura! research, and when such value can be sar bstantial %y preserved 
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through the conduct of appropriate research, and such research is  conducted in accordance 
with applicable professional standards and guidelines; 

2. Wh6n the action is  limited to the rehabilitation of buildings and structures and is conducted 
in a manner that preserves the historical and architectural value of affected historic property 
through conformance with the Secretary's '"tandards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for 
Rehabilitating Historic Buildings"'; or 

3. When the action is  limited to the transfer, lease, or sale of a historic property, and adequate 
restrictions or conditions are included to ensure preservation of the property's significant 
historic features 836 C.F.R. §800.9(c)]. 

Potential Impacts and Mitigation 

Transferring jurisdiction and control of surplus lands from Navy to other federal agencies i s  not 
considered an undertaking requiring review and comment pursuant to Sedion 106 of NHPA, 
because the properties remain in federal ownership. 

Navy has neither approval authority over the community redevelopment plan nor involvement in 
its future implementation. Therefore, only the Navy action to dispose of surplus lands at NASBP 
is subject to Federal historic preservation law and regulations. The implementation of the 
redevelopment plan will be subject to Hawaii historic preservation law (Chapter 6E, Hawaii 
Revised Statutes), and therefore, a distinction i s  made between Navy's disposal action and the 
community's proposed reuse in the following discussion of impacts. 

,..:.x.y 

The State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPQ), pursuant to Section 106 of NHPA, has concurred 
with the Navy's "no adverse effect" determination for the disposal of surplus lands with significant 
cultural resources provided the transfer includes deed covenants. Deed covenants will ensure 
appropriate treatment of those resources affected by proposed reuse; hence, no significant impacts 
on cultural resources would occur with disposal and reuse. betters documenting this action are 
provided in Appendix A-9. 

4.3.2.1 Archaeological Sites 

As stated in Section 3.3.1 and presented in Table 3.3-1, there are 62 archaeological sites on surplus 
lands that are eligible for listing in the NRHP. For each of the 62 sites, Table 4.3-1 indicates the 
types of land use being proposed under each alternative. 

Assuming that park and recreation areas involve the least construction activity, potential adverse 
impacts to archaeological sites eligible for listing in NRHP would be least under the No Airport 
ahernative. Each of the other alternatives has at least 38 archaeological sites that would be 
developed for purposes other than parks and recreation. 

The Statepreferred alternative designates park and recreation uses for 24 archaeological sites 
eligible for listing in the NRHP. However, 38 sites are designated for residential, light industrial, 
and commercial/recreation land uses. The No Airport alternative has a greater number of sites 
designated for park and recreation uses (551, and fewer (7) designated for residential, light 

5 2 m  
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industrial, and csrnrnerciai/recreatisn land uses. The Smal! Airport alternative has 24 sites - -, 
designated for park and recreation uses and 38 sites for residential, light industrial, and 
csmrnercial/recreation land uses. The Large Airport alternative has the majority of archaeological 
sites in areas designated for residential, light industrial, and commercial/recreation land uses (43 
sites). 

The No Adion alternative would place these lands in caretaker, or inactive, status under fedem! 
ownership. Minimal maintenance and security would be provided under caretaker status. No 
actions would be taken that might result in potential adverse impacts to significant cultural 
resources. 

Table 4.3-1 
Comparison of Aiternatives for 

Archaealsgicral Sites Eligible for Listing in the NRHP 



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
D~SPOSAL AND REUSE OF NAS BARBERS POINT 





FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
DISPOSAL AND REUSE OF NAS BARBERS POINT 

.c. .,.,.,.,.L 2, -..,. 4.3.2.2 Historic Structures 

Historic structures on surplus lands that are eligible for listing in the NRHP are listed in Table 4.3-2. 
For each of the 64 structures, Table 4.3-2 indicates the type of land use being proposed under each 
alternative. 

Assuming that all proposed land uses, except for residential uses, are compatible with reuse or 
adaptive reuse of-these historic structures, potential adverse impacts would be least under the State- 
Preferred, Small Airport, and No Airport alternatives. Potential adverse impacts would be greatest 
for the Large Airport alternative because it has the greatest number of historic structures in areas that 
would developed for residential purposes. 

The Statepreferred, Small Airport, and No Airport alternatives all have one or three structures of 
the 64 total structures located within areas designated for residential use. The majority of strudures, 
under these three alternatives, are located within areas likely to be compatible with reuse or 
adaptive reuse of historic structures. In the Large Airport alternative, seven of the 64 structures are 
located in areas designated for residential use. No adions would he taken that might result in 
potential adverse impacts to significant cultural resources. 

The No Action alternative would place these lands in caretaker, or inactive, status under federal 
ownership. Minimal maintenance and security would be provided under caretaker status. No 
actions would be taken that might result in potential adverse impacts to significant cultural 
resources. 

Cumulative impacts 

There would be no significant cumulative impacts. 

PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY 

4.4.1 Onsite Contaminated Areas%H%zardous Substances 

Significance Criteria 

Existing contaminated areas are considered significant if they are determined to have the potential 
to substantially impact human health or the environment, considering the planned land uses and 
related human exposure scenarios. 

4.4.1.2 Potential Impacts and Mitigation 

No significant impacts from existing contaminated areas would occur and no additional mitigation 
is required because existing areas of contamination and Pols must be identified and remediated 
to levels protective of human health and the environment (or have a proven, effective remediation 
underway). Many of the existing areas of contamination and Pols have been successfu Dl y cleaned 
up or sampling data have indicated that they may he suitable for the proposed land uses 
(commercial, recreation, etc.) under the Statepreferred plan. If cleanup is not completed prior to 

C.*>W' 
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property conveyance, an amendment to CERCLA (Section 334 of the FYI997 Defense 
-, 

Authorization Act) allows for the conveyance of contaminated or potentially contaminated 
properties with the Governor's approval. In this case, the following conditions must be 
aceompl i hed: 

e agreement by the U.S. EPA and the state that the property is  suitable for the intended use 
and that the intended use will protea human health and the environment; 

O public notice and comment; 

e property use restrictions, if necessary, to ensure that human health and the environment are 
protected and that the necessary remedial actions can take place; 

@ assurances from the federal government that conveyance of the property wil l not 
substantially delay response adions at the property and that the federal government will 
continue any necessary response actions after conveyance; and 

e a federal budget request for adequate funding to cornpjete the remedial actions on 
schedule. 

Deed restrictions will address the level of cleanup pedormed {if required) to ensure that future 
development of these areas remains protective of human health and the environment. Cleanup of 
contaminated areas at NASBP is the responsibility prof the Navy. 

4.4.1.3 Cumulative Impacts 

No significant cumulative impacts from contaminated areas outside of NASBP would occur. 

4 4 - 2  Huardsus Air Pollutants and Naardsus Materials at 
Neighboring Campbell Industrial Park 

4.4,2,1 Significance Criteria 

No specific regulatory criteria have been established to determine the safe distances between air 
toxic and flammable release areas, and planned land uses. As a result, risk management plans such 
as those prepared by CLEAN are intended to improve the effectiveness of existing response 
resources and to improve community alert and emergency notification by providing information 
about ClP, its residents, and specific hazards associated with CIP. Toxic release impact areas, 
defined as areas affected by ERPG-2 toxicity levels under worst=case conditions, are identified in 
risk management plans to show areas and risk. 

In addition to evaluating the potential impact of CIP hazards to proposed reuse plans, reuse plans 
were evaluated for their potential to generate hazardous air pollutants or hazardous materials. 
Activities that use materials with air toxic or f~ammabie characteristics, and in quantities subject to 
C M  Section 1 42 regulations, would contribute to potential public health and safety concerns. 
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Potential Impacts and Mitigation 

Without established regulatory criteria for identifying safe distances between air toxic or flammable 
releases, with respect to planned land uses, the significance determination is  basically a risk 
management decision based on the information available. 

Using the information provided in Chapter 3.4.2, short-term (acute) effects under worst-case release 
scenarios of anhydrous ammonia, chlorine, hydrogen sulfide, and sulfur dioxide couid affect the 
western portion of NASBP. Due to the presence of flammables, radiant heat or blast overpressure 
could cause significant injury for unprotected individuals in the same area. None of these scenarios 
are likely to occur in the lifetime of the facility and are considered rare events. If such impacts were 
to occur, releases would have to occur during the absence of trade winds, which are infrequent 
occasions. For these reasons, no significant risk of impact would be associated with the proposed 
residential areas in the western portion of NASBP. 

While no significant risk of impact is  expected (based on the fad that hazardous, flammable, 
radiant heat or blast overpressure releases are highly unlikely), DOH strongly discourages 
development of residential areas in the northwest area of NASBP, as is stated in the following: 

The current probability and magnitude sf the threat is relatively small; however, 
the threats are real. We should encourage a conservative buffer between ClP and 
residential communities. Placing residents, regardless of whether they are transient 
or permanent, near or adjacent to ClP should be discouraged. The fact that 
housing currently exists in this area at Barbers Point should not in itself support 
placing additional people in this area. There is a current problem and phcing 
additional people in the area wiII only exacerbate the problem (Bruce S. Anderson, 
State of Hawaii Department of Health, letter to Richard Egged, Department of 
Business, Economic Development and Tourism, December 20, 4 996). 

The decision to develop residential units in the northwest area of NASBP is left up to the discretion 
of the LRA and BHHL. 

To evaluate the potential impact on public health and safety that could result from the activities 
associated with the reuse alternatives, potential emissions of hazardous air pollutants and materials 
use associated with each of the reuse plans were evaluated. This evaluation was conducted by 
assuming that areas designated for industrial/commercial use would have the greatest probability 
for containing activities that would emit hazardous air pollutants or use hazardous materials. Based 
on the land uses and associated areas planned for each of the development alternatives (see Table 
2.1 -I), the No Airport alternative has the greatest amount of land designated for 
industrial/cornmercial use (749 acres [301.1 hectares]) and therefore has the greatest potential for 
hazardous materials use and emissions. Based on the amount of area designated for 
industrial/commercial use, the potential for hazardous materials use and emissions decrease in  the 
following order (from greatst to least): the Large Airport alternative (5 4 9 acres [2 10.0 hectares]), 
the State-preferred alternative (51 5 acres 1208.4 hectares]), and the Small Airport alternative (489 
acres L197.9 hectares]). Activities subject to CAA 51 4 2 regulations would require specific studies 
and considerations by the approving agencies. With the required environmental permits and 
approvals, such as those required under RCRA, 42 U.S.C. 96901 et seq., no significant adverse 
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impacts on neighboring and proposed land uses at N 6 B P  are expected. Any further evaluation 
of the potential for hazardous materials use and emissions would be speculative at this land use 
planning stage. 

4.4.23 Cumulative Impacts 

CIP wil l  continue to attract industrial and commercial activities that will require the use or 
prduction of hazardous materials and emissions. Therefore, additional facilities within the NASBP 
reuse areas and vicinity would wed to be incorporated into community plans such as the CLEAN 
Emergency $Ban for the Campbe88 Industria! Park and emergency plans required by the Clean Air 
Act, Section 112, and implementing reguiatisns in 40 C.F.R. Part 68. With the required 
environmental permitting, no significant adverse impacts on existing surrounding land uses are 
expected. 

To continue industrial and commercial operations at ClP, additional residential development within 
the reuse areas and within the toxic release impact areas identified in risk management plans may 
not be prudent. Land use compatibility concerns have been presented by the business community 
and regulatory agencies. BHP Hawaii is concerned about the close proximity of the proposed 
residential area, prison, and park complex to CIP (BHP Hawaii, August 22, 1997). DOH believes 
that the proposed housing area in the far western corner, up to the property line separating NASBP 
from CIP, is an inappropriate land use (DOH, December 20, 1996). DOH recommends that a 
conservative buffer between the industrial park and residential communities be encouraged. 

The proposed use of NASBP for light industrial, commercial, and recreational type uses, without 
residential uses, wou1d provide a transition zone between the heavy industrial uses at CIP to the 
west and the residential communities to the east and north, e.g., the City of Kapolei. This transition 
zone would be consistent with the general policy for the Barbers Point Industrial Area (which 
includes CIP, Barbers Point Deep Draft Harbor, Kenai Industrial Park, and Kapolei Business Park). 
This policy recognizes that the Barben Point Industrial Area should continue to grow as Oahu's and 
the state's mast important industrial area and recognizes its importance as an industrial harbor and 
fuel transfer point (C&C of Honolulu, March 1996). 

4 -43  Airport Peotedion Zones 

4.43.1 Signif ieance Criteria 

FAA design criteria will be used to ensure that adequate safety measures are incorporated with the 
p r o p s 4  airport use to protect people and property on the ground. For accommodating aircraft as 
large as C-13Bsl these criteria include 50Gfoot (1 52.4m) wide runway safety areas (RSA) and 800- 
foot (243.9-rn) wide runway object free areas (ROFA), centered on the runway and extending 1,000 
feet (384.9 rn) beyond the physical ends of the runway. For runways used exclusively by smaller 
general aviation aircraft, 1 %@foot (45.7-m) wide RSAs and 500-foot (1 52.4-m) wide ROFAs are 
required, centered on the runway and extending 300 feet (91.5 m) beyond the physical ends of the 
runway. These criteria and many others are used by F A 4  to evaluate the ALP, 
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4.4.3.2 Potential Impacts and Mitigation 

No significant impacts from airport operations would be expected because the State DOT Airports 
Division3 Airport Layout Plan (ALP) conforms to FAA design criteria except for the roadways within 
the RSA for Runway 4R. FAA design criteria ensure that adequate safety measures are incorporated 
with the proposed airport use to protea people and property on the ground. The ALP was 
conditionally approved (pending environmenta9 review for the public benefit conveyance of airport 
property) by FAA on October 2,1998. The approval included restrictions on the depiction and use 
of roadways located within the RSA for Runway 4W. Figure 4.4-1 shows the RSAs and ROFAs as 
depicted on the ALP. 

In April 1997, the DOT Airports Division submitted an ALP to the F A A  to reflect the intended uses 
of the airport. As described by DOT in its transmittal letter dated April 21, 1 997: 

The Redevelopment Commission intended the proposed airport to include one 
8,000-foot Runway 4R-22L in order to accommodate the requirements of the 
commercial airlines and military for an alternate landing site designation, one 
4,500-foot Runway 4L-22R for general aviation operations, and one 6,000-foot 
crosswind Runway 1 1-29 for rakeoffs over the ocean on Runway 7 7 and landings 
over the ocean on Runway 29. The Ai rpr t  will also serve the aviation needs of the 
Hawaii National Guard, from their f 50-acre parcel abutting the Airport, and the 
U.S. Coast Guard, from their 48- acre parcel abutting the Airport. The Airport wi l l  
also be used for the aviation operations o f  the City and County o f  Honolulu Fire 
and Police Departments and the University of Hawaii" proposed aviation training 
school from their 4acre parcel abutting the Airport. 

With the described intended uses, specific modifications and waivers were requested by DOT from 
FAA. The letter continues: 

The airport plan, as included in the Community Redevejopment Plan, wi l l  require 
FAA approval s f  waivers or modifications to design standards in order to 
accommodate the Redevelopment Commission's intended aviation uses for the 
facility. The enclosed Airport Layout Plan does not include one element o f  the 
Community Redevelopment Plan that would adversely affect the Redevelopment 
Cornmission's intended uses of the Airport. This js the upgrading of Coral Sea 
Road, from a 2-lane limited use road to a Clane public road within an 80-foot 
right-of-way, around the southwest end of Runway 4R. This would result in 
reducing the length of Runway 4R-22L to less than 7,800 feet and not being able 
to accommodate the Redevelopment Commission's intended aviation uses as a 
commercial airline and military alternate airport ... 

On September 19, 1997, the FAA responded to DOT'S request for waivers and modifications. 
FfiA's response included the identification of areas that are required to be owned by DOT in fee; 
denial of the request for waiver of the standard 500-foot-wide (1 52-meter-wide) runway safety area 
(RSA) extending 1,000 feet (304.8 meters) out from Runway 4R; and notice that the use of Coral 
Sea Road at the southwest end of Runway 4R would violate RSA, ROFA, and FAR Part 77 approach 
surface requirements. The DOT submitted a revised ALP dated February 26, 1998, to reflect the 



FAA's responses. To respond to FAA requirements, a segment of Coral Sea Road to the southwest <. . 
of Runway 4R was planned to remain closed to the public. However, because road closure was 
contrary to the LM% understanding of the Statepreferred alternative, DOT updated the ALP to 
refled a "potential two-lane road." The updated ALP was submitted to FAA on August 25, 1998, 
and FAA conditionally approved the plan on October 2, 1998. F M ' s  conditions! approval was 
based on the need for environmental approval of the public benefit conveyance of airport property 
from the Department of the Navy. The approval also included restrictions on the depiction and use 
of roadways located within the RSA for Runway 4W that a n  be used as airport sewice roads. Thee 
restridions include: 

e Airport tenant vehicles and fueling vehicles must be prohibited from using the service road. 

,a The sewice road should only be used for daily airfield inspections by airport management. 

e The sewice road may also be used for maintenance and inspection of the Runway 48 
Approach Lighting System. 

@ A11 airfield employees operating vehicles on the service road within the RSA must be 
adequately trained to assure that no pending aircraft operations will occur on Runway 
4W22L before traversing the RSA. 

e Appropriate signs are installed, along the service road where it intersects the Runway 
Protection Zone, stating use prohibitions and cautioning airport employees to use the 
appropriate clearance procedure before proceeding across the RSA. 

a All WSA crossings are coordinated with Airport Traffic Control Tower (ATCT) personnel ... ,. G <.a::y,... ... ..... z....-- . . . . 

during hours of A T 0  operation. 

rn The airport sewice road must not be converted to tenant or public use. 

A future road (the "potential tweiane road"), the location of which is  yet to be determined, i s  
proposed in the southwest corner of NASBP to provide public thoroughfare to the southwest of 
Runway 4R and will link portions of Coral Sea Woad to the west and east sides of the airport. The 
design and environmenta! 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 
fMOLJ) has been prepared between the LRA and the State DOT providing the details of this 
agreement (see Appendix Dl. 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. 

To address BHP Hawaii's concerns, as identified in Section 1.6.1, the flight paths of the general 
aviation relieves airport would not cross over the refinery; therefore, risks to pubIic health and 
safety would be minimal and not significant. Genera! aviation flight training operations will comply 
with the requirements identified in the ALP. 
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Risk sf B i d  Strikes. The incident rate for bird air strike hazards has fluctuated considerably in the 
..<<,.' past. This is  due partly to the opening and closure of a feed lot at Campbell Industrial Park and 

increased urbanization in the vicinity of NASBP. intensified wiidlife hazard management 
procedures have significantly reduced the number of bird air strikes during the past year. 
Historically, bird air strikes have not been a serious problem. However, due to the presence of 
resident and migratory birds at the coastal salt flat between Runway 4R-22k and Taxiway K, there 
is  a potential risk ~f birds colliding with aircraft and creating a hazard. For the State-preferred 
alternative, the airport and salt flat will be maintained as they are at present. The potential for such 
risk would therefore be similar to the present, and no significant impact is anticipated. For the Large 
Airport and Small Airport alternatives, the potential would be similar to the State-preferred 
alternative. For the No Airport alternative, no airport would be developed on reuse lands, so no 
bird strikes would occur. The No Action alternative would eliminate the potential for bird strikes 
since the airport would be closed. In either of the airportcontaining reuse alternatives, no 
significant risk of bird strikes is anticipated. This conclusion is  supported by the absence of 
significant bird air strike problems in the past, and because the airport is  required to comply with 
14 C.F.R. 5739.337 to assess and, if needed, to minimize the risk of bird air strikes. 

Explosive Safety Quantity Distance (ESQD) 

As discussed in Section 3.4.4, no significant impacts from ESQD arcs would occur because they 
will be nonexistent in surplus areas upon closure. 

4.4.5 Executive Order 13045 - Protection of Children from 

%* -?. Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks 

Executive Order 13045, dated April 21, 1997, requires that federal agencies: 

"shall make it a high priority to identify and assess environmental health risks and 
safety risks that may disproportionately affect children; and shall ensure that its 
policies, programs, activities, and standards address disproportionate risks to 
children that result from environmental health risks or safety risks." 

The following issues require discussion of the potential for disproportionate effects on children: 
noise, existing and future environmental contamination, and hazardous air pollution. 

0 Noise. The three airport alternatives would have lower noise levels than baseline 
conditions, and noise levels would be less than 60 DNL in all noise-sensitive areas such 
as homes and schools. There is  no evidence that noise exposure has a greater effect on 
children in terms of damage to hearing (Memorandum for the Record, June 5, 1998). 

e Existing Environmental Contamination, As explained in Sections 3.4.1 and 4.4.1 in this 
document, Navy will identify and remediate (or be in the process of remediating) existing 
areas of contamination to protect human health and the environment prior to property 
conveyance. A higher level of cleanup i s  required in areas slated for residential, 
recreational, and other more sensitive land uses. Hence, no disproportionate effects on 
children would be associated with the disposal action. 



e Future Envisonmenta! Contamination. Concerns about exposure of children to future 
environmental contamination would focus on areas such as housing, schosis, and 
playgrounds. Compared to residential and recreational land uses, industrial and commercial 
activities would haw the highest potential for hazardous materials use and emissions. With 
the required environmen81 permits and approvals, however, no significant adverse impacts 
are expected. 

@ Hazardous Air Psilutants. Residential development is proposed in the northwest corner 
of the base, within proximity to industrial activities at Campbell Industrial Park. As stated 
in Sedion 4.4.2.2, no significant risk sf impact is  expected since air toxic ar flammable 
releases are considered highly unlikely. However, DOH strongly discourages residential 
development in the northwest part of NASBP and recommends that a conservative buffer 
be established beween the industrial park and residential communities. Without specific 
regarlatory criteria for identifying safe distances between possible air toxic or fiammable 
releases and potentially sensitive land uses, the significance determination is  basically a risk 
management decision. Based on the information available and the highly unlikely chance 
of a worst case scenario occurring, $10 significant and disproportionate effects ow children 
are expected. In a worst case scenario (highly unlikely), there could be a dispropo~ionate 
health and safety risk to children living in this area. This issue should be considered and 
addressed by the L M  and DHHL as they continue through the planning process. 

PLIBLlC SERVICES 

4.5.1 Significance Criteria 

The proposed action would result in a significant impact on public services if it: 

@ causes remaining service or capacity to be substantially increased or if new services must 
be developed beyond those existing or currently planned; 

@ results in current service capacity being exceeded such that accepted levels of sewice 
could not be maintained; or 

@ causes response times for fire protection or Saw enforcement to increase beyond their 
respective department standards. 

Potential lmpacts and Mitigation 

Potential impacts due to the various reuse aiternatives, and mitigation for any potentially adverse 
impacts, are discussed below. Overall population increases due to various alternatives range from 
approximately 4,000 (Statepreferred alternative) to approximately 6,400 (barge Airport alternative). 
These increases would contribute less than 4 percent to the regional population (SMS Research & 
Marketing, Oaober 1997). 
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. %@ .. 4.5.2.1 Education 

Residential development in reuse areas would result in an increased elementary school-age student 
population ranging from 347 (State-preferred alternative) to 554 (Large Airport alternative) in the 
reuse area (numbers based on total resident population statewide and public school attendance in 
1 994; SMS Research & Marketing, October 1 997). An additional 9Q to 1 43 intermediate school-age 
and 176 to 28Q high school-age students would also be expected. At full development, the reuse 
area school population would comprise from about 58 to 80 percent of the current average 
population for district elementary schools, from 8 to 13 percent of the average for district 
intermediate schools, and from 18 to 16 percent of the average for district high schools. This means 
that, for most of the alternatives, the number of elementary school students could more than 
double, and increases in intermediate and high school students would also have an impact, 
although smaller, on area schools. 

Therefore, proposed development in the reuse areas of NASBP under all alternatives would result 
in potentially significant adverse impacts on the existing elementary school staff and facilities. 
Mitigation could include adding new classroom buildings at Barbers Point Elemen tary School 
andor redistricting to reallocate the student popu9ations. The goal would be to maintain the quality 
of educational services for NASBP residents at a level consistent with other area schools. Mitigation 
of impacts to a level of nonsignificance could also include construction of a second elementary 
school in the area to provide services to Barbers Point and Ewa residents; however, the Department 
of Education currently had no such plans (State of Hawaii DOE, September 7 6, 1998). 

4.5.2.2 Poiice 
is.,& 

Development of reuse lands on the base under each of the alternatives would contribute less than 
4 percent (or approximately 4,180 to 6,500 people) to the regional population. According to the 
C&C of Honolulu Police Department's planning ratio (two officers per 1,000 popuiation), the reuse 
area would need from eight to 13 officers by the year 2020. This increase is not expected to have 
a major impact on police staffing in the area. The present District Command has 129 police officers, 
and the new police station in bpolei, which should be completed upon NASBP closure, will 
house approximately 21 0 officers. Demands on police services that will arise due to redeveBopment 
would include the following: 

@ traffic control for events at commercial recreational areas; 
@ security for events at commercial recreational areas; 
e security at beach parking areas, particularly to prevent thefts from visitors' cars; and 
a security measures for low-income and homeless family communities in reuse areas. 

Development of reuse lands would not require services beyond those currently planned and would 
not jeopardize accepted levels of service. Therefore, no significant i mpacts on regional pol ice 
services are expected under any of the alternatives. 

4.5.2.3 Fire 

No significant impacts on regional fire services are expected under any of the alternatives. The 
existing operational firefighting facility on base, which responds to aircraft fires, would be 

v.mp' 
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conveyed to the State DOT Airports Division. This conveyance would occur under the State .. . 
preferred alternative, the Large Airport alternative, and the Small Airport alternative; the No Airpor& 
alternative has no need for an aircraft fire fighting facility. Firefighting capabilities of the Kapolei 
and Ewa Beach stations, supplemented by the existing fire station on base, would be sufficient to 
handle the increased demand for service from new developments in reuse areas. In addition, 
planned roadway improvements and better integration into regional transportation systems would 
improve access and emergency response time to locations on the base. 

Under all alternatives, no mitigation would be required as the C&C of Honolulu Fire Department 
could sufficiently *we the reuw area. Additionally, the firefighting facility on the base that wilt 
remain would assure continuity of sewice to property on retained lands, and supplement service 
in reuse areas provided by Kapolei and Ewa Beach stations. 

4.5.2.4 U.S, Cmst Guard 

Under the Statepreferred, Large Airportg and Small Airport alternatives, the U.S. Coast Guard 
would maintain its presence at NASBP. Under the No Airport and No Action alternatives, which 
would involve closure of the airfield, the U.S. Coast Guard w d d  need to relocate. The required 
environmental documentation is outside the scope sf this EIS. 

4.5.2.5 Health Care 

impacts from all alternatives on medical services and major regional medical facilities would not 
be significant. 

C-.-...... ............. .... ..... ..., . .... i.y+ 

All d the rdeve!opment alternatives include new on-site clinical facilities. The medical needs of 
the homeless and low-income groups would be provided for under a continuum of care services. 
Other residents would have access to the medical facilities planned for Kapolei as well as existing 
medical facilities in the district. 

In addition, because plans under each alternative include facilities for those that may experience 
difficulty obtaining medical treatment li.e., low income and homeless), the overall impact of 
redevelopment could be beneficial to the region. Therefore, no mitigation would be required. 

Under the No Action alternative, no additional demand for medical services would arise. 

Cumulative impacts 

The long-term cumulative impacts on public sewices due to rdevelopment alternatives at NASBP 
would be minimal or positive. 

One exception is ducation facilities, which would initially encounter significant increases in the 
numbers of area residents and school children. This could be mitigated by increasing the capacity 
of Barbers Point Elementary School to the Bevel of other area elementary schoois, or by building 
a new elementary school in the vicinity. Because large residential developments are expected to 
continue as Ewa and Kapolei develop into the Secondary Urban Center of Oahu, the relative 
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impact of residential development at NASBP would be small. The capacity and quality of schools 
in the Ewa district is a regional issue that the State would need to address over the long-term. 

Medical services would be enhanced in the Ewa area, especially for low-income and homeless 
families, due to the development of new facilities under each alternative. The other services, police 
and fire, would not be overextended due to development of reuse lands. 

4.6 SOCIOECONOMIC ENVIRONMENT 

4.6.1 Significance Criteria 

Socioeconomic impacts would be significant under the following scenarios: 

e Reduction in the availability of jobs, and an increase in travel distance to jobs. 

a Adverse effects on cultural practices. 

e Increase in interethnic conflict. 

a A 10 percent change in jobs onsite or 5 percent change in the share of jobs islandwide in 
2020, which would cause a rise in regional or island wide unemployment, create direct 
and indirect jobs that could not be filled by the current population, and result in a major 
in-migration of new residents. 

< .L,B 

a Substantial interference with neighboring businesses or significant impact on the regional 
economy, such that expenditures by government agencies could not eventually be 
balanced by tax revenues collected from the area or the State. 

a Changes in the demand for housing substantial enough to cause dislocation in the market, 
reflected by accelerated price increases or decreases and vacancy rates below or above 
historic levels (10 percent change on site, or 5 percent change in share of regional or 
islandwide housing in 20201. 

e Significant adverse effect on regional community services, recreation facilities, or public 
resources where demands due to an increase in population could not be met. 

e Disproportionately high and adverse environmental effects on minority andor low-income 
populations. 

4.6.2 Potential Impacts and Mitigation 

4.6.2.1 Population 

The proposed development would greatly increase the resident population of the reuse area over 
the baseline situation. Under all redevelopment alternatives, the population in the reuse area would 
be more than 20 times as large as the baseline condition, increasing the occupation density. 

-wQ# 



However, no adverse impad would be evident since the projected settlement density would be \,, 

we18 within the range found in urban areas. Resident population in the reuse area under the various 
alternatives would range from 4,000 (Statepreferred alternative) to 6,400 (Large Airport alternative). 
The impact on regional and island populations would be modest, or less than 4 percent of the 
region's total population. 

The demographics on NASBP would change from primarily military families to a heterogeneous 
mix typical of the island's civilian residential makeup (refer to Section 3,6.1), including homeless 
people and native Hawaiians. Challenges of bringing together very different populations in a small 
area cou4d be mitigated by development of a coordinating committee of agencies and interested 
parties involved in the different housing developments (i.e., military, Hawaiian Home Lands, and 
homeless). This committee could review rules, set policies, and assist in community 
communication and organization. 

Positive impacts on indicators would be significant for homeless and minority populations who 
move to or gain benefits from new homes, jobs, andor services available due to development of 
reuse lands. Military and civilian families would gain benefits due to increased opportunities for 
local employment and a reduction of commuting time. These benefits would occur under each 
redevelopment alternative. 

Under the No Action alternative, the military and civisian resident and employee populations 
would decrease. f he population decrease would be a result of the mandated closure. Under the 
No Adion alternative, there would be no population increase. Some military on-base employment 
would remain after base closure, but would decline significantly from 5,336 military and civilian 
employees in 1993 to a projected 1,600 employees in 2020. At the regional level, base ciosure 
would not result in a major decrease in the residentiai population as Navy would continue to house 
families at Barbers Point. 

4.6.2.2 Employment 

All reuse alternatives would result in a significant increase in civilian jobs. Ernpioyment in the reuse 
area in 2020 is  estimated to reach 3,660 (Statepreferred alternative), 9,300 (Large Airport 
alternative), 6,800 (Smal l Airport alternative), and 4,686 (No Airpork alternative). These direct, 
civilian job counts represent an increase over baseline conditions (civilian jobs only) of $30 (State 
preferred alternative), 1,863 (Large Airport alternative), 1,369 (Small Airport alternative), and 8 13 
(No Airport alternative) percent, resulting in a substantial increase in job opportunities for nearby 
residents. Indirect and induced employment related to operations may result in an additional 3,400 
(Statepreferred alternative), 8,706 (large Airport alternative), 6,400 (Small Airport alternative), and 
4,800 (No Airpofl alternative) new jobs. The job count differences between alternatives is primarily 
due to the amount of land expected to be developed as light industrial, which, if full development 
occurs as planned by 2020, would represent more jobs than all other operations combined. 

Significant employment benefits would result from the redevelopment alternatives. Direct 
construction employment wousd amount to 1 to 2 percent of all estimated total future construction 
jobs on Oahu over a 21year redevelopment period, supporting an average of 400 to 660 
construdion jobs annually. Major infrastructure and large facility projects, such as the international 
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sports center, would generate the most construction employment. About 48 percent of these would 
'Ce be due to dired construction jobs and 60 percent due to indirect and induced jobs. 

Last, the combined military and civilian changes in job counts from baseline conditions are 
presented. The Statepreferred alternative would result in fewer combined civilian and military 
operational jobs in the reuse area, 83 percent of baseline (1993) conditions. The Large Airport 
alternative would result in a significant increase in combined jobs, 212 percent of baseline 
conditions. Military and civilian job opportunities under the Small Airport alternative would be 
slightly greater (1 53 percent of baseline conditions), but not significant. Military and civilian job 
opportunities lender the No Airport alternative would be 92 percent of baseline conditions. Over 
the long-term, a significant increase in civilian jobs related to operations is anticipated under each 
alternative. 

The great majority of jobs could be filled by Oahu residents, so there would be no significant influx 
of in-migrants (non-resident employees who are attracted to area because of a specific project or 
activity) to fill jobs generated by the proposed development. The sports-tourism sites are an 
exception. The international sports center could attract coaches and trainers worldwide, in addition 
to sports professionals and visitors. The in-migrant population associated with the sports venues 
would not be significant, and visitors and athletes would be in Hawaii for a short period of time. 
Therefore, no mitigation measures would be required. 

No employment-related impacts are anticipated under the No Action alternative since no new job 
opportunities would be initiated on base. 

%>+ 4.6.2.3 Fiscal Impacts 

Total income expected from direct and indirect employment related to the reuse alternatives would 
not represent a significant change to Hawaii's overall economy. However, the reuse alternatives 
would stimuiate the economy, attract new business, create jobs, diversify employment 
opportunities, and provide economic stability in the area after base closure, which are consistent 
with state and C&C of Honolulu objectives. Net combined income from direct and indirect 
operations-related employment in the reuse area w ~ u l d  range from approximately $197 million 
(Statepreferred alternative) to nearly $526 million (Large Airport alternative) in 1996 dollars. Net 
combined income for the Small Airport alternative would be $381 million and $231 million for the 
No Airport alternative. 

Although State and C&C of Honolulu development costs for the proposed alternatives are difficult 
to estimate, it is  likely that the net fiscal impact of reuse on both levels of government would not 
be adverse over the long-term. Revenues associated with the reuse alternatives for both the State 
and C&C of Honolulu would likely be greater than the cost of providing additional government 
services. Tax revenue would be generated from construction (for the State) and continuing revenues 
from property taxes (for the C&C of Honolulu). Construction-related revenues could reach $180 
million for the Statepreferred alternative, $1 14 million for the Large Airport alternative, $123 
million for the Small Airport alternative, and $1 59 million for the No Airport alternative. Annual 
property tax revenues to the C&C of Honolulu could grow to $5  million for the Statepreferred 
alternative, $1 2 million for the Large Airport alternative, $9 million for the Small Airport alternative, 
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and $6 million for the No Airport alternative by the end of the construction period Imsuming 
\-- 

constant tax rates and 1996 dollars). 

Government agencies would use resources to provide for new visitars and residents attracted by 
projeds in the reuse areas, but cost for these resources wou!d be small compared to the taxes 
generated with reuse. The annual casts to the C%C of Honolulu would be approximately $500,000, 
much smaller than incoming revenues. State costs would be higher but still would amount only to 
about 9.5 percent of the revenues assmiated with construction. 

Reuse d NASBB would involve major capital investment, estimated at $1 bilkon to $1.6 billion in 
construction costs over time (1 996 dollars). The Statepreferred alternative would involve lower 
costs than a!l others except for the No Aaion alternative; the Small Airport alternative would be 
the highest, as it includes a major electrical plant. Bnfrastrudure improvements would be needed 
along with construction of the proposed facilities. 

If government agencies commit to develop reuse Bands themselves, there could be a significant 
fiscal impact on these agencies; whether this would be positive or negative cannot be determined 
at present. Devefopment impacts on the State and C&C of Honolulu could result from their roles 
as developers of the reuse lands, including costs of infrastruaure improvements. it is unclear how 
much financial contribution State and C%C of Honolulu agencies would be able to provide for 
development. 'The C&C of Honolulu would eventually receive property taxes, particularly from 
light industrial developments, that could be used to fund recreational areas and infrastructure 
improvements. State agencies may receive income related to Department of Hawaiian Homelands 
and Department of Transportation developments; other state agencies would not be expected to 
gain large income in relation to developments. The tax revenues associated with construction 
would be modest when compared to the costs of developing proposed stat~ontrolled lands. 

Major land uses such as a general aviation airport, parks, and low-income housing would provide 
little continuing income. They would require government agencies to pay a share of infrastructure 
and public facility development costs. In light of current government budget constraints, some of 
these large public projects could tie up capital improvement funding for decades. Longterm costs 
would be due largely to improvements that respond to regional needs for recreation and islandwide 
demand for affordable housing. 

To offset fiscal impacts to the State and C&C of Honolbe[u, agencies may seek private sector 
participation to reduce the burden of redevelopment. 

The No Adion Alternative would result in significant economic land resources being unavailable 
for use by local axrimunities and government agencies. Under the No Action alternative, Navy's 
caretaker status would result in the DOD retaining owership of the lands. Local reuse of the 
property wouM not occur; therefore, there would be no economic benefit from employment 
income or tax revenues. in addition, the DOD would continue to incur costs for property 
maintenance. PACNAVFACENGCOM has budgeted $4.8 million for caretaker activities in 2000, 
the first full year aker closure. 
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4.6.2.4 Housing 

Reuse alternatives would bring a major change in the on-site housing supply, but it would cause 
a minimal impact on regional and island wide housing levels. Each reuse alternative includes 
BHHL-sponsored residential housing and HHA-sponsored low income rental and self-help housing. 
This housing would address the needs of each of these groups for affordable Rousing on the island. 

The provision of new Rousing for Hawaiian and homeless populations would be a significant 
benefit from a regional and islandwide perspective. Reuse area housing units for homeless, low- 
income, and native Hawaiian groups would increase by more than 1,000 units (from 200 barracks- 
type accornmodations in 1993). The total unit count would range from 1,281 (Statepreferred 
alternative) to 1,9QQ (Large Airport alternative). Total unit counts would be 1,588 for the Small 
Airport alternative and 1,711 for the No Airport alternative. 

The impact on housing availability, property value, and rental rates in other geographic areas 
would be small. New residents in the reuse area would come from all areas of Oahu. Current and 
planned residential developments throughout the island should be able to meet the song-term 
residential needs for market-priced housing. 

No impacts are anticipated under the No Action alternative since no new Rousing would be 
constructed. 

4.6.2.5 Recreation 

%,,M There would be a significant positive impact on recreational opportunities in the region and 
islandwide as each reuse alternative significantly increases parks and recreation acreage. This 
would help to alleviate or even eliminate the projected shortfall in parks and recreationai lands 
anticipated by the C&C of Honolulu through the year 2620 (62 acres for community-based parks 
and 453 acres for islandwide parks). 

All of the alternatives for reuse lands include acreage for development of regional parks and 
recreation areas. The size of recreation area ranges from 395 (Large Airport alternative) to 965 acres 
(No Airport a1 ternative) (1 59.8 to 390.5 hectares). These facilities would provide activities for 
children, families, sports leagues, and the community in general. Development of the site's 
shoreline park would open up the coastal areas which have been inaccessible to the general public 
for some time. 

Under the NQ Action alternative, there would be no appreciable change in demand for and supply 
of parks in the region. 

Executive Order 12898 - Environmental justice 

Executive Order 12898, dated February 1 1, 1994, requires federal agencies to address the potential 
for disproportionately high and adverse environmental effects of their actions on minority and low- 
income populations. Agencies are required to ensure that their programs and activities which affect 
human health or the environment do not directly or indirectly use criteria, methods, or practices 
that discriminate on the basis of race, color, or national origin. NEPA documents are specifically 

\:ys,. - 
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required to analyze effects of federal adions on minority and low-income populations and, --.. -, 

whenever feasible, develop mitigation measures to address significant and adverse effects on these 
communities. In addition, the Executive Order requires provisions for community input in the 
NEQA process. It states that the public, including minority and low-income cornrnun ities, should 
have adequate access to public information relating to human health or environmenta~ planning, 
regulation, and enforcement. 

tn response to the Executive Order, this document provides a demographic frame of reference for 
the setting in which NASBP is  located. Census data on income and ethnicity in the region of 
influence i s  summarized in Section 3.6. 

The process used by Navy in its environmental dscumentation is  being conducted in a manner 
which encourages low-income, Native Hawaiian, and minority population participation in the 
process. None of the criteria used to evaluate the various alternatives or the significance d impacts 
discriminates on the basis of race, color, national origin, or income. 

Phis document assesses human health, economic, social, and environmental effects of the various 
alternatives. The primary region of influence for assessing impads on minority and Isw-income 
populations is the immediate vicinity, including the base itself and nearby towns such as Kapolei. 
Analysis reveals that the reuse alternatives would not have a dispropsrtionately high and adverse 
impad on minority or bw-income populations. 

e Social aend Economic !mpacts. Reuse of NASBP would have potentially significant positive 
social and economic impacts since certain housing and public sewices would be 
developed specifically for minority and low-income populations, including Native <L , 

Hawaiians, the homeless, and individua!dfami1ies who qualify for affordable housing. 
Increased job opportunities and recreation areas in the reuse areas may also benefit these 
populations. 

@ Noise. Noise from the proposed airpot? operations would not have a disproportionately 
adverse impact on minority or low-income populations. The three airport alternatives 
would have lower noise levels than baseline conditions, and noise levels would be less 
than 60 DNh in all nois~ensit ive areas such as homes and schools. 

e Existing Environmental Contaminatioen. Minority or low-income populations would not be 
subject to significant impacts from onsite contamination because existing areas of 
contamination and Pols must be identified and remediated to levels protective of human 
health and the environment (or have a proven, effective remediation underway). Many of 
these sites have been srsccessful ty cleaned up, or sampling data have indicated that they 
may be suitable for the proposed land uses. 

e Future Eenviroaamesatd Contamination. The No Airport alternative, with the greatest amount 
of land designated for industrial/commerciaI use, would have the highest potential for 
hzardous materials use and emissions. With the required environmental permits and 
approvals, however, no significant adverse impacts are expected. No disproportionately 
high sr adverse impacts are anticipated on minority or low-income populations. 
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=.:*+. Hazardous Air Pollutants. Residential development is  proposed in the northwest corner 

of the base, within proximity to industrial activities at Campbell Industrial Park. The area 
may accommodate housing for DHHL beneficiaries, affordable housing, as well as housing 
and programs to serve populations with special needs, All DHHL beneficiaries are Native 
Hawaiian. Although no data is presently available regarding the income level or ethnicity 
of other future residents, it can be assumed that a portion may be minority and/or low- 
income. 

As stated in Section 4.4.2.2, no significant risk of impact is  expected from proposed residential 
development in this area, since air toxic or flammable releases are considered highly unlikely. 
However, DOH strongly discourages residential development in the northwest part of NASBP and 
recommends that a conservative buffer be established between the industrial park and residential 
communities. In a worst case scenario (highly unlikely), the DHHL residential area would be 
affected along with other areas in the vicinity. Without specific regulatory criteria for identifying 
safe distances between possible air toxic or flammable releases and potentially sensitive land uses, 
the significance determination i s  basically a risk management decision. Based on the information 
available and the highly unlikely chance of a worst case scenario occurring, no significant and 
disproportionate effects on minority and low-income populations are anticipated. This issue should 
be considered and addressed by the L M  and DHHL as they continue through the planning process 
for proposed residential development. 

4.6.4 Cumulative Impacts 

Development of surplus lands at NASBP, under the reuse alternatives, along with future growth in 
%,w. Kapolei, would result in significant positive impacts on regional and island wide employment 

opportunities, availability of low-income housing, and the supply of recreation facilities. The reuse 
alternatives are consistent with the State and C&C of Honolulu's objective to better blend into the 
surrounding community than at present. 

Recognizing the importance of government commitment of fiscal resources, significant adverse 
cumulative impacts on government fiscal resources could occur if government agencies commit 
to acting as the developer for the larger proposed projects, without private investment. 

' be  No Action alternative would reduce long-term opportunities for economic growth and 
recreational space in Ewa, and could be viewed as incompatible with the area's designation as a 
Secondary Urban Center. 

INFRASTRUCTURE 

Potable Water 

4.7.1.1 Significance Criteria 

Under Section 30-2.2 of the Revised Ordinances of Honolulu, the policies ~f BW5 are to guide use 
and commitment of water resources. Therefore, the BWS Water System Standards were selected 
as the significance criteria for assessing land use within the reuse area. A projected gross area water 
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use in excess of the minimum the guidelines set forth in the Water System Standards would be ,.+..?. 

significant. 

Table 15 of the Water System Standards indicates average daily domestic consumption guidelines 
for gross land use, The minimum average day demand for various land uses range from single 
family residential at 2,500 gallons per acre per day (gpad 125 m3hdd]) to 4,000 gpad (40 m3/ha/d) 
for light industrial. 

Use d criteria such as storage capacities or pressures were not evaluated because it is anticipated 
that new lines would be mnstructed to sewre the reconfigured site parcels and their users. The 
sizing of these new lines would thus be determined during the utility master planning stage and 
reconfirmed at the time of site design. 

4.7.1 -2 Potential Impacts and Mitigation 

Methodology 

Potable water demands for the various identified reuse area parcels were estimated using the 
"Domestic Consumption Guidelines" in the BWS Water System Standards. The average daily water 
demand estimate was applied to single and multi-family residential, eommerciat, and light industrial 
land uses. The demand for public facilities was assumed to be the same as for light industria%, 
which was higher than the identified use for commercial establishments. 

In certain cases where the assumptions provided in the BWS Water System Standards were n d  
'C 

appropriate for use, such as reuse areas designated for the airport and motor sports raceway 
complex, potable supply demands were estimated on the basis of users (as estimated for the 
socirxconomic analyses). The water demand per user was computed using 130 percent d the flow 
figures stated in HAR Chapter 7 1-62 for Individual Wastewater Systems as the genera! guideline 
in utility system design is  to assess wastewater discharges as 75 to 65 percent of the water use to 
account for system and consumption losses. Therefore, by multiplying the wastewater discharge 
figures by 1.3, an approximation of the likely potable water consumption per park or special facility 
user could be generated. 

Assurnpt ions 

For the purpose of the water demand analyses, it was assumed that BWS would be the uitimate 
utiiity provider for potable water in the reuse area, and that sewice from Navy's system would be 
discontinued. No comparison d existing and proposed future demands is necessary since service 
from the existing system would be discontinued under reuse. It was also assumed that the BWS 
criteria would apply, with adjustments made for non-potable water use as stated above. Service on 
an interim basis for some reuse areas was assumed to be from the Navy's system until such time 
that BWS service is available to such areas. 
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The projected potable water demand for the various reuse area alternatives i s  summarized as 
follows: 

I No Airport Alternative I 1.38 (5,520) I 657 (6.6) 

Based on the projected water consumption for all alternatives, there would be no significant impact 
on the water supply under any reuse alternative. The projected consumption for all alternatives is  
less than half of the minimum BW5 guideline figure of 2,500 gpad (25 rn3/hdd). 

in terms of availability of supply for the various land uses under each alternative, the water sources, 
storage and transmission system capacities will need to be coordinated with Navy and BWS at the 
time of project development. The Navy's well pumps are located in the Ewa-Kunia aquifer, a 
groundwater control area where the sustainable yield is  presently being assessed by the CWRM. 

L ~ . , ~ .  It is  likely that the aquifer water withdrawal allocations will be decreased as a result of the 
assessment. The BWS through their booster pump system has the ability to transfer water from other 
groundwater areas to the Ewa-Kunia region. Also, BWS has long-range plans to impiement 
desalinization. 

Implementing service in the reuse area from the BWS supply, however, would require distribution 
infrastructure. Yo date, BWS has indicated a strong reluctance to assume ownership of the existing 
NASBP water system in the reuse area. Phis reluctance is based on the age of the system, 20 to 40 
years old, and the differences between BWS and military design standards, construction 
requirements, and material specifications. 

Mitigation 

Since all of the proposed land use alternatives would require less water than that expected from 
similar-sized developments on Oahu (assuming singlefamily housing development, which requires 
the least amount of water per unit area), reuse would have no significant impact at full 
development. During the interim period, the source, transmission and distribution of the water 
system are operational issues that need to be resolved between the LRA, BWS, and Navy. 

A utilitie master plan is curmntiy being prepared by the State Department of Business, Economic 
Development, and Tourism (DBEDT). The master plan would address the source, storage, and 
transmission needs for the reuse area as well as distribution system requirements. From the master 
plan findings, suitability of the existing lines relative to size and location can be assessed along with 
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
DISPOSAL AND REUSE OF N f i  BARBERS POINT CHAWER FOUR 

the costs awd benefits of retaining the existing distribution network. If it is found that retaining the \., . 
existing network would not be viable given BWS criteria and distribution system needs, 
consideration should be given to committing the lines to reon-potable water sewice. 

It should also be noted that the expense for water system infrastructure in the reuse area would be 
comparable to the cost for development cd a similar size tract of land anywhere on the Ewa Plain. 
Therefore, while the cost for replacement of the existing water lines through the area could be 
significant, it would not be significantly greater than costs for. construction in other undeveloped 
areas in the region. The general location of the existing lines are known, and the replacement 
system could be designed to avoid conflicts and costly line crossings in the event the present 
system is retained for non-potable water use. 

4J.1.3 Cumulative Impacts 

Releasing N S B P  for reuse would increase the available land in the primary growth area on Bahu. 
Development of the lands would create water resource demand in an area already designated as 
a groundwater control area. Therefore, on a Bong-term regional basis, the reuse area would be 
competing with adjacent private landowners for potable water resources, along with storage and 
transmission facilities. 

Sewice to the reuse area from the BW5 system would require off-site infrastructure improvements 
whic1.a may not be completed in time to support the reuse. Various developers in the Ewa Plain 
have committed to construdisn sf water main improvements, such as the transmission main on 
Fort Weaver Road, for dedication $0 BWS. The capacity of this main to serve portions of the reuse 

'%, , 
area and its construction schedule need to be evaluated relative to implementing BWS service. 

Since the retained lands can continue to be sewed by the Navy PWC-owned water system, no 
impact on the regional BWS system would occur. With the decrease in withdrawal from Navy's 
wells due to the lowered system demands, an improvement in the regional groundwater quality 
could be experienced. Should Navy decide to turn over their supply well to BWS, the C&C of 
Honolulu would then become responsible far maintaining pumping rates and greater management 
of the regional groundwater quality. Based on the BWS water development programs for the Ewa 
region and the reallocation of water resources from agricultural to domestic use, meeting the 
retained bands water requirements would not be an issue. 

Mitigation 

To address the competing water demands, various mitigative actions have been identified. One of 
the primary actions would be the use of non-potable water, from sources other than groundwater, 
for landsaping to the extent possible. As discussed in Section 4.7.2, the use of non-potable effiuent 
from the C&C of Honolubu's regional wastewater treatment plant is  proposed for the reuse area. 

Regarding availabiiity of potable supply, the general consensus for the Ewa region is  that supply 
sources are obtainable. With the conversion of regional agricultural lands from sugar cane 
production to diversified crops, irrigation demands would decrease subs8ntial8y. Water heretofore 
alfmated to sugar growers can be released for potable supply to suppo~  land development in the 
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..*..=.+' region. Also, BWS is  considering a regional site, including one in the reuse area, for a 
desalinization plant. This plant would be for potable water production from sea water. As such, 
there are existing as well as long-term plans for regional water resource development to mitigate 
the potential competition for water supplies in the Ewa region. 

Completion of the water system master plan for the reuse area and communication with the BWS 
would be the key factors in mitigating potential conflicts in water resource development. 
Completion of the plan and identifying the water transmission needs would similarly address 
potential conflicts with regional improvements and construction schedules. Potable water supply 
sources are available, but the development of them, along with construction of the associated 
storage and transmission facilities, need to be coordinated with the BWS which is  working with 
other area developers to assure the provision of an adequate and safe drinking water supply. 

4.7.2 Non-Potable Water 

4.7.2.1 Significance Criteria 

Using criteria such as a percent increase in non-potable water use is not valid since there is  no such 
water use under present conditions. In addition, comparing non-potable costs and impacts to 
potable use is  not valid. Potable water supplies in the Ewa region are limited, and all of the private 
land holders in the region have committed to using non-potable water for irrigation to the extent 
possible. Thus, establishing a criterion based on impacts to the potable and non-potable water 
supply sources was selected for assessment purposes. 

.=,# 
Given the regional groundwater quality concerns, any non-potable water system that withdraws 
from the caprock aquifer, or has the potential to adversely impact a potable aquifer, would be 
considered significant for the purposes of this assessment. An adverse impact could potentially 
occur on a potable aquifer if the non-potable water was applied to land overlying it, or in an area 
where potentiai contaminants could migrate to a potable supply source. 

4.7.2.2 Potential Impacts and Mitigation 

Methodology 

Land uses would change under all of the reuse alternatives, with more outdoor recreational areas 
provided, increasing irrigation water demand. To assess irrigation demand, the various areas where 
non-potable water could be used for landscape irrigation were tabulated. From the tabulated 
acreage, the irrigation demand was determined by applying 2.5 inches (6.4 cm) of irrigation water 
per week over park and landscaped areas outside the airport and raceway infield limits. Irrigation 
water application within the airfield and motor raceway was considered to be 1.25 inches (3.2 cm) 
per week. Lowered maintenance of vegetation in these areas was considered since ground cover 
i s  primarily for protection from foreign object damage due to aircraft and vehicles rather than use 
as a recreational resource or aesthetic feature. 

The application of 2.5 inches (6.4 cm) for park and landscaped areas was based on the quality of 
the turf and landscaping likely to be desired in the sport field and recreational areas and the arid 
climate in the Ewa region. BWS Water System Standards indicate use of 'I inch of irrigation water 
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per week in parks for planning purposes. However, the higher figure was used for the purposes of - 
this evaluation to assess maximum demand conditions. 

Assumptions 

For the purpose of impact assessment, it was considered that the only sources d non-potable water 
would be the caprock aquifer and reclaimed effluent from the Department of Environmental 
sew ice'^ 6DESPs) Hanouli uli Wastewater Treatment Plant. These sources were selected based on 
the fact that water drawn from the basal aquifer at NASBP is considered too saline for irrigation use. 
Also, since DES is  beredera consent decree to reuse effluent from its Ewa plant, water of the proper 
quality for irrigation and industrial use or applications would be made available in the region and 
the reuse area. 

Use of surface water catchment was deemed infeasible since the highest irrigation demands 
coincide with the dry periods of the year, making the necessary size of surface water 
irnpoundmenb much larger than could be reasmabiy accommdated within the reuse area. While 
other regional non-potable sources may be available, such as off-site wells or surface waters, the 
reuse area has no entitlements to any suck sources. 

The quantity of irrigation water to be applied to a reuse area was assessed from its proposed land 
use. The total site area, less allowable building and required parking areas, was considered as the 
area to be Bandscaped. However, rather than assume that the entire landscaped area would be 
planted, it was considered that a portion of it would be hardscaped. The hardscape features would 
be unpaved and serve as storm water retention areas to minimize construction of dry wells and 
infiltration galleries for storm runoff disposal. Such a feature could be a simulated dry stream bed 
or rocklined depression with trees planted alongside it to provide shade and topographic relief. 
The adjustments made in computing irrigation requirements for the various land use areas are 
summarized as follows: 

Irrigation water demands were determined using the abovestated methodology, based on applying 
the water to parks, industrial and commercial open spaces, and roadside areas. The use of non- 
potable water in residential areas was considered as undesirable due to the increased potential for 
cross-connections between the potable and won-potable water supply systems. 



In assessing implementation costs for won-potable water use in the reuse area, it was considered 
that new infrastructure would be provided to the NASBP golf course. Since the golf course is a 
designated DES reuse site, non-potable water transmission mains connecting to the existing 
irrigation pump station are assumed to be constructed for this assessment. 

P~tentizll impacts 

No non-potable water system exists to serve the reuse areas. As such, source(s), transmission, and 
distribution system infrastructure would have to be constructed. The estimated non-potable water 
demand to be met by the new infrastructure for each of the alternatives was estimated as follows: 

4-". 

The existing NASBP supply well could be converted to non-potable use, should chloride 
concentrations increase, but only 2.337 MGB (9,348 m3/d) would be available based on DLNR 
allocations. Navy does not recognize this limit, but the well's production capacity is  small 
compared to the estimated reuse area irrigation demand. This constraint and the fact that Navy 
could implement non-potable water irrigation in the retained areas made this source unreliable for 
the purpose of this assessment. The source sf the non-potable water for the reuse area is  proposed 
to be the reclaimed effluent from DES's Honouliuli plant. 

Based on the terms of a federal consent decree, DES is to incrementally increase its production and 
reuse of the Honouliuli plant effluent between July 1997 and the year 201 1. While DES has 
identified various area golf courses and industries for use of the reclaimed effluent, additional areas 
of use will be needed to meet the terms of the consent decree. DES i s  treating the effluent to the 
highest standards required by DOH (R-1 quality). The effluent can be applied by spray, drip, or 
subsurface irrigation methods on parks, school yards, athletic fields, food crops undergoing 
commercial pathogen destruction before consumption, orchards, and vineyards. The R-1 effluent 
can also be used in decorative fountains, industrial applications, dust control, laundries, fish 
hatcheries, and fire fighting. Non-potable water could thus be used to create decorative ponds, 
fountains and water features in park, commercial, and industrial areas as part of the non-planted 
landscaping. 

With application of the non-brackish reclaimed effluent in the reuse area, and increased infiltration 
of storm flows into the groundwater as identified with the hardscaping concepts, beneficial effects 
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on the caprsck aquifer may be experienced. Since the concern associated with withdrawal from L a -  

the caprock is  increased salinity, providing recharge from non-saline water sources may sewe to 
mitigate the effects of previous withdrawal and sea water intrusion into the aquifer. 

Considering the proposed use of DES's Honouliuli plant effluent as the source of the nonpobble 
water system supply, and the potential results of effluent application buffering the effects of 
previous groundwater withdrawal from the caprock aquifer, no significant detrimental impact from 
use of norspotable water would occur. The effluent would be treated to the highest Bevels identified 
by DOH, and no public health haads  would be posed by the proposed application of the R-1 
quality water to the reuse areas as discussed herein. The use of the R-1 water would be consistent 
with the integrated water resources plan being developed by the C&C of Honolulu, as required 
under the State Water Code, and with the requirements of the federal EPA as dictated in the 
consent decree. 

With no detrimental impacts on the caprock aquifer identified, no mitigation measures would be 
envisioned for implementation of the non-potable water system. Even the additional non-potable 
demand of 0.5 MGB 61,730 rn3/d) potentially associated with the barge Airport alternative would 
not have a significant impad on the won-potable water system. 

The use of the R-1 water would require construction of transmission lines through the reuse area 
and pump stations to pressurize the delivery system. To limit construction impads associated with 
use of non-potable water for irrigation, the now-potable water lines should be installed as part of 
all new infrastructure in each reuse area. Roadway standards identifying the location of utility lines, 
including wonpotable water, should be established. As the various recipients of the former NASBP 
lands develop their respective parcels, the standards should be followed to assure continuity of 
utility sewices throughout the area. Nan-potable water lines should be installed to assure that the 
infrastructure is in place to achieve the regional water conservation and reuse goals. By requiring 
that all the wow-potable water system infrastructure be installed, there would be only minor 
construction impacts associated with start-up of the service once the sources are connected. 

The won-potable water system would be sized to handle the designed future development of the 
area. With proper utilities master planning, the size of transmission and distribution pipelines and 
associated pumping stations muld be established such that the system could sewe the area at full 
build out. By installing the infrastructure required for the ultimate development, the impacts 
associated with inadequate system pressures in the future and construction of parallel or dual 
irrigation systems through a parcel could be avoided. 

4.7.2.3 Cumulative impacts 

With no water being withdrawn kom the caprock aquifer, no detrimental effects on the regional 
groundwater systems are foreseen. The nowpotable water to be applied would be derived from 
non-aqamifer water sources, and a long-term improvement in the caprock aquifer may be achieved 
as a result of the proposed irrigation in the reuse area. Decreasing the salinity in the caprock aquifer 
may also serve ta preserve existing potable groundwater sources in the region. 
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Since the effluent to be used in irrigation would be treated to the highest quality standards 
La' established by DOH, pathogens entering the groundwater system shousd not be a problem. Also, 

the caprock is  not a direct potable supply aquifer. Hence, applying the effluent to land overlying 
the caprock would dispose of the reclaimed water without having to apply it in areas directly 
overlying potable supply aquifers. 

Basd on the treatment capacity of DES's Honouliuli treatment plant, there would be an adequate 
supply of R-1 water for irrigation of the reuse area under all reuse alternatives. BES has identified 
areas for effluent to be applied but will need additional areas to comply with the terms of the 
consent decree. 

Proper planning to acquire the non-potable supply from DES and to provide transmission facilities 
to meet the ultimate reuse area irrigation demand would mitigate the impact of using Honouliuli 
effluent. With the R-1 quality water requirements established, commitments for its acquisition and 
delivery to the area would be negotiated. 

In the event development of a parcel designated for non-potable water irrigation does not move 
ahead as scheduled, the effluent can be applied and the land used as open space to maintain the 
commitment to DES for accepting effluent. Since most of the reuse area is  undeveloped, irrigation 
of a parcel could be readily undertaken once the non-potable water infrastructure is in place. 
Limited demolition and no displacement of operations would be necessary to irrigate a parcel on 
an interim basis. 

4.7.3 Wastewater 
' .y<<v- 

4.7.3.1 Significance Criteria 

A wastewater generation rate exceeding the available Honouliuli W W P  capacity of 5 MGD 
(20,000 m3/d) available for the reuse area would be significant. 

4.7.3.3 Potential Impacts and Mitigation 

Methodology 

Wastewater flows that to be generated under each of the reuse alternatives were estimated from 
BES's Design Standards. The flows were computed based on the number of residents, workers, 
students, or facility users estimated for each alternative in the socioeconomic analyses. Where an 
average daily wastewater generation rate was not provided in the Standards, the discharge flow was 
taken from Chapter 11-62, Wastewater Systems, of the Hawaii Administrative Rules. 

The dry weather infiltratiodinflow rate was added to the computed population flows to estimate 
the average daily discharge for land uses in each reuse alternative. Since the available topographic 
and manhole data indicated that most sewer lines are, and would likely be, above the ground-water 
table, a daily infiltratiodinflow rate of 5 gallons (1 9 liters) per capita was used in the computations. 
With the significance criteria set as WMrTP capacity, average daily flows rather than peak flows 
were computed for the analyses. 
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Assumptions _I- 

It was assumed that discharging to the Honouliuli W P  was the only option available for 
wastewater treatment and disposal in the reuse area. f he reuse area is  mrrendy within the W P ' s  
sewice area, and implementation of on-site treatment would not be cost+ffeaive. Reverting to 
individual on-site wastewater disposal facilities is  not allowed under DOH regulations. 

The previous utility analyses implied that most of the existing sewer system could be used to serve 
the reuse area, The average daily flows estimated for the reuse alternatives were lower than those 
identified for the reuse scenarios in the N a ~ l  Air S~t ion  Barbers Point Community 8edew/oprnent 
P / m .  Thus, for the purpose of this evaluation, it was assumed that existing wastewater facilities, 
with modifications as discussed belowp would be used in the future development. Peak wastewater 
flows for the various alternatives were not estimated since specific sewer line capacities were not 
assessed. During an interim period, reuse areas would need to use the Navy system to convey 
sewage to Hsnoarliuli, The arrangements for payment of facility use wil l weed to be coordinated 
between the L M  and Navy. 

Potential empads 

The computed wastewater generation rates under each of the reuse alternatives are as follows: 

Comparing the computed flows to the 5 MGD (289,0630 m3/d) avaiiable for the reuse area, none of 
the proposed alternatives would have a significant effect on the regional or on-site wastewater 
facilities. The computed flows range from 1 0 to 17 percent of the available capacity. 

Although there has been no agreement to turn over the existing sanitary sewer sewice to DES, 
service in the reuse area is likely to be through the existing onsite system. The sewer tines are in 
place within existing roadways, It would thus be cost effective to use the present system to the 
extent practical. It was noted in one of the previous utility studies hat transfer ofthe existing system 
within the reuse area was technically and economically feasible. A general comparison of the 
existing system's construction to the BES standards mncluded that the sewer lines generally 
conform to DES's criteria (Hawaii Pacific Engineers, February 27, 1998). 

The wastewater facility assessment completed for the Naval Air Station Bar$ers Point Community 
Redeve%opment Pian identified the various new or modified pumping facilities needed to 
implement the Statepreferred alternative. Four facilities would be required: two new pump stations 
and two modified pump stations. These facilities are identified in Figure 4.7-1. The two new 
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faciiities would be located in the northwest and north central areas of the site to sewe proposed 
'--A, 

new land uses. The modified facilities wouid be pump station 1 E, which has a present capacity of 
only 0.04 MGD (160 m3/d), and pump Station 4W, with an existing capacity of 63.33 MGD 
61,320 m3%). The actual pump stations to be retained must be further evaluated based on the aaual 
reuse parcel layouts. 

Additionallgp, Navy personnel involved in utility system dedication review with DES noted two 
items of concerns: the gravity line beneath the runway and the asbestos cement force main fmm 
pump station 3R. To address DES3 cornern about the line beneath the runway, a new gravity line 
parallel to the north side of the runway could be installed connecting to the proposed new North 
Central Area pump station. Concerns about the force main could only be addressed through 
replacement. The new force main and pump station 3R would be sized based on the sewice area 
flows. The force main alignment would follow the new roadways through the reuse area. These 
wastewater facility improvements are also shown in Figure 4.7-1. 

Mitigation 

In view of the unal%ocated capacity at DESfs Honouliuli P, there i s  adequate treatment 
capacity for the redevelopment area under all of the land u natives. As such, no mitigative 
actions e required, Both the retained and redevelopment areas could be served by the 
existing . During the interim period, the conveyance of sewage is an issue that needs to be 
coordinated between the DES, LRA, and Navy. 

4.7.3.3 Cumuiative impacts . . . . . . . .  . . . .  
<.: ........ ;.... , ............ -. 

As noted in the water infmstrudure analysis, releasing lands at NASBP will provide additional areas 
for development in the most intense region of growth on the island. Depending on the land use 
alternative, the reuse would generate from 0.33 to 0.67 MGD 61,328 to 2,480 rn3/d) of additional 
wastewater compared to existing activities. While the projected flows are within Navy's purchased 
allocation and available capacity for the reuse area, conftias with planned sewer line sizes based 
on previous regional master plans may need to be resolved. 

The best means to address the potential conflicts with trunk sewer sizing and possible W W P  
allocation restrictions is  to coordinate with DES and submit a wastewater facilities master plan, as 
is  currently being planned by DBEDT. Given the ultimate capacity of the M P  and current flows, 
handling the additional flows from the NASBP area should not be a problem. The master plan, 
however, should address the regional treatment and transmission requirements, along with regional 
reuse area facility weeds. The facilities assessment should include identification of new construdion 
as well as improvements to existing facilities remaining in sewice. 

4.7-4 Drainage 

4.7.4.1 Significance Criteria 

An increase of 10 percent or more over the existing storm water runoff quantities would be 
considered significant for the purposes 0% this assessment. This value was selected since it 
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approximates the accuracy of the figures used in the runoff computations. Also, it is  anticipated that 
G&w a drainage system would typically be designed with a 18 percent reserve capacity due to 

conservative design assumptions and, hence, a projected runoff quantity that exceeds the existing 
runoff quantity by 10 percent could potentially exceed the capacity of the existing storm drainage 
facilities. 

4.7.4.2 Potential Impacts and Mitigation 

Methodology 

Reuse of NASBP would alter drainage patterns and the quantity of storm water runoff. Total runoff 
quantities would change due to a change in the types of ground surface resulting from development 
under base reuse. Another impact would be the possibility that new drainage structures and 
pipelines would have to be constructed to accommodate any increase in runoff. 

Storm water runoff quantities were estimated using the DPW Storm Drainage Sandards. Runoff 
quantities for areas 100 acres (40 hectares) or less were found using the Rational Method, for the 
10-year 1-hour storm. Because areas sewed by dry wells can be treated as individual drainage 
basins, and dry wells or storm drain inlets are located throughout the site, the large open areas were 
analyzed as drainage basins of less than I 08 acres (40 hectares). 

Assumptions 

For the purpose of the analysis, it was assumed that runoff flows from Navy-retained lands and 
. .z,~ areas of continued use, such as the airfield, would remain unchanged. Therefore, only areas of land 

use change were considered in the storm water runoff analyses. 

For the initial phases of development, the existing storm water disposal facilities are assumed to 
continue in operation and their capacity or ability to accommodate flow from initial development 
phases would not significantly change. Qver the long-term, site reuse and regulatory constraints 
may require replacement of existing facilities. 

Given the condition precedent whereby offsite runoff is conveyed to the NASBP coral pit, it was 
also assumed that the pit would remain in setvice to handle upland storm water discharges. Under 
DPW policies, increasing off-site runoff, altering its location of discharge onto downstream 
properties, or blocking on-site runoff cannot be undertaken without agreement from the affected 
landowner. 

Since the potential to discharge off-site runoff from the Kaloi Gulch Drainage Basin through the 
Barbers Point area was presented in the Naval Air Station Barbers Point Community 
Redevelopment Plan, it is included in the alternative assessments. 

Potential Impacts 

The increase in total site runoff over existing conditions for the State-preferred and three other 
alternatives was computed by the Rational Method for the design storm. The results of the 
computations are summarized as follows: 
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The increase in runoff over existing conditions for all the alternatives would he due to the decrease 
in open grassed areas. Under existing conditions most of the base is undeveloped, with grassed 
areas predominating shoreward of the operational areas. Outside of the runways, there are no 
major hardstand tracts in the reuse area. Under the developed conditions, the grassed areas would 
be covered with impervious surface, preventing infiltration sf storm water to the subsurface and 
thus increasing runoff. 

Under all development alternatives, other than the No Airport Baiternative, the increase in runoff 
would exceed the significance threshold of 18 percent additional runoff compared to existing 
conditions. The differences in the percent increase between the alternatives are associated with the 
proposed land uses. Under the Large Airport alternative, light industrial and residential Band uses 
would be approximateiy equal to those identified for parks and open space; hence this alternative 
has the greatest percent increase. While park and open space land uses predominate the State- 
preferred and SrnalI Airport alternatives, the continued use of the airfield with the added 
commercial and light industrial activities wouid result in an approximate one-third increase in 
runoff over existing conditions. The airfield uses would be discontinued under the No Airport 
alternative, which counters the proposed commercial and light industrial land uses, thereby leading 
to the least amount of additional runoff discharged. 

Without increasing the number of dry wells or adding infiltration galleries or other drainage system 
improvements, the additional storm water runoff under all of the reuse alternatives would heighten 
localized ponding and possibly expand the f l o d  zone limits. Runoff would collect in low spots 
and depressions, with the ponding depth increased over existing conditions. When the ponding 
reaches depths above the existing terrain, runoff would flow to Iswer-lying areas, which would 
eventually result in widening the A and AE flood zones along the shoreline (see Figure 5.1-4). 

The primary use of coastal lands sender all reuse alternatives would be for recreation. As such, the 
increased flood zone limits would not significantly restria developments under any of the 
alternatives. The only facilities likely to be affected by the flood zones are roadways and airfield 
pavements in the eastern end of existing Taxiway K. A summary sf the probable increase in the 
width of the flood limits based on the computed increased runoff flows follows: 
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Based on the identified means sf storm water disposal, long-term effects could occur on the 
recipient water bodies over time. Storm water runoff, while considered non-potable, is typically 
fresh water. The recipient water bodies, groundwater for the on-site disposal system options and 
coastal waters for the channelized drainage system, are sea water influenced. Therefore, the 
potential exists for changing the general character of the groundwater beneath the site and surface 
water in the coastal zone at the point of discharge for a drainage channel's ocean outlet. 

Mitigation 

Mitigation of the increased storm runoff following development would involve construction of on- 
site storm water disposal facilities, such as dry welts, infiltration galleries, and ponding basins, or 

eyzw. provision of a drainage system to convey storm water to the ocean (Figure 4.7-2). Both types of 
drainage systems would be applicable to any of the reuse alternatives. Given the flat topography 
of the site, it i s  most likely that a combination of the two types of drainage systems would be 
employed to effectively handle additional storm runoff flows. 

Under all of the reuse alternatives, the existing dry wells would remain in sewice to the extent 
possible. The new parcel owners would have to obtain the UlC permit from DOH, adding dry 
wells to the permit as appropriate to support the new develspments. Depending on the parcel use, 
the permit requirements for the existing dry wells and the design of any new dry wells would have 
to be modified to assure protection of the groundwater. Such modifications could include more 
frequent sampling or analyzing samples for different parameters than under current conditions. 
Infiltration galleries, essentially horizontal dry wells with a length greater than the depth, could be 
used where permit requirements restrict the depth for inspection purposes and where deep 
excavations are undesirable. 

On the case of park lands and other open-space developments, construction of dry wells may not 
be cost-effective. Dry wells are typically 6 to 8 feet (1.8 to 2.4 meters) in diameter, with an 8- to 
28-foot (2.4- to 6-meter) depth and reinforced concrete rings to predude collapsing of the side 
walls. A concrete slab with cast iron grate and frame are placed on top of the rings to provide a 
load-bearing surface with collection inlet. Installing such structures within recreational areas is 
typically not cost effective if low-lying play fields or other features are available for water storage 
and ponding. 
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While the C&C of Honolulu Department of Public Works ( D W  does not prohibit use of dry wells 
k. <,*', for storm water disposal, their Storm Drainage Standards are predicated on collection and drainage 

to natural or man-made drainage ways. The existing storm drainage system dry wells cannot be 
dedicated to DPW. Any channels or ocean outlets would have to be constructed to DPW 
requirements in accordance with the Storm Drainage Standards. The DPW supports the concept 
of providing a drainage channel and ocean outfall to accommodate drainage from the NASBP lands 
and the upland areas. 

4.9.4.3 Cumulative Impacts 

Due to the delay in implementation of the Ewa Marina project, the concept of combining storm 
water flow from the Kaloi Gulch and Kapolei drainage basins has been proposed. AIthough 
conceptual analyses have determined that such a system could be constructed, no agreement or 
formal discussions among Navy, C&C of Honolulu, and affected Ewa developers and landowners 
regarding this issue have been undertaken (Helber Hasten & Fee, Planners, March 1997). The 
concept involves construction of a diversion channel from the Kaloi Gulch Basin, which would 
parallel Renton Road, crossing to the coral pit through a 400-foot (120-meter) wide, 12-foot (3.6 
meter) deep box culvert. An outlet from the coral pit, consisting of concrete-lined and natural 
channels, would be constructed to the ocean. Figure 4.7-2 illustrates the alignment of the concrete- 
linednatural channel that begins at the coral pit, northeast of the end of the existing Runways 22L 
and 22R, discharging to the ocean about 1,000 feet (300 meters) south of Coral Sea Road. The 
width and depth of this channel would vary depending on its lining and the drainage area served. 
An assessment of the channel options is presented as follows based on the configuration presented 
in the Naval Air Station Barbers Point Community Redevelopment Plan: 

w+ 

(without coral pit) 

Diverting the Kaloi Gulch basin runoff onto the NASBP site would encumber 1.5 to 35.8 acres (0.6 
to t 4.3 hectares) for a drainage way through the central portion of the reuse area. Under the State- 
preferred, Large Airport, and Small Airport alternatives, the proposed channel alignment would be 
within the airfield property and park land. 

The drainage channel would impact proposed commercial developments under the barge Airport 
and No Airport alternatives. To avoid the commercial area under the Large Airport alternative, the 
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channel would have to be aligned easterly of its proposed location. The location of the channel 
outlet, however, would have to be evaluated to avoid conflicts with the proposed beach center 
indicated in this area. Since the airfield is eliminated under the No Airport alternative, an optional 
channel alignment worth of the existing runway could be used. This channel would be routed 
between Band use parcels, discharging to the ocean at the end of Runway 9 1-29. 

The benefit of the channel in the reuse area is  that it provides a means of storm runoff disposal from 
on-site and retained lands, as well as the upland basins. With the construction of an outlet to the 
mean andor improvements to the storm water disposal system in the reuse area, storm drainage 
in the retained lands may be improved over existing conditions. Previous assessments indicated 
extensive areas of ponding in the existing enlisted penonnel's housing area. With a drainage outlet 
provided from the coral pit, or with more disposal facilities downstream of the retention area, some 
of the existing Bllooding problems may be addressed. 

Due to the flat topography of the NASBP site, however, a channel could sewe only the areas 
adjacent to it. Depending ow the depth of the channel, the sewice area would range from 1,000 
to 2,000 feet (308 to 600 m) on either side of it. In this regard, the optional channel alignment 
identified for the No Airport alternative would serve more of the reuse area since its length through 
the site i s  greater than the one proposed along Coral Sea Road. 

The implications of accepting off-site runoff through the reuse area would be significant and wouJd 
involve restricting land use and potential loss of areas to residential, commercial, and Bight 
industrial deveiopment within the site. Increasing the off-site storm water runoff flows through the 
site would also involve land retained by Navy, restricting development and exposing Navy to 
liability from upstream contaminants conveyed in the storm water onto their property. iw .%, 

The impact of eliminating the existing coral pit for storm water retention would be significant, since 
the storm water flow to be conveyed through the site would increase almost 25 percent. 
Eliminating the cora! pit was not discussed in the Navd Air Station Barbers Point Comrnernity 
Redevebopmepat Phn. Discontinuing use of the pit as part of the regional storm drainage system 
would open up the approximate 35-acre (1 Qhectare) pit area for other development within Navy- 
retained land. Meeting adjacent existing grades around the coral pit would, however, require about 
1.2 million cubic yards (4 million m3) of fill. 

While increasing the runoff discharge from off-site drainage basins to the coral pit may have 
disadvantages to Navy and reuse areas, it would be beneficial to development of Ewa Villages, East 
Kapolei, and upland areas of Kaloi Gulch. The redirection of runoff flows from the Kaloi Gulch 
basin onto NASBP would address regional drainage concerns identified by DPW and would open 
asp Kaloi and Kapolei lands for future development. 

Mitigation of the impads associated with conveyance of regional storm water runoff through the 
reuse site mu\$ be addressed by not redireding the 4 1 ,0QO d s  (330 rn3/sec) from the KaBoi Gulch 
Basin to the coral pa'& Runoff from the basin would continue to flow down-slope to the Ewa Marina 
area, following i ts  natural drainage pattern. 

Mitigation of the coastal zone impacts would have to be addressed during the design and 
environmental analyses for construction of the storm drainage ocean oudet. EcologicaJ and ocean 
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current studies would be needed to identify probable effects of the outlet and required mitigation 
\ :.s measures. 

The rerouting of the off-site drainage must also be reviewed by Navy. While conveyance of storm 
runoff from the areas directly upland of Navy land needs to continue because existing flows cannot 
be blocked, there is no requirement for Navy to retain the existing coral pit as part of the storm 
drainage systern. Nor is  there a requirement for Navy to accept additional flows as proposed by 
DPW. The pit could be filled with a channel or other storm drainage facility provided to accept off- 
site runoff and convey the flows to another detention area. The drainage systern improvements 
made in the reuse area thus need to be coordinated with the decisions of Navy relative to retaining 
the coral pit as part of the regional storm drainage system and acceptance of runoff from Kaloi 
Gulch. Hence, regional drainage is an unresolved issue that will require further studies and input 
from Navy and all affected parties. 

Electricity 

Significance Criteria 

A power demand exceeding the planned island-wide electrical system capacity of 2,039 MW 
projected for the year 201 7 would be considered significant. The year 201 7 has been used because 
it represents a point in time at which both full development could occur and island-wide capacity 
is  provided in the Integrated Resources Plan (HECO, Inc., January 1998). 

. .  . .. . ... ... r... . . . .y CClCcl. 

4.7.5.2 Potential Impacts and Mitigation 

Methodology 

Power demands for the various alternatives were computed based on the identified probable 
building areas and applying the associated watts per square foot listed in Facility Planning Criteria 
for Navy and Marine Corps Shore Installations, NAVFAC P-80. For the purpose of computing the 
MVA from the computed watts, a power factor of 0.9 was applied. This factor is typical for mixed 
industrial and residential land use of urban type areas. 

Assumptions 

Since HECO i s  the only local power authority on-island, it was taken to be the only viable entity 
to assume ownership of the existing power distribution system in the reuse area. As such, the costs 
for system upgrading and improvement would be based on meeting HECO's requirements and 
standards. The street light system would eventually be owned by the C&C of Honolulu DTS or the 
State DOT. 

Potential Impacts 

The projected power demand for the reuse alternatives would be as follows: 



*HECO Inc., 8998. 

The demands for all alternatives are greater than the capacity of the existing on-site system (25 
MVA). However, the island-wide power grid can accommodate the anticipated increase in 
electrical demands associated with reuse as the total power demand under all reuse alternatives 
does not exceed the projected island-wide capacity. Ts mitigate the potential impads resulting 
from the anticipated ekctrical demands of reuse and from the insufficient existing etedricab 
distribution system, on-site electrical system modifications would be needed. The new electrical 
systelm owner would be responsible for upgrading and maintaining the on-site system to meet the 
anticipated demand. The coordinated efforts of HECB, Navy, and LRA can result in plans and 
implementation measures to provide an e~edrical distribution system sufficient to support the reuse 
area, 

Mitigation 

The items identified in the Navab Air Station Barbers Point Community Wedevebopmene Pian as 
requiring changes to meet HECB requirements are summarized as foB!ows: 

@ Changing presentsy shared manholes. The existing underground distribution system has 
electric, telephone, and cable television using common manholes. The State Public Utilities 
Commission {PUCB does not permit shared manholes and HECO would have to obtain a 
waiver if they were to acquire the existing system (PUC General Order 10, February 18, 
1968). 

@ Providing direct buiiding services. Service to many buildings i s  unmetered. Also, some 
facilities are sewed by an extension from an existing structure rather than having a direct 
sewice connection from the electrical distribution network. In the event such existing 
facilities would be reused following property transfer, direct metered sewice would need 
to be installed to each building. 
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a The existing overhead poles are owned by Navy. Poles on Oahu are generally controlled 
\<.& by a joint pole committee which allows use of poles for electrical, telephone, cable 

television, and street light service. The disposition of poles in the reuse area needs to be 
resolved. 

a Environmental issues. HECO will require that all PCB-containing substations and 
transformers, and asbestoscontaining ducts, be identified. Cleanup of PCB contamination 
is being conducted by Navy. 

Given the magnitude of the changes, the conceptual nature af the reuse plans, and the fact that 
HECO generally absorbs the expense of upgrading the main electrical system infrastructure, no cost 
estimates for electrical system improvements were completed for the Naval Air Station Barbers 
Point Community Redevelopment Phn. HECO undertakes the main system upgrades, such as new 
substations, while the landowner provides the substation site at no cost. The landowner would also 
be responsible for installation of meter sockets, duct lines, and other service extension costs as 
required by tariff, which would be a parcel-specific development cost. HECO would also require 
electrical system easements for lines and facilities outside their land ownership or the new rights-of- 
way. Based on statements made in the Naval Air Station Barbers Point Community Redevelopment 
Plan, HECO is prepared to assume ownership of the existing electrical system and also plans to 
complete the required system upgrades under a phased program. 

It was also stated in the redevelopment plan that HECO made a privatization proposal to Navy to 
assume ownership of the electrical system in the retained area as well as in the reuse area. Under 
this proposal, HECO would acquire the existing substations, distribution lines, poles, and other 

-*SF electrical facilities throughout the existing base. Navy would then install meters for system 
separation and billing, grant utility easements, and pay HECO for electrical service to faciiities in 
the retained area. 

Transfer of the electrical system within the retained and reuse areas has not yet been defined. Both 
HECO and Navy are open to reviewing the transfer alternatives and phasing of ownership for the 
existing electrical facilities. The key issues to be resolved are the costs to be incurred in the transfer 
and the subsequent user rates to Navy. 

4.7.5.3 Cumulative Impacts 

The additional power needed to support the reuse areas and other future developments would be 
obtained from the island-wide electrical grid system. These cumulative impacts are not considered 
significant because these power demands would be considered in long-term power supply plans, 
similar to other development projects on the island. 

4.7.6 Solid Waste 

4.7.6.1 Significance Criteria 

An average MSW generation rate of five percent or more over the 1991 figures would be 
considered significant for the purpose of this assessment (1 991 figures were used in lieu of 1993 
figures, which were unavailable). The 5 percent figure was considered as the factor by which the 

*..<&- 



MSW tonnage could vary for an Oahu community based on recycling markets and changes in --.* 

population lifestyle and disposal habits. A greater increase may result in increased collection and 
disposa! costs, as well as reduce landfill life. The uncertainties inherent in projecting waste 
tonnages, and the effects of variables such as composition of the additional MSW, counter an 
increase of less than 5 percent. 

Since a considerable amount of site demolition and new construction is anticipated with the 
redevelopment activities, the volume d h i s  type d waste material generated was also considered. 
There is  only one permitted landfill on Oahu for clearing, grubbing! construction and demolition 
waste, which has the capability to handle at least 480,800 cubic yards (320,000 m3) annually. A 
waste generation rate greater than 10 percent of this volume would be considered significant 
because it could impact the hciiity's normal operating procedures (e,g., the landfill facility may not 
be able to handle the rate of Incoming loads of waste into the landfill and may have to extend its 
operating hours to accommodate the additional waste). 

4.7.62 Potential Impads and Mitigation 

Methodology 

Solid waste generation under each reuse area alternative was estimated by applying rates for each 
type of Band use to the projected number of residents or uses. The number of residents or uses was 
as projected in the socioeconomic analysis for each alternative. The waste generation rate for 
residential land uses w a  based on the most recent DPW solid waste pianning study (C&C of 
Honolulu, March 1995). Generation rates for non-residential [and use were taken from published 
textbook figures developed from U.S. EPA data flchobanoglous, 1997). The textbook rates were 
then increased by 20 percent to adjust for current Iocal conditions as determined in DPW's study. 
Construction related impacts were estimated based on proposed land use changes, such as 
demolition sf airfield pavements to create park lands. 

Assumptions 

It was assumed that the current method of commercial contractor hauling and disposal would be 
continued following site reuse. While BPW may service new residential areas, in general, the MSW 
collection, hauling and disposal procedures would remain the same in the future. Establishing a 
new solid waste disposal facility on site was not considered a viable option based on the DOH 
requirements and proximity d existing licensed disposal facilities. Also, given the proximity of the 
site to H-POWER and Waimanalo Gulch Landfill, it was also assumed that no transfer station woarfd 
be required. 

For estimating the annual volume of clearing, grubbing construdion and demolition waste, it was 
considered that ail work would occur over a 10-year period. While the schedule in the Naval Air 
Station Barbers Paint Community Redevehpment P%an was about double this duration, using 4 8 
years allowed for clearing and demolition activity to take place in early stages to meet possible 
development opportunities as they arise. 
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Potential Impasto 

Based on the identified unit generation rates, the estimated daily average solid waste tonnages for 
each of the alternative reuse concepts are as follows: 

None of the proposed alternatives are anticipated to generate more solid waste tonnage than the 
1991 levels for NASBP. As such, none of the proposed reuse alternatives would have a significant 
impact on local or regional solid waste facilities. Under the No Action alternative, use of the base 
would decrease, so there would be a corresponding decrease in waste generation. 

Construction Impads. Developing the NMBP site for alternative uses would require construction 
activities. Potential impacts are discussed relative to their effects on solid waste disposal facilities. 

4 55" Given the present nature of the site, most of these activities would involve clearing and grubbing 
to strip away vegetation and provide a suitable building site. Construction in some areas would also 
require razing of existing buildings and demolition of structures. These activities would generate 
waste materials which would need to be disposed of at a licensed construction and demolition 
material landfill. The estimated volume of such materials is  as follows: 

Since the land disturbed for the State-preferred and Large Airport alternatives would be 
approximately the same, the volumes of waste generated in site development would be 
comparable. Under the Small Airport alternative, the western portion of the existing airfield is  

, . . . . . . ~,fl~j 



proposed to be removed, thereby accounting for the higher volumes of waste generated. With the 
airport completely discontinued in the No Airport alternative, the most clearing and demolition 
wastes would be generated under this land use plan. None of the alternatives, however, would 
have a significant impad on the available solid waste disposal faci iity. 

None of the proposed alternatives are anticipated to exceed a sol id waste generation rate of dive 
percent or more over the 1994 rate, and construdion debris would not significantly displace 
capacity of solid waste disposal facilities. 

Recycling could be undertaken with the site development wastes to reduce the ultimate volume 
requiring landfilling. Given the nature d the dearing, grubbing! construdion and demolition waste 
rnaterials, disposal at H-POWER for energy recovery would not be practical. 

it is estimated that with processing and screening about half of the clearing and grubbing wastes 
couid be reused as topmil in the new parks and landscape area. Soie amendments would need to 
be added, but the processing of the stripped surface soil layer for new facility construction couM 
mitigate a substantial volume sf the clearing waste generated. 

Similarly, the Portland cement concrete and asphalt cement debris generated in the razing of 
existing buildings and pavement demolition could be reclaimed for reuse. The Sbte DOT allows 
use of roadway base course that is  made from processed reclaimed paving materials. Removal of 
fenous metals, including concrete reinforcing, i s  practiced by demolition contradon and the 
licensed operaton of the construction and demolition landfill. Therefore, most of the demolition 
wastes resulting from implementation of the alternative land uses could be u s 4  in new 
construction either on-site or elsewhere in the region. Ns significant impacts on solid waste 
disposal are expected because the construction and demoiition materials generated over the 2 8  
year development period would not significantly displace capacity at sdid waste disposal facilities, 
and recycling and reuse sf constructisn and demolition materials would minimize disposal 
volumes. 

4.7.6.3 Cumulative Impacts 

The proposed reuse would have no significant impacts on the regional MSW or sther disposal 
facilities. The projected solid waste tonnages generated from activities under the proposed 
alternatives would be less than those for the previous intense on-site land uses with the same 
disposal destination. Since the tonnages would be less, traffic volumes associated with waste 
hauling wsdd also be lower than experienced in the past. 
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4.7.7.1 Significance Criteria 

An action would result in a significant impact on c~mmunication systems if it uses a substantial 
proportion of the remaining system capacity, reaches or exceeds current system capacity, or 
requires development of new facilities not currently planned. 

4.7.7.2 Potential Impacts and Mitigation 

No significant impacts are anticipated from the reuse alternatives, as communication systems 
(telephone and cable television) can be developed to meet the needs of the reuse areas, 

4.7.7.3 Cumulative Impacts 

There are no significant cumulative impads associated with communication systems (telephone 
and cable television). 



CHAPTER FIVE 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES--OTHER 
CONS1 DERATIONS 

5.1 IRRETRlEVABLEIIRREVERSIBLE COMMITMENT OF 
RESOURCES 

With development of the reuse areas, the land would essentially be unavailable for other purposes. 
Irreversible and irretrievable resources would be committed by the LFQA and other entities charged 
with reuse of the surplus property. In addition to construction materials, along with the electricity 
required to support construction and long-term activities in the reuse areas, water (particularly 
nonpotable water to irrigate large expanses of park and landscaping envisioned in the various 
alternatives) is a critical resource that would be required. Development of park lands would also 
require substantial volumes of topsoii. Clearing would involve loss of existing vegetation, to be 
partially replaced by landscaping, but no endangered or threatened species would be lost. Reuse 
may involve irreversible alterations to cultural resources, but the treatment of significant resources 
would be determined in consul tation with SHPB. 

5.2 ENERGY REQUIREMENTS AND CONSERVATION 
POTENTIAL 

Energy consumption would be required in the short term for the demolition and construction 
associated with the reuse alternatives. Following complete buildout, electrical demands would 
increase. Annual electrical demands for reuse alternatives would be greater than the existing 
capacity. A phased program of main system upgrades would, therefore, be required. 

Demolition of nonreusable buildings and renovation of older buildings scheduled for reuse would 
result in greater energy efficiency. New and retrofi~ed buildings would be constructed with energy 
efficient systems, such as improved air conditioning systems. 

None of the activities associated with the proposed reuse alternatives would generate more solid 
waste than 1991 NASBP activities. In addition, construction and demolition debris would be 
generated, but would be recycled and reused to the rnaximurn extent practicable. Clearing and 
grubbing waste could be reused as topsoil in new parks. Concrete and asphalt debris generated in 
demolition of existing buildings and pavement could be reclaimed for reuse in new construction 
on-site or elsewhere. Selected solid waste could also be disposed of at composting facilities. 

5.3 RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SHORT-TERM USE AND 
LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 

In the short term, use of surplus land at NASBP would be constrained by construction activities. 
However, development of the reuse areas would enhance the long-term productivity of the site by 
providing lands for many uses for which there are recognized needs, such as a general aviation 
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reliever airport, parks, housing, and commercia8 activities. If the No Action alternative is  se8ectedP 
surplus propew would be unused and unproductive. 

UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

With the exception of traffic associated with special events, other impacts could be either avoided 
or mitigated to a levet that would be considered not significant. 

5.5 COMPLIANCE WITH FAA ORDER 5850.4A 

This FEIS has been written to comply with FAA Order 5050.4A, Aa'rpofl Environmental Handbook, 
in addition to the requirements identified in Section 1.1. This section is  included as an aid to those 
who need to review the contents of this document in the format designated in F M  Order 5050.48. 

Noise analysis. See Section 4.1.5. 

Compatible Band use. See Seaions 4.1 -5, 4.4.3 and 5.6.1. 

Land use and urban growth. See Sections 4.7 and 5.6.1. 

Design, art, and architectural applications. See Sedion 5.6.1. 

Social impact analysis. See Section 4.6. 

Secondary (induced) analysis, See Section 4.6. 

Air quality. See Sedions 4.1 -4 and 5.6.5. 

Water quality. See Sections 4.1.2, 4.1.3, and 5.6.2. 

DOT Act, Section 409. See Section 5.6.10. 

Historic, architectural, archaeologicat, and csdltura! resources. See Sections 4.3 and 5.4.6. 

Wildlife and waterfowI. See Sedisn 4.2. 

Endangered and threatened species of fauna and flora. See Sections 4.2, 5.6.3, and 5.6.4. 

Wetlands. See Sections 4.1 -3, 4.2.2.4, and 5.6.2. 

floodplain management. See Section 5.6.7. 

Coastal Zone Management. See Section 5.6.9. 

Wild and scenic rivers. There are no wild and scenic rivers in the state of Hawaii. 

Farmiawds. The Farmland Protection Policy Act is  not applicable; there is  no farmland on the site. 



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
DISPOSAL AND REUSE OF NAS BARBERS POINT CHAPTER FIVE 

Coastal barriers. The Coastal Barriers Resources Act applies only to undeveloped coastal areas 
along the Atlantic and Gulf Coasts and therefore is  not applicable at NASBP. 

Energy analysis; energy supply and natural resources. See Sections 4.7.5 and 5.2. 

Light emissions. Operational light emissions associated with proposed facilities would not have a 
significant impact on neighboring land uses. Under the alternatives that retain airport use, the 
existing runway lights would be retained on Runways 4L-22R, 4R-22L and 1 1-29. Existing taxiway 
lighting would be retained on all existing taxiways. Lighting would be installed on new taxiways 
and would replace existing taxiway reflectors on Taxiway K. The existing airport beacon would be 
converted to a single beam to identify the civilian airport. Surrounding parking areas would have 
area pole lighting. 

Solid waste impact. See Section 4.7.6. 

Construction impacts. See Sections 4.1.1.2, 4.1.3.2, 4.1.4.1, 4.1.5.2, 4.3.2, and 4.7.6.3. 

Visual impacts. See Section 4.1.6. 

Considerations relating to pedestrians and bicyclists. This issue would be addressed in the more 
detailed planning to be conducted by the LM,  subsequent landowners, andlor developers. The EIS 
analysis is at a general land use planning level only. 

5.6 CONSISTENCY WITH LAND USE PLANS, POLICIES AND 
CONTROLS 

5.6.1 Local Land Use PlansDoning Restrictions 

5.6.1.1 City and C~unty  ~f Honolulu General Plan 

The General Plan establishes the long-range objectives and policies for the C&C of Honolulu. This 
section indicates whether reuse alternatives conform to General Plan policies that apply to NASBP. 

All alternatives except No Action are generally consistent with General Pian policies regarding 
recreation and employment. In particular, the provisions for regional parks and industrial space at 
NASBP support the development of Kapolei as a Second City, and the proposed developments, 
e.g., motor sports raceway complex and international sports center, would host events involving 
and attracting visitors. The No Airport alternative, however, i s  not consistent with three General 
Plan policies: (1) develop separate aviation facilities for small civilian aircraft, (2) provide adequate 
disaster response services for the Island of Oahu, and (3) support airport safety by relieving 
congestion at HIA. Because the airport at NASBP is  the only site currently available to relieve 
congestion at HIA for small civilian aircraft and its disaster relief operations, eliminating it would 
fail to provide either service. Therefore, the No Airport alternative fails to meet those requirements 
of the General Plan. 

It is  not possible to determine at this time whether General Plan policies on population density, the 
character of development, and other issues associated with detailed planning would be met by 
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reuse plans for NASBP. 'he C&C of Honolulu WOUM be responsible for assuring that future housing 
densities, building heights, landscaping, infrastructure improvements, public transportation, and 
commercial or c~mmerciallrecreation uses meet the requirements of the General $ban. \%... ..> . 

Tabte 5.6-1 summarizes the applicable Genera! $ban policies and identifies which alternatives are 
consistent with those policies. 

Table 5.&1 
Applicable General PBan and Policies and Csnsioteney Determinations 

oriented recreation activities that 

buildings, sites, and areas of 
social, cultural, historic, 
architectural, and archaeological 

provided in the primary urban 
center by developing homeless 
and affordable housing. 



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
DISPOSAL AND REUSE OF NAS BARBERS POINT CHAPTER FIVE 

Table 5 - 6 1  (continued): 

e. 

development near employment 

m: Opportunities for housing are 
not fully met in the No Airport 

or resort developments). 



@ Locate housing parcels next to 
Campbell Industrial Park. (This 
may be inconsistent with policies 
requiring the establishment of 
danger zones that exclude 
itscompatible uses from 
hazardous areas surrounding 

1 TBB - To Be Determined 

5.6.4.2 Ewa Development Plan 

NASBP is  designated as a Special Area, and its development would be guided by a Special Area 
Plan that should be consistent with the general policies, peanning principles, and guidelines 
estabbished in the Ewa Development Phn by the C&C of Honolulu. The Special Area Plan for 
NASBP i s  the Naval Air Station Barbers Point Community fhealevelopment Plan (Helber Hastert & 
Fee, Planners, March 1997), and two key elements of the Statepreferred, Large Airport, Smatl 
Airport, and No Airport alternative are generally consistent with the Ewa Development Pdan: 

@ Creation of an Open Space Network, including a continuous Shoreline Park along the Ewa 
coastline. The development sf Kalaeloa Regional Park at NASBP as well as a public 
easementhccess along the shoreline i s  designed to provide open space, recreational 
opportunities, and access to the beaches and ocean for the entire region. It is envisioned as a 
major nucleus of both community and economic activity. 

Development of the Secondary Urban Center. Developments at NASBP should support the 
creation of Kapolei as a Secondary Urban Center by supporting regional housing, industrial, 
employment, and resort destination goals for the fwa area. 
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In the Ewa Development Plan, the open space network is located along the eastern edge of NASBP. 
By locating both light industrial and residential uses in that area, the Large Airport alternative is less 

..c~,~.-..-. consistent with the Development Plan than other alternatives. Also, it is not dear whether 
commercial/recreation parcels located within the planned open space network in the State- 
preferred, Small Airport, and No Airport alternatives would be consistent with the concept of an 
open space network. In general, the No Action alternative does not conform to the two primary 
components of Ewa Development Plan for NASBP. 

The Development Plan contains key policies regarding the installation of adequate infrastructure 
and the incorporation of urban design principles into new developments. Adequate information 
is  not currently available to determine whether developments at NASBP will or will not conform 
to those Development Plan policies. 

Table 5.6-2 summarizes the applicable Ewa Development Plan policies and identifies which 
alternatives are consistent with those policies. 

Table 5.6-2 
Applicable Ewa Development Plan Policies and Consistency Determinations 

* A shoreline access easement should 
connect easements at the NASBP 
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Tabk 5.6-2 (continued): 

thin the eastern boundary of 

strial Park and the 

.. .. . . . . . . . 
v .... .' ii.. <.,... . 
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Table 5.6-2 (continued)'): 

Development of a major new 
regional park (along the eastern edge 
of NASBP) that provides beach- 

The new Kalaeloa Regional Park at 
NASBP will feature a large shoreline 
park with beach recreation and 
support facilities and provision of 
continuous lateral public access 
along the shoreline. The entire 
shoreline of the NASBP should be 
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Table 5.6-2 (continued): 

airpodindustrial facilities, and 
recreatian/wi$dlife areas should be 
separated m d  distinguished from 
one another through the design of 
the road pattern and the use of 
landscape buffers. &.&: A19 
alternatives meet his requirement in 
some areas, but landscape buf8ers 
and roadway patterns do not always 

e Protection of scenic views. 

TBD - To Be Determined 
. . . . .  
-;..: :.... . . . . . . .  .... ......... ........ , ....... 

.%... - 

5.6.1.3 NAS Barbers Point Master Plan 

The NAS Barbers Point Master Plan (PACNAVFACENGCOM, August 1991) proposes land use 
patterns consistent with development constraints that will ensure compatible land uses and the 
availability of adequate land area for siting new facilities to meet projected requirements and fulfill 
the mission sf the station. The 1991 master plan is  a supplement to the March 1986 plan. With 
the exception of a sizable increase in family housing, there are no major changes to the 1986 basic 
land use pattern. Figures 5.6-la through 5.6-Id illustrate the land ruses at NASBP in relation to the 
proposed land uses of the reuse alternatives. 

Land use compatibility issues associated with the proposed reuse areas and Navy-retained areas 
(and excess areas) and communities adjacent to NASBP have been considered in the individual 
evaluations of specific resources. For example, land use compatibility concerns between the 
continued use of the airport were considered in the evaluation sf airport noise, Section 4.1 -5.2. 
While these findings were not explicitly discussed in Section 4.1.5.2, because the evaluations in 
this FEIS are intended to focus on the reuse areas, no significant impacts from noise would occur 
in any area as noise levels would be compatible with baseline and proposed land uses. No 
significant land use incompatibilities between the proposed land uses in the reuse areas, the Navy- 
retained areas (and excess areas), and communities adjacent to NASBP were identified in any of 
the evaluations d specific resources in this FEIS. With proper planning and an understanding of the 
existing operations within the retained areas (e.g., biosolids co-composting facility), development 
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in the reuse areas can be accomplished so that specific operations within land use types are 
compati ble. 

5.6.1.4 !nconsistencies with Existing Land Use Plans 

State-preferred, barge Airport, and Small Airport Alternatives. To mitigate inconsistencies, the 
residential parcel in the northwest portion of the reuse plan should be modified to eliminate safety 
hazards as described in Section 4.4. Light industrial uses on the western parcel could serve as a 
transition zone between heavy industrial and residential uses. Residential land use on the eastern 
parcel should include landscaped buffers between residential and light industrial uses. 

large Airport Alternative. Because the proposed light industrial parcel along the eastern edge of 
this plan does not conform to the open space network concept in the Ewa Development Plan, land 
use for that parcel should be changed to open space or recreational use. 

No Airpod Alternative. Unless an alternative airport site is located elsewhere on the Island of 
Oahu, this alternative should include an airport which conforms to Transportation and Public Safety 
requirements in the General Plan. 

All Reuse Alternatives. The NASBP LRA would be responsible for future development at Barbers 
Point so that future residential densities, building heights, streetscape design, landscape buffers, bus 
and bikeway systems, and infrastructure planning conform to the requirements of the General Plan 
and Ewa Development Plan. 

5.6.2 Safe Drinking Water Act, Clean Water Act, Rivers and 
Harbors Act, and Executive Order 11 990 - Protection of 
Wetlands 

Safe Drinking Water Act 

The federal Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA), 42 U.S.C. 53QOf, regulates the quality of 
groundwater as a drinking source and controls discharges to groundwater. In Hawaii, underground 
injection of fluids, including treated wastewater, is regulated by the Underground Injection Control 
(UlC) program per WAR Chapter 1 1-23 (State of Hawaii, Department of Wealth, November 1992). 
The purpose of this program is  to prevent underground injection of fluids that endanger drinking 
water sources. The U1C line for the island of Oahu has been established. Lands that are oceanside 
of the UIC line overlie aquifers that are not being used as underground sources of drinking water. 
The surplus areas are oceanside of the UIC; thus no drinking water wells are present. The existing 
dry wells are covered under this program, and these wells would remain in service to the extent 
possible. The new owners would need to obtain the UIC permits from DOH. Should additional 
wells be needed for drainage improvements, new UIC permits would be required. 

Water Pollution Control Act (also known as the Clean Water Act) 

The federal Clean Water Act (CWA), 33 U.S.C. SS1251-1381, contains many regulatory programs 
to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and biological integrity sf the Nation's waters. 
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Section 404 CWA, 33 U.S.C. 51344, Discharges in NavigaMe Waters of the U. S. This section 
limits the discharge of dredged or fill materials into navigable waters. Approvals for such work must 
be obtained through the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE). The construction sf the outfalls < 

would require approval under this program. 

Section 4681 Water Quality Certification. The federal CWA and Hawaii Revised Statutes (H,R.S.), 
Chapter 342 B, along with their supporting rules in HAR Chapter 1 1-54, Water Quality Standards, 
require that a Water Quality Certification (WQC) be obtained to support the permits for which 
proposed construction or operation may result in discharges to state waters. The outfall construction 
would involve discharges into state waters; thus a Section 40 1 WQC would be required. 

Section 482 NPDES Permit. Discharges of pollutants into surface waters of the U.S. (including 
storm water to oceans via outfalls) are controlled under the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDESB program, pursuant to Section 402 of this Act. This program is  
administered by the State of Hawaii Department of Health under HAR Chapter 7 1-55 (State of 
Hawaii, Department of Health, September 1 997). This chapter requires separate Notices of intent 
(NOls) for NPDES General Permit coverage for discharges of storm water runoff associated with 
construction activities on sites sized 5 acres (2 hectares) or greater, for discharges associated with 
construction activity dewatering, and for hydrotesting. 

Construction activities, dewatering, and hydrotesting may result in discharges of storm water runoff 
to the Class 2 seasonal wetland and coastal salt flats. NOls require submittal of a Best Management 
Practices plan, in accordance to HAW Chapter 1 1-55. 

Rivers and Harbors Act 
. .. . ... , . . . . . . . . <<.y;y,.y,.:.'. 
%w<y. 

Section 16 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, 33 U.S.C. 5403, prohibits the obstruction or alteration 
of navigable waters of the U.S. and alterations or modifications of the course, location, condition, 
or capacity of any port, harbor or refuge, or enclosure within the limits of any breakwater or of the 
channel of any navigable water without a permit from the ACOE. Should the proposed reuse 
require development of a drainage outfall in coastal waters, a permit would be required from the 
ACOE. The ACOE would authorize Section 10 of Rivers and Harbors Act and Sedisn 404 of CWA 
under one permit. 

Executive O ~ ~ d e r  4 1990 - Protection of Wdiands 

In furtherance of NEPA and its amendments, this Executive Order was issued to avoid long-term 
and sho&-term adverse impacts associated with the destruction or modification of wetlands and to 
avoid direct or indirect support of new construction in wetlands. Since the marine wetland and 
seasonal wetland may be disturbed or eliminated under the reuse plans, the acquiring entity would 
be required to obtain permits from the ACOE in accordance with Section 484 of the CWA. The 
stringent requirement sf this law should provide adequate mitigation for the loss of wetlands. 

5.6.3 Endangered Species Act 

Endangered and threatened species do occur on NASBP. Populations of the endangered hksko 
(Chamaesyce skattsbergii var. sko~bergii), Achyranthes spjendens var. roaunbata, and Hawaiian 
black-necked stilt (Himantopus mexicanus knudsdseni) are documented on the base. Wetlands on 

,..... .. . 
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the base support the Hawaiian black-necked stilt. The humpback whale (Meaptera novaeangliae) 
is an endangered species found off shore. The green sea turtle (Chelonia rnydas) is  the only 
threatened species and occurs off shore. Migratory birds that occur on NASBP include the Pacific 
golden plover (Pluviaiis fulva), sanderiing (Caiidris aiba), and ruddy turnstone (Arenaria interpres). 
All are regular visitors to Hawaii. 

The federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973, 16 U.S.C. SS1531-1544, requires that any 
action authorized by a federal agency be found not likely to jeopardize the continued existence 
of any endangered or threatened species or to result in destruction or adverse impact of habitat 
critiaB to that species. Section 7 of the act requires the responsible federal agency to consult with 
the USFWS and National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS). Letters documenting Navy's 
consultation with USFWS and NMFS and their concurrence that Navy's proposed conveyance of 
land i s  not likely to adversely affect the subject species are presented in Appendix A-8. Prior to 
conveyance of land that may contain federally listed threatened or endangered species from the 
U.S. DO1 to the State of Hawaii and to the C&C of Honolulu, consultation by the appropriate 
bureau within the U.S. DO1 in accordance with federal endangered species laws and regulations 
(Section 7 of the ESA of 1973) will be required. 

Development at NASBP after the completion of the BRAC is  unlikefy to impact the wetlands 
frequented by the Hawaiian black-necked stilt and migratory birds. The green sea turtle is  also not 
likely to be significantly impacted by plans for reuse. Species that occur at lower frequency (i.e., 
humpback whale) are found elsewhere in greater numbers. However, areas containing the 
endangered plant species would need careful attention to ensure that impacts are mitigated during 
development. Coordination with USFWS will take place to ensure that these areas and the plants 
they contain are protected. 

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 

Section 2 of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, 16 U.S.C. 5662, directs federal agencies to 
consult with USFWS and state agencies before authorizing alterations to water bodies. No alteration 
to water bodies are anticipated as part of this action. 

5.6.5 Clean Air Act 

Section 4 76 of the Clean Air Act (CAN, 42 U.S.C. 574Q1, prohibits any federal agency from 
engaging in, supporting, providing financial assistance for, licensing, permitting, or approving any 
activity which does not conform to an applicable federal or state implementation plan (SIP). To 
implement the intent of Section 176(c), federal conformity rules have been promulgated and are 
provided in 40 C.F.R. Parts 51 and 93. These rules require that specific actions proposed in non- 
attainment and maintenance areas conform with applicable federal and state implementation plans, 
and that the federal agency determine that the proposed action conforms to the applicable 
implementation plan prior to taking action. These rules are not applicable to the proposed action 
because the conveyance of properties i s  exempt from the provisions of these rules. Additionally, 
conformity rules are only applicable in non-attainment and maintenance areas. The State of Hawaii 
is in attainment of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). 
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National Historic Preservation Act 

Section 106 of NHPA, 16 U.S.C. 54769, requires a federal agency to inventory and evaluate historic 
properties (i.e., cultural resources) for inclusion in the NRHP, and take into account the effect of 
an undertaking on a property that is  listed or eligible for listing in the NRHP. The inventory of 
cultural resources at NASBP has been completed, and the resources that are eligible for listing in 
the NRHP have been identified. The SHPO, pursuant to Sedion 4 06 of NHPA, has concurred with 
Navy's "no adverse effect" determination for the disposal 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. Supporting letters are provided in 
Appendix A-9. 

Executive Order 1 1988 - Floodplain Management 

Executive Order 1 1988 (May 24, 1977) provides floodplain management direction to federal 
agencies for avoiding to the extent possible the long and short-term adverse impacts of occupying 
and modifying fjoodplains, and for avoiding direct and indirect support of floodplain development 
wherever this is  practical. It requires actions to be taken to reduce the risk of flood loss, to minimize 
the impact of floods on human safety, health and welfare, and to restore and preserve the natural 
and beneficial values served by floodplains. Each agency is  required to evaluate the potential 
effects of any actions it may take in a floodplain, to ensure that its planning and budget requests 
reflect consideration of flood hazards and floodplain management, and to prescribe procedures to 
implement policies and requirements of this Executive Order. 

The flood none at NASBP is  mainly along the coastal lands designated for recreation under at! reuse 
... ............. . . . . . .  ... . . .  . . .  ........... ............. 

aiternatives. Development within the flood zone would be minimized. In accordance with .XSi;. 

Executive Order 11 988, Navy would place a notice in the conveyance document that describes 
those uses that are restricted under federal, state, and local floodplain regulations. 

Drainage improvement measures, such as construction of a drainage channel, may alter the course 
of runoff in the fioodplain. Because most of NASBP i s  categorized as Zone D (areas in which flood 
hazards are undetermined) and lies outside of a special flood hazard area (because it is Zone D and 
without streams or rivers), no significant impact on floodplain management would occur with 
implementation of reuse alternatives. 

The 1976 Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), 42 U.S.C. S6904 et seq., was 
established to protect human health and the environment from hazards associated with solid and 
hazardous waste generation, transportation, treatment, storage, and disposai. Subtitle C of RCRA 
imposes on the owners and operators of hazardous waste facilities specific requirements for 
developing spill contingency plans. R C M  provides for the tracking of hazardous wastes through 
a record-keeping system that requires the manifesting of hazardous waste shipments from point of 
generation to ultimate disposal. The 1980 Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act ICEWCLA), 42 U.S.C. 59601 et seq., gave the U.S. EPA 
responsibility for regulating the uncontrolled release of hazardous substances nationwide. The 
Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA) amended CERCLA so that it 
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applies to federa! facilities. SAWA Section 21 1, which is codified in 10 U.S.C. 52701, created the 
Defense Environmental Restoration Program. 

In compliance with the BRAC Restoration Program and all applicable federal and state laws, an 
environmental baseline survey has been performed on the base. Environmental cleanup of past 
hazardous waste releases at NASBP has begun. The BRAC Cleanup Plan (Draft) for MAS Barbers 
Point, Oahu, Hawaii (U.S. Navy, January 1998) provides the status of cleanup activities. Any 
damaged, accessible, and friable asbestos containing material in buildings identified for reuse will 
be abated, per BOD BRAC policy of October 1994. Underground storage tanks will be removed 
or tested for tightness and reused. PCB-containing transformers have been retrofitted. LBP will be 
managed in accordance with the Residential Lead-Based Paint Hazard Reduction Act of 1992, 42 
U.S.C. 54851 et seq. More specifically, Navy will comply with the provisions of the law regarding 
disclosure of LBP and LBP hazards, and will include any available assessment data pertaining to 
the property being conveyed and a lead warning statement in property conveyance documents 
(U.S. Navy, January 1998). 

All points of interest (POls) have been evaluated (U.S. Navy, June 1994) (U.S. Navy, December 
19961, and will undergo remediation (if necessary) in accordance with federal and state regulations 
and current DOB policy. The status of and recommendation for environmental cleanup can be 
reviewed in the B M C  Cleanup Plan (Draft) for MAS Barbers Point, Oahu, Hawaii. A finding of 
suitability to transfer (FOST) or finding of suitability to lease (FOSL) would be prepared, stating that 
the property is  suitable for lease or transfer without restrictions or outlining the proposed restrictions 
on future uses of the property. 

... . ,... . . . . . . . 'i Significant quantities of hazardous substances are not expected to be generated by development 
..<,,J.Y or implementation of any of the reuse alternatives. Hazardous waste management would be 

performed in accordance with regulatory law. Future occupants would be responsible for their own 
hazardous materials6waste management programs. 

5.6.9 Coastal Zone Management Act 

The federal Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, 16 U.S.C. 51 457, as amended, requires federal 
agencies to conduct their planning, management, development, and regulatory activities which 
affect the coastal zone in a manner consistent to the maximum extent practicable with the State's 
Coastal Zone Management (CZM) program. The State CZM program under the Department of 
Business, Economic Development and Tourism (DBEDT) makes a consistency determination on 
projects conducted in the coastal none. The "coastal none" in Hawaii encompasses all lands and 
waters, except for areas under federal ownership or exclusive control. Navy has determined that 
the proposed disposal action will be undertaken in a manner that will not affect the coastal zone 
(land, water use, or natural resources) and is consistent to the maximum extent practicable with the 
enforceable policies of the CZM program. The letter containing Navy's determination, along with 
DBEBT's concurrence, are provided in Appendix A-7. 

5.6.10 Department of Transportation, Section 4(f) 

Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act, 49 U.S.C. 5303, states that it is national policy 
to preserve public parks, recreation areas, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and historic sites. It 
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prohibits use of federal funds for projects that have significant adverse impacts regarding the above 
resources unless (1) there is  no prudent and feasible alternative to using such lands, and (2) the 
program or project includes all possible planning to minimize harm resulting from the use sf suck 
lands. 

B 

The existing NXSBP has been developed as a military base with an-airport. No public parks and 
recreation exist on NASBP. With reuse, substantial park and recreational areas on NASBP would 
be developed. 

Each of the alternatives far reuse, except for No Action, proposes changes in the existing roadways 
to enhance transportation on the base and access from surrounding areas. Most of these changes 
would be extensions or changes in aiignment of existing roadways. Areas containing endangered 
plant species and cultural resources have been identified on lands to be developed under all reuse 
alternatives. With mitigation, it is unlikely that the proposed roadway changes would significantly 
affect wildlife or cultural resources. 

In addition, the existing airport would become smaller (Statepreferred and Large Airport 
alternatives), become significantly smaller ISmal! Airport alternative), or be redeveloped for other 
land uses (No Airport alternative). In these cases, restrictions defined in Section 4(0 would not 
apply. It is  unlikely that these changes would have negative impacts on wildlife or cultural 
resources that could not be mitigated. 



CHAPTER SIX 
,@ LIST OF PREPARERS 

Listed below are employees of the Navy and the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) who are 
responsible for the preparation of the Final EIS (FEIS). The responsibility of these documents is  with 
the Navy employees located at the Pacific Division, Naval Facilities Engineering Command in Pearl 
Harbor, Hawaii. The FAA is also partly responsible for preparation of the document in the capacity 
of a cooperating agency through its Airports Division Qffice in Honolulu, Hawaii, and its Western- 
Pacific Region Office in tos Angeles, California. included below are the identities and backgrounds 
of the principal preparers. 

As in any other significant airport improvement project, substantial assistance and data analysis 
were provided by the Navy and its consultants. The prime consultant was Belt Collins Hawaii. in 
accordance with CEQ 1506.5~ and FAA Order 5050.4At paragraph 76(e), a written statement was 
submitted by the contractor, disclosing that it has no financial or other interests in the execution, 
outcome, or mitigation measures of the proposed disposal and reuse of NASBP. As required by FAA 
Order 5050.4At paragraph 77, the names and qualifications of the principal persons contributing 
information are identified. Unless specifically indicated, prepasers and contributors participated in 
the FEIS. 

In accordance with Section 1502.6 of the CEQ regulations, the efforts of an interdisciplinary team, 
consisting of technicians and experts in various fields, were required to accomplish this study. 
Specialists involved in the FEIS included those in such fields as airport planning, air traffic control, 
noise assessment and abatement, [and use planning, air pollution, biology, historic, architectural, 

-. .,, . .1 .& and archaeological resources, and other disciplines. It should be noted that while an 
interdisciplinary approach has been used, all decisions made with regard to the content and scope 
of this FEIS are those of the Navy and FAA. 

Navy 

irector Environmental esponsible for EIS project 

1 Federal Aviation Administration 

Airport District Office 
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Federal Aviation Administration (continued): 

Bdt Collins Hawaii 

B.S. Political Science; Technical Advisor. Prepared 
M.A. Political Science 

M.S. Environmental Studies 

Senior Civil Engineer M.S. Environmental Engineering 

Rosemary Wowa~, B.S. Architecture; Land use development 
ArchitstlPlanner M.S. City and Regional Planning assumptions in Appendix B 

and evaluation of local land 
Years of experience: over 20 use plansfzoning restrictions 



FINAL ENv~RONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
DISPOSAL AND REUSE OF NAS BARBERS POINT 

Belt Collins Hawaii (continued): 
:. ., ".. . . . :'i 
V&,@ 

Other Contributors: 

The following subconsultants prepared documents from whish this FElS drew information for 
various sections: 
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Other Cgbntribaafors (continued): 



CHAPTER SEVEN 
BlSTRlBUTlON OF FElS 
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U.S. CONGRESS 

ommunity Development 

Beach Public and School 
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Island Burial Council Island of 

Aviation Officer 

Ewa Kunia Mastiskilo 
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ent of Community 

artmene of Planning and 
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Hui Malama I Na Kupuna 8 
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BG EDWARD L CORREA ]R [LISTED UNQEI STATE OF HAWAII] 

MW RICK EGGED [LISTED UNDER STATE 0% HAWAli ]  

MR JACK ENDO [LISTED UNDER COMMUNITY/OTHER] 

MR Ml KE FRElTAS [LISTED UNDER COMMUNBWIOTHER] 

MS DONNA HANAIKE [LiSTED UNDEW CITY A N D  COUNTY OF HONOLULU] 

MR KAZU HAYASHIDA [LIS'CED UNDER STATE OF HAWAII] 

MR KEITH ISHIDA [LISTED UNDER CITY A N D  C0UN'WT OF HONOLULU] 

MS GAIL W I T 0  [LISTED UNDEW CITY A N D  COUNTV OF HONOLULU] 

M U  ROLAND LlBBY [LISTED EN CITY A N D  COUNTY] 

MW BRIAN MINAAI [LlSTED UNDERSTATE OF HAWAII] 

M R  RALSTBN NAGATA [LBSTED UNDER STATE OF HAWAll] 

NLR SE1JI MAYA PHI3 [LISTED UNDER STATE OF HAWAIB] 

GENERAL EDWARD V RICHARDSON [LBSTED UNDER STATE OF HAWAl l j  

MR JONATHAN SHlMADA [LISTED &INBEE CLW A N D  COUNTY OF HONOLULU] 

MS CHERYL SOON [LISTED UNDER CITY A N D  COUNTY OF HONOLLJLLJ] 

MS MAEDA TIMSON [LBSTED UNDER COMMUNiP'bs/OTHER] 

MR KALI WATSON [LBSTED UNDER STATE OF HAWABI] 

MU MIKE WILSON [LISTED UNDER STATE OF HAWAB!] 

MU BARWELL YACBBICH [LISTED UNDER STATE OF HAWA!lJ 

CAPTAIN ROBERT F KERNAN 
COMMANDING OFFICER 

NAVAL AIR STATION 
BARBERS POINT HI 

REAR ADM WILLIAM C SUTTON USN 
NAVAL BASE PEARL HARBOR 

PEARL HARBOR HI  

. . . . . .  
j::::. .,.:.:: w. ..., ..., !....- 
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MU WILLIAM M BASS 
EXECUTlVE BlRECTOU 

BARBERS POINT NAS REDEVELOPMENT COMMfSSBON 
KAPOLEI HI 

MS KRISTELLE A U BATINO 
SECRETARY 

BARBERS POINT NAS REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 
KAPOLEI HI 

MS TOMI D CHONG 
BARBERS POINT NAS REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 

KAPOLEI HI 

MR BENNETT W MARK 
BARBERS POINT NAS REDEVELOPMENT COMMlSSlON 

KAPOLEI HI 
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EXECUTIVE CHAMBERS 

H O N O L U L U  

BENJAMIN J. CAYETANO 

G O V E R N O R  

Mr. William Poythress, Coordinator 
Base Redevelopment Team 
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 
451 Seventh S m t ,  S.W., Room 720 
Washington, D.C. 20410 

Dear Mr. ~ o ~ r h e s s :  

I am pieased to submit the Final Reuse Plan and Homeless Assistance Application for 
Barbers Point Naval Air Station (BPNAS). In accordance with al l  applicable federal and 
state iaws and regulations, the BPNAS Find Reuse Plan was adopted by the BPNAS 
Redevelopment Commission on October 8,1996. 'This plan is the chimination of more 
tian three years of effort on the part of the BPNAS Redevelopment Commission, 
numerous state and county officials, residents of the neighboring communities, 
community-based organizations, business and union representatives, and other laaterested 
laadividuals and organizations who provided valuable laaput on the development of the 
BPNAS Final Reuse Plan. 

The BPNAS ~edevelopment Commission has represented the State of Hawaii as,~hk*' 
officially recognized Local - Authority (LRA) for the development of @$~~PNAS 
Final Reuse Plan. It was created initially as the BPNAS Reuse C o m q i b y  a joint letter 
of the Governor of Hawaii and the Mayljr of the City and ~buntyoXRono~du dated 
September 29,1993. To formalize its activities and extend its duration and powers, ?he 
Committee was redesignated as the BPNAS Redevelopment Commission by Executive 
Order 94-08 signed by my predecessor, Governor John Waihee, on December 2,1894. 
Ultimately, the Commission was composed of fgteen members including five State 
department heads, three City and County of Honolulu Department Heads, three members 
representing the neighboring communities, and representatives of the Chamber of 
Commerce of Hawaii, small business, labor, and the homeless communities. 

In keeping with fderal regulations regarding community input, meetings of the BPNAS 
Reuse Committee, its successor organization, the BPNAS Redevelopment Commission, 
and their task forces, which were composed of governmental, business and community 
representatives to consider applications and recommend appropriate uses, were open to the 
public. At the outset, a chmtte was conducted to allow interested parties to work in [earns 
to develop various scenarios for the reuse of BPNAS surplus lands. Eventually, three 
scenarios for reuse of BPNAS emerged: Scenario A - Reuse including a Sme-operated 
airport with two parallel and one crosswind runways, Scenario B - Reuse including a 
smaller State-operated airport without the crosswind nunway, and ScenaPio C - Reuse 
without an airport. These scenarios were presented at four public hearings at 
various locations on Oahu to obtain island-wide input. On August 27,1996, the 
Commission created and preliminarily adopted a new Scenario that was a composite of 
Scenxios A and B. A public hearing was conducted on the composite scenario on 
September 17,1996, and it was adopted by the Commission on October 8,1996. 
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homeless asskmee component of the Reuse Plm, the BPNAS 
a Cornmission solicited Notices sf hterest (NOD fmm b c d  homeless 

providers, evdmted the proposed sewices md de&rmined that 113 acres in the developed 
Vommm'p  of BPNAS and 65 acres of raw land in the northwestem quadrant 
be needed to provide the "continuum of care" described in the U.S. Dep 

Housing and Urban Development @-IUD) %uidebook on h4iWary Base Reuse an 
Assistance, March 1996." To provide expertise, the Hawaii Homing Authority 
SW agency with extensive experience with homeless programs, was selected as 

ageracy to manage the homeless assistance 
close coordination with the d County of Hanoldu 
Commwy Development. 
m k t m e e  pmgm and h e m  with h e  p 
establish ?he continuum o coradwkd a charem to allow service providers, 
c o m e v  membes md kd parties to suggest various scenarios. These 

os were then used to develop the Conceptual Land Use ]$Ian md Homeless 
Assistance Submission, which 1 approved on January 21,1997. . 
To serve the State sf Hawaii as the L U  f a  the h p l e m e n ~ ~ n  phase of the ~&velaapment 
of BPNAS, % have selected the Hawaii Community Development Authority (EICDA), a 
qwi-public agency with 
of the City of Honol8aHu. The for B&en P 
which means "long pain$" aa g to a ~ b h  

d by the State as the ""Kalaeloa C o m e w  Development District' 
(KCDD), designate HCDA as the irnplemenahon for the redevelopment of the .\ 

KCDD, establish guidelines for development md provide an appropriation to sustain these 
acth6tk-s. The designation of HCDA as hpIemenB~on L U  is subject to the csncmmce 
of the Hawaii State Legislature, which is wow in session. 

The Find Reuse Plan provides for a long needed State-opemM airport to separate civil 
aviation activities from the commercial and ~~ operations at Honolulu hkrnational 
- o m i & m  Air Force Base. It also provides an al 
c o m e i d  aircraft destined to Hsnsldu h k m a ~ o n d  
&sEr mco d the n& ma%.. 
acm of h d  Hawaiian MorneHmds to 
government under the Hawaiian Hornelm& Recovery Act of 1995. More than 700 acres 
are dedicated to regional md beach park use, bdfields and a sports complex. IEeonodc 
Development uses contained in the plan r o d  qproxhakly 279 acres. It is anticipated that 
the E n d  Reuse Plan will support 3,300 direct jobs in the area by the grew 2020. 
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We believe his application is complete, bdanced and comprehensive, and we look forward 
to working with you and your organization in facilitating your review md accepmce of 
this Find Reuse Plan and in its implementation. If you have any questions or require more 
information regarding this submittal, please contact Mr. William M. Bas, Executive 
Ejirector of the BPNAS Redevelopanent Commission at (808) 587-2843. 

With wannest personal regards, 

cc: (with enclosures) 

U.S. Department of Homing and Urban Development ), Hawaii Office 

cc: (without enclosure) 

Assistant Sesretary of the Navy, (Installation and Environment) 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Navy, (Conversion and Redeveloprnen~) 
Office of Economic Adjustment 
Commander Naval Base Pearl Harbor 
Commanding Officer, NAS Barbers Point 
hcific Division Naval Facilities Engineering Command 

(Base Realignment and Closure) 
Base Transition Field Office, NAS Barbers Point 
Senator Daniel K. h o v e  
Mayor Jeremy Hank, City and County of Honolulu 
Members, BPNAS Redevelopment Commission 
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STATE OF H&WAII 
DEPARTMEMT OF HWMW SERVICE8 

WWA81 HOUSW AUTHORIW 
P- 0. @08t 8FW8 

May 11998 

S 
US. DepaMmt mf Housing and Uhan Development 
Gemre SMe 0%- 
RJc3aai-d B, Ruswll Federe! Building 

R e  Addendum to the Shte af Hawaii's Hamelless hsistanee 
8uhlsdon fat the Redevejo~ent Mas- Ran for the 
Behem Fdnt Nam! Mr Smaon SubmlUed by We Governorv 
Sb@ of Hawaii \.. , 

My staff has rewed that the Mar& 4,1998, r n ~ ~ n g  vvi% you was very 
prsdudiwe. You hsd provided insighua! mmmsnk r e g a r a ~  the above- 
refererncd M8m~i888 ~ S ~ S ~ ~ R C B  S W m l s ~ i ~  [HAS). me guidance offered by 
you and Patty NBBlhofas on points in the HAS which require clarifimtlsn is 
eln-rely wpredated, and your request for additions! domments is here@ 
a&Wedged and provid~d. 

Since h e  Hawaii Housing Amodty (HHA) became adiwely involved in 
fashion in^ the HAS, many deweloprneds have tmmplred whi& have had a 
sfgnMant impad upon the matrix of the HAS. By way of r@viwt following the 
Febsbeaw l7,1997, serbmissiers d $Re HAS b HUD, a series of telephone 
mnferene~s took placa with you, Ms. Nicholas, my r planners, Cynthia 
Charlta Quinn and MeBissa L ~ w i q  and rnpeif. These disassions, 
mmmeadna in the Spring of 1997, addressed rnmifimti~w 80 HAS and 
were necessary bemuse HAS invoiwed a substantial ammnf of iand, 
induding undev~1op& acres, which w r e  to be set aside in the homeless 
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2 *a. 

conveyance. I challenge presented by ths HAS. 
As you pointed out, homeless submission involved approval for such a 
large expanse of the base d o m  triggpred. To this extent, I era 
grateful for your and dipDomwy in collaborating with the ' 

H W  toward a m p  

fie control of this ageicy impacted the 
of contmcf kues by the Department oh 

the Attomy General Intemdly, a sbsCMon aiaunsel a!so occuMedl 
with the transfer Office of State Plannlng (OSP), 

t and Taurim (DBEDT) to the 

was requested 
MI= WWhld resulted 

of the 65-am wilderness in the northwest 
quadrant from the HAS. could not attend this meeting due to a 
conRict in her schedule, emuraged partidpatton to discuss 
issues pu had W D  Commun& Plaming, 
Development Chol, asked several individuals to 
attend this fmm UIe ppevious and current 

Commission, namely 
Cheryl Soon, Robert Agres, and Rmald tin 

During this conference dl ,  you asked about a fimr commitment from the 
BPNAS Redevelopment Commission regarding: (1) intiasbucture and 
development costs of the 65 acres; (2) anticipated Congressional concerns 
about the protracted 20year period for the development to occur; and (3) the 
heavy concentration of a homeless population fn one ma Although these were 
valid points, the required commitment extended beyond the arrthoPity of the H W  
Both Mr. Egged, Chairman of the BPNAS Redevdopment Commission and 
Director of OSP, andi William Bass, Executive Dired~r of the BPNAS 
Redevelopment ~on$nission. were apprised d your concerps and informed of - 
fie recommendation pich would be made by the HHA for the deletion of the 6 5  
8WeS of wildem- iy tha mthwest quadrant 

i 
throughout thg course of our telephone conversations, you conveyed no 

reservation abwt the] remaining portion of the HAS pertaining to the 13-acre 
downtown area. Sub~equent to the, telephone conference, ! sent a letter dated 
January 14,1998. v5. Nicholas pi& reported the new dewloprnents arising 
from the telephone nference and ~ubsequent action taken by the BPNAS 
Redevelopment Corn % 'ssion. 
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With m a d  to the mmnt Ma& 4, "O998, meeHng, pjeese aaept this 
se to the issues dis d and as an updatg 

in J+ Cayetano sn 
rs tdengned at the 

houshg a ~ o d w s  

1. HUD in mblt "G" of the 

The rsviDed ma- $ ma&& &-ib~ "GI' and 
pa@@ one (I) of the 

2. HUD reque&& addillonal Information on the outmms of the 
Request for PmposaO (REP) promss, induding mmation by HHA as to the RFP 
process, and a sample RW utilized by &e Sate of Hawaii in mnfracting far 
homeless proerama? 

Ced%M@on 8@ t k t  eHw3 hm th@ f@m pmscdbad by the dfmctatl, an agency 
shall pad be qoelmd m adv8BDte m q w m  for pmp~salt, 

(bj Am agsm mry r@sd a groddar without further advealsement 
as pr~tBdsd by rubr@&Ion [a) or selet an alternata memod of' semice 
delimry E 

$ 

2 
RefemnW 16'8 BBbm 1, @a and 6b of the 4,1@@8, fadmile. 
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(1) No pr~posals am ttstlved In response to me Wveflsement 
for proposels ar prowided by s u ~ o r n  (a); or 

(2) Afaer a purchase of mdco GO- has b n  mardad, the 
pmvldgr becomes inmf@ibfe tp bs o pmv1dsr under 8eeUons 
4283 or 42&! or becmeo dllfng, uribie, or unqmfihd 
to satisfactorily provide the ddmd mndcea, 

As stated in the HAS, the RFP process would be u t i l i  to accommodate 
breaks in senrice for which there are Ro MOls. RWng the M& 4,1998, 
meeting, staff clarified !his issue. HUD nquested MWmation by the W H A  
of its commitment ta the RFP process. Please end attdwd my letter 
deted May 1, 1998, which confinmi the HIM'S commitment to the RFP 
process as governed by chapter H m I l  Revbed Statutes. A espy of 
the RFP form utilized by the HHA is also atkched. &g Attachment 2 

3. HUD inquik as to whether the contract attachid to the HAS as 
M i b i t  "Nm is enforceabf and Wnding. An opinion by ihe Stab Attorney Genera! 
was suggested? 

ase include with Exhibit 'W the February q2,1B98, 
AG which me8 that the fonn and content a! the 
ppropriate, and condudes that the contract wsuld 

inion is attached her* end marked as mibit 

4. HUD inqui d as to how the HHA can function as the umbrella . . ; 
agency and also as an I, and Vlus 'contract with itself? 

HHA Res~anse: HHA, through its Homeloss ~rogram Branch, 
derai homeless programs. The Hometess 

s not diredly administer w operate homeless . It primarily con- with private provider agencies 
br to the homeless as provided for in 5358D-8, 
s, which states h mievant pa& 'Itlo the extent that 
e avaflable, the authority ma)r amtract with a 
nister homeless facilities, or any other program 

The NO1 n behalf of the HHAwers intended to seare facilities 
that mat 1-effedive venues for service to the homeless by 

3 
4 

Referenced In Hems 4, b e  of the March 4,1988, facelmlle. 
Referenced in Item f the March 4.39$8, feedmile. 
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May I, I B 8  
Page 6 

dfied dufw the Wr& 4,15398, mmtlnp, y m  Indicated that 
the abamsbtd .inquiry w s  no Icngee" an issue. 

page 8k (6) af HASo The pr iwe~ mm6m for the deletim indude %he 
folldw: 

3. The undevelopd 65 
devdop md utilize. 

Pu~uant to these mnmm a muest to delete tho 85 ewes w a  
subrniaed to the BPNAS Rdewlqment Cmmksiow Dewmber 91 1,1B!37. The 
fo%%wing exm@b minutes o f h  Comfssion rneeu~ mfle@ the adion 
taken: 

WS ComMm Rapom 
A. WcWm C@mweim@ 

Rick Egpd mpo- on the pmpesd chanws t@ the 
B P M  Gornmu~i@ M e w b m d  PI=, @ue @ s u b  of the pwbIic 
hsaflnlgg on the pmpasle~d omes md the WeWwe CommB*eBs 
mcmmand&@on far ~omldemf@n by the Commsslosr: 
1, Pmpmd dele:@@ ofthe Blacm pmel  fmm WomsOess 
AppJS~Wgbm and mplsnnlng k r  fts uw. 

The @ h e m s  S ~ O U I ~  be Mm88dmm fmm the Hornless 
Appllsa80~ Due tee Uhs wbri t a h o n y  mgaMing tha earntinufang 
meed far Im inem@ Wn&i b u t l ~ g  du8 tf3 DHHLes rnqu1M for all 
6I aemcmd due to the commesnlv hdmony  fawodng DHHL 



I 

BRSE CLOSURE 
, . 

I 

Mr. William Poyhress 
May I, 4998 
Page 6 

assuming the 65acras for mddedd we, the bcuthm Committee 
ncmmends that the ResIdmtIal Ube bs contlnuad. Mlnuurs 
BPW8 Redevelopment Commlsslon WeWng, bacemkr l t, 1997, 
at p. 4). 

be.. 

VII. lkcblan Msklng 
A P m p d  to m o v e  6&am land p m i  f m  the Hornelart 

AppIIcation and replan Its ura 
An lnttlat mdon WUS made by CommIsslomr WI Watson to 

fkxleslgmb the B&acre pan1 to be moued from the Homelest 
Appflca8tcen. and to d u l g ~ t o  6 acms e0 ths parcbt to 1m Income 

ho~6hg wlth a (WL dry IBV!@W WQd by tht r e ~ p e d t ~  
Fbdaral a~ency for non proMIwrncy applications. 

ACTION (mtdg) Mctlon made by CommLtlomt ICnUtWatton, 
secmded by C~rnmisriomr Alleedr, TJmmn thrftho BPNAs 
Radevelopmsnt Comm'rrolon accept tb mmoval ofths 8 k c m  
parcel from the H- Applfcatlon and phm for 
tetonslderation. Motloq canla8. M l n w  B P W  
Redeveiopmsnt Gomm'kslon Meotjng, h m h r  11,1894, at p. 9). 

The HAS indicates that three agencies (HDtA, City and County of 
Honolulu. and Hawaii Hasttat for ~Gmanity) had submitted NOls and were to be 
accommodated by the 65-23~9 wilderness. An in'westi~atian into alternatives was 

ess pmdm, including elf afthe NOls, which 
resulted in revi 13-acre downtown master plan. The revisions would 
include an affo I housing option in the long m g e  plan for one portion 
of the property. In aqdi e LRA elected to sat aside five (6) of the 65 awes 
for lw rent ho c benefit transfer. The City and County sf 

r of interest. Also, the W H A  has listed rental 
housing in its NOI. p of a rental housing owon in the 13-awe 
downtown master piqn to the five (5) ams set aside by the BPNAS 

mmodates the proposals submitted by the 

elf-help housingm pmposat submitted by Hawaii 
agreed that the pmposat is not suitable for the 
bitat for Humanity seeks warehouse space and land 
order to ammmodetg Hawaii Habitat for Humanity's 
sently being conducted in conjundim with the State's 
s as to available land outside Barbers Point. In 

of Hawaiian Home Lands (DHHL) has agreed to make 
at for Humanity adequate warehouse space at Barbers 



Redevelosent Commissimer &li 
s as DHHL Chajr, I undemknd mat wnaaed @Bods will 
B H a l t &  for Human'ws rquest 

HQSE CLDSLIRE. - - 

pwaed to verify that dmpbe t h ~  HMes 
MAS Rdwelogsment Cmdmimas action to delete 

the em@nmmtions which ofi@mtiy 8ubMed NOIs 

ID:808-684-4020 M R Y 0 5 9 9  810~33 N0.005 P.07 

sham her pfde=law@! expertise and bhnt-1 guidmw with my staffo 

mv wlrmm 
May 1,1998 
P@Q@ 7' 

AQahrnmts 
e Ms. Patty A Nimolas, HUDjCPD 

Me W& Egged, Chdmm, BP Red@veIopm@nt 
Commisigaaae', Diredogq, OSP 

Mr. Roger Au, Base Transition Coordinator. BPNAS 
Mr. Wlliam Basss hewfive D*mdorfl BPMS Redevelqrnent 
C~mmissisn 



ST.4TE OF HAWAII 

DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES 

HAWAII HOUSING AUTHORITY 

P.O. BOX 17907 

HONOLULU. HAWAII 86817 

S.R. Y W A  
EXECCTIYE DIRECTOR 

W ~ Y N  e. urv~sretM 
DEPUTY EXECUTIVE DfRECTOR 

FAX: (808) 8326030 

IN REPLYREFER TO 

97:PbNGA\024 

August 4, 1997 

U.S. Department of Housing & Urban Development 
Community Planning and Development Division 
ATTN. Patty Nicholas 
Seven Waterfront Plaza 
500 Ala Moana Blvd. 
Honolulu, Hawaii, 9681 3 

. . t. ~' 

Dear Ms. Nicholas: 

Subject: "STATE OF HAWAII'S BARBERS POlW SUBMISSION PLAN" 

h 
t As you are aware, the Hawaii Housing Authority (HHA)has been delegated 

-, by the Office of State Planning (QSP) with the Homeless Submission Component of 
the Barbers Point Redevelopment Plan. A completed facilities and program plan 
meeting ail components of the HUD's Homeless Submission Guidebook was 
approved by Governor Cayetano and submitted via the QSP and the Barbers Point 
Redevelopment Commission to HUD's Washington Community Development 
Coordinator. 

Throughout the ninety day review and evaluation period set by HUD, there 
has been on-going dialogue and discussions among Mr. Bill Poythress, 
Mr. Frank O'brien, Mr. Roger Au, HUDts local office and the HHA on further issues. 
Additionally, a telephonic conference involving Cheryl Soon, Bob Agres, Keith 
ishida, and Gail Kaito from the City and County of Honolulu, and myself was also 
coordinated by Mark Chandler and Chin Woo Chiu with Mr. Poythress. 

The most recent discussion on July 17, 1997, have included yourself, 
Brad Mossman, Ron Lim, Rick Egged, Georgiana Yuen, Bob Agres and myself. Bill 
Bass was unavailable for this session. At this time, HUD expressed its concerns 
with respect to the 65 acres of undeveloped lands which had been designated for 

I homeless programs by the 6ommission. A timeline for modifications that needed to 
be addressed in the homeless submission pian was discussed. -The understanding 
given by you to all parties was that a modified plan would be necessary and that 13 

I I,e,.. I acres of the downtown area was likely to be approved, predicated upon further 
requirements being met. 



The additianal requirements imposed by HLBD due to the proposed 
modifications to the Homeless ~hebm~[ssism Plan include; 

1 .  An informational briefing to be conducted by the HHA wikh all provider 
agencies and governmental agencies involved in the stabrnissi~n of 
Notification of Interests (N01); 

2. This briefing would cover recommendations made by CIS$ and HWA 
to submit an application for I 3  acres instead of the original 78 acres 
due to the concerns raised by HUD which includes, among other 
things; 

a) Difficulties in obtaining Congressional approval for 
the 78 acres sf !and for homeless as most of the reuse 
plans submitted to HUD from across the nation have 
addressed only a few acres of land for homeless 
programs, and 

Ba) The issue sf the placement of a high concentration of homeless 
families and poverty in a csmmunity. 

3. Following the briefing, written commitments of support are required 
from these providers for the modified acreage designated in the 
Hsrneiess Submission. 

4. Due to the timeline necessary to reconvene the Reuse 
Commission, any testimony by the HWA recommending the 
modification to the ~orneless Submission Plan would be 
presented to the newly formed Barbers Point Naval Air Station 
Redevelopment Commission ("6ommission") on sts October, 1997 
agenda. 

5. HUB" rre-use coordinator, Bill P~ythress will be requesting for a 
limited extension of time to the Secretary of HUD to modify Hawaii's 
Homeless Submission Plan. The extension requested will be until 
December 31, 1997. 

At this time, I would like to take this opportunity to memorialize the criteria 
presented by HUD as a guideline for obtaining approval for the transfer of federal 
Bands for homeless usage and which was utilized by the HHA when it prepared the 
initial Homeless Submission: 



The HUD Re-Use Guidebook provides in part as follows; 

"Secretary Cisneros designates addressing hornelessness through 
permanent solutions as HUD's top priority. To that end, the Department has 
worked toward achieving this goal by encouraging a community based 
process that provides a comprehensive response t~ the homeless 
population's different needs. This approach - Continuum of Care - 
assesses needs, inventories resources, identifies 
gaps, and c~ordinates public and private resources to fill in the gaps 
and avoid duplication. Sections in the Consolidated Plan are 
devoted to the needs, inventory of resources, in the homeless Continuum of 
Care. 

A local Continuum of Care plan submitted to HUD typically includes the 
following components: 

Outreach and assessment to identify an individuai's gr 
family's needs and make connections to facilities and 
services. 

Immediate shelter and safe, decent alternatives to the streets. 

Transitional housing and necessary social services to include 
job training and placement, substance abuse treatment, 
short term mental health services and independent living skills. 

Permanent housing or permanent supportive housing 
arrangements. 

The continuum of Care model is predicated on the concept that 
homelessness is not caused simply by a hck of shelter but rather is typically 
a symptom of a series of unmet needs to heip a homeless individual or family 
move toward self-sufficiency, a comprehensive system of hoelsincl and 
sucs~ortive services is imperative. " 

HUD'S Guidebook on Military Base Reuse and Homeless 
Assistance by the U.S. Department of Housing & Urban 
Development, Office of Community Planning & Development, 
March 1996. (Emphasis Added) 

Therefore, the HHA had prepared the Homeless Assistance Submission in 
strict adherence to the stated requirements of the Re-Use Guidebook. The 
Guidebook also mandates that the Local Redevelopment Authority (LWA) should 
attempt to ensure that the reuse activities proposed by homeless assistance 
providers are coordinated with the existing Continuum of Care. The Continuum of 



Care in the C~nsslidated Plan of the City and County sf Honoiuiu identified that the 
gaps in this continuum are from the 

It is again very critical to emphasize that the allocation of the additional sixty 
five (6%) acres of undeveloped remote lands in the northwest section of the Barbers 
Point master plan occurred at the final hearing of the Redevelopment Csmrnission 
in August of 1996. The sixty five acres included 15 acres for self-help housing and 
50 acres for low income rental units. Therefore, despite very severe time 
constraints placed upow the State sf Hawaii, the Homeless Submission was 
completed and the plan submitted by the HHA addressed all components required 
in the continuum of the care. 

By way of review, the Continuum of Care addressed the following in the State 
of Hawaii" Barbers Point Homeless Submission: 

The Continuum 06 Care 

I. - 1. Identified Priorities 

The Homeless Task Force created by the Redevelopment Commission 
identified the following high priority needs in the continuum of care 
which are supported by the Notifications of Interest (NQBs) submitted: 

. . .  . .  . .  . . .  . . .  

Chemical dependency rehabilitation programs and halfwayhouse ,*, :.,.; .:.>? <.:.;. 

rehabilitation programs (NOls were received from Waianae Coast 
CsampreBaensive Health Center and the #HA); 

Transitional housing for special needs homeless (NOls were 
recei~ed from the HHA , the City & County of HonotuIu, HeBping 
Hands Hawaii, Steadfast Housing Development Corporation, and 
Homeless Women & Children Crisis Ontewentisn); 

Low income rentai housingipermanent housing (NOis were 
received from the HHA, Steadfast Housing Development 
corporation, City & County of Honolulu, Hawaii Habitat for 
Humanity); 

Vocational education facilities (West Qaku Employment Corp., 
HHA, Hawaii Habitat for Humanity). 

2. Downtown area (13 acres) 

Immediate plans %or the completion sf the renovation sf the existing 
%our buildings located within the 13 acres and which will house the 
following programs: 



a) Intake and coordinated referral service; 

b) Life and wellness center consisting of transitional housing 
for homeless with medical needs and treatments programs; 

c) Transitional housing in the barracks buildings which will provide 
separate temporary shelters for homeless singles and farrrilies 
and social services; 

d) Pre-vocational programs such as apprenticeship, basic 
education, and driver's training; 

e) Primary health care clinic to serve the homeless in all 
areas of health management; and 

f 1 Nonprofit offices and sewice centers. 

3. Wooded areas (65 acres) 

'The 65 acres of wooded area would have included the following 
facilities: 

a) 15 acres of Self Help Housing targeting homesess and 
hidden homeless and involves a housing homeownership 
program designed t9 provide ownership opportunities for 
homeless; 

b) Low income housing for families with less than 88% of the 
median income, which includes a phase in component 
predicated upon needs; 

c) A commercial center offering job training and needed 
commercial services to support the community and; 

d) An agricultural park to provide economic training 
opportunities for the residents. 

The Continuum of Care as described above is tailored to address the 
diagrammatic components pursuant to HUD's Re-Use guidebook, Section 3, and 
which is attached hereto and identified as Exhibit "9". 

Additionally, the six basic components of the Homeless Assistance 
Submission required by HLIB's guidebook called for the following: 



1. Outreach eff arts 

2. Homeless needs assesiments in the vicinity for the installation; 

3. Notices of interests received from homeless assistance providers; 

4. Legal binding agreements with service providers 

5. Additional issues involving the balance of ecrswsmie development 
and other development and hsrneless assistance; and 

6. Public comment from the community at Barge regarding the homeless 
component. 

PLAN'S MODIFICATIONS 

Hsnlaiulu area office are as follows: 

Apprg%vaB will be granted for portions of the State's Homeless Submission 
plan without approval of the remaining parts, which include the 65 acres of wooded 
areas. As reiterated earlier, the basis for this decision inciudes the following 
concerns, which had been earlier discussed with the HWA: 

1. HklDas difficulties in obtaining Congressional approval for the large 
amount of acreage; 

2. Considerable financial concerns which needs to be addressed for 
cowsideration of the transfer of the acreage which would require a 
submission of a business plan. This plan would need to inciude a time 
frame for development of the undeveloped areas & a significant 
comrnibnent by the State sf Hawaii to pay an equivalent value of any 
undeveloped acreage to the Department of Defense in the event that 
there was insufficient capital to complete the plan; 

3. A strategic funding plan requiring approval by the Commission; 

4. The need for an affirmative plan sf action to address the soda! and 
economic concerns of having this large concentration of low to very 
low income kamiiies in area; 

5. Identification of physical faciiities, general community needs 
including medical %acilities and parks; and 



6. Whether an integration of the 13 acres and the 65 acres of 
undeveloped acres fits into the entire community. 

In summary, based upon the meeting at your office, the focal discussions 
centered upon the concerns of HUD regarding the 65 wooded acres of undeveloped 
land and the recommendations for the HHA to presentmodifications of the 
Homeless Submission Plan to the reuse Commission a% its October, 1997 meeting. 
The major modification would be the elimination of the 65 wooded acres of land 
from the Homeless Submission. The designation of these lands was by commission 
action and will require Commission action in the deletion of these lands. During the 
limited extension of time granted by HLlD to December 31, 1997, the HHA will 
proceed with the directives discussed at this critical meeting. 

At this time, the HHA would like to confirm its understanding that the 
requirements set forth in the Re-Use Guidebook of permanent housins and 
permanent supportive h~us inq  are no lonaer required in this Modified plan 
which includes the 13 acres only. As vou are aware the issue of ~ermanent 
housinq was addressed in the proposed plan for the 65acres. It is  our 
understandinq that the approval process will proceed on the Downtown 13 
acres portion of the Homeless Submission even thouqh the permanent 
housinq element is  not included within it. 

*- > 

', 
1 

9+wP. I look forward to hearing from your office in the very near future. Timelines 
for the informational briefing to the providers of the NO1 will be forwarded shortly. 

Sincerely, - 

Executive Dir 

Enclosures 

. c: Mr. Bill Poythress, HUD CPDNVashington, D.C. 
Mr. Rick Egged, Office of State Planning 
Mr. Brad Mossman, Department of Business and 

Economic Development and Tourism 
Mr. Ron Lim, Sp. Assistant for Housing, Governor's Office 

<*i ..-.,. "-. I. '- - -* 

- - ~ r :  Roger Au; Department of ~efgn'se '' 
Mr. Bill Bass, Executive Director Re-U se Commission 
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DEPARTMENT O F  THE M A W  
olrnez OF VMP m ~ t t  -pe G t m n r  

zcm PTOITALL rnM 
ALE-DIIL VA 

Mr. R i c h m i  Claypsole 
D i s r e c t o r  
O f f i c e  of the Federal Register 
National, Archives and R=o& Administration 
WashinSm, DC 20408 

gaclosure (I) cantairrs three &gieals of a N o e i c e  of Inter& go 
Prepare an -tal Impact Statement for the Prcqased  * 

D i s p o s a l  a d  Reuse of EaPd and F a c i l i t i ~  at Itval A h  Station 
B a r b e r s  Point, Bawaii - You may use enclosure (21, a 3 1/2 io& 
WozxWerfect: d-kette, for processkg this pubfieation, me 
-t is named P B a R B E 3 ? S . ~ =  and. l: @ e n i f y  that this is a true 
copy of the original ds-ts- 

. RACTPCNm l ines  ia t h i s  dbcurarent as it is not a d e  se 
d e .  Please process as socan as psssible- If yaar have m y  
questions, please call m e  at (7Q3) 634-3783- 

Federal Register L i d s a a  Officer 

bclos&s: 1- Three origillals of a Hotice of Intent to P 
an awinomatal Iqact stat-t Eor  the 
Proposed Disposal and R e w e  oP Land and 
Facilitiks at Waval 2d.x Station Barbers Point, 
ITawaii 

2 .  3 112 Fnch WordPerEect diskette 

RECEIVED TIME MRR .92. 18: 5 5 8 M  
- - 

PRINT TINE .MFIR.ZZ. 18:58FIN 
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process cm5eci .out by t h e  MlbS B e s  P o i n t  Redeve lopment  

4 -- 
ExxiLudedi Exom ccmsidmtitm ia this B3CS az-e the areas being - 

retained by the Navy, 'Coast Guarc2, National 

Federal Aviation 

~~ and facilities, the s d s s a r y ,  thg Public W o z = b  

c a m p o d ,  the biasolids tmeatmcmt'aad disposal facility, 

the golf course, and psrtzon of tlre beach reczreatfaa areae, 

LRA's reuse plan and reasonable alternatives. The LBA's reuse 

plan features a general reliever a5qmx-t with a C T O S & ~  r ~ ~ ~ w a y  

and f;lxge areas devoted to park and recreatian use- Sites a z ~  

prmided to the kpaztment of Eawaii Lands for residential, 

commexcal, and h-W uses, C-M actfWties #a%lPd 
uwy 

plan& ar@ also set aside to a c s m t e  lmmeikgss pr~~viders ,  

the zedeve1 incluc3ixxg xmedways, water d i s t W d o n ,  

sani tazy sewer, stam drainage, t e l e p b ,  and electrical 

systems - 
ming its p l w  process, the LIZ,& considered a- 

scenarios and n a r r o w e d  them'chm to three optioas: t w o  dth a 

general relievex a-rt aad one without an a h o r i z .  The basic 

difference between tbe tva airport scenarios is size, TBe 

a- airspoh- atexnative has a cross-runway csnfiguratian .an 

RECEIVED TIME MRR. 22. 18: 55RM PRINT TIME MRR.22. 18:57RM 
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EUS actionp public rscophg meethgs w i l l  be held, m e  on 

C2&eteria, 1633 South Street, H m c 3 1 d g a ,  96826; and a 

Hest CLlib, P o i n t .  Both m e e t k g ~  &I1 stark. at 7,043 

w i t h .  a sbzt p r e e e n C a t . 5 a .  on the 

t 

RECEIVED TIME MQR.22. 10:55AM PRINT TIME MRR.22. 10:57QM 
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- - - 

interested agencies, in&~dua;ls, and org%aiaatioas take $-his 

I appo-ty to clearly describ@ i3pecifie issues or topics that- 0 

.-.,w" 

tee EIS should - address. TO & l a w  time for all views to be - -- 
shared, each 

- will  be limit& to three lnkmtcs, w r i t t e . n  

statements may &so be submitted at the meetbgs. 

EVR FUXraER CC3lTET: W r i t t e a  stat-ts andfor 

questions zqpxding the scaping process should be m a i l e d  no later 

th;in POehaday, aril 30, 1999 to Mir- F x d  Mhata (CoBe 2311, t 

Pacific D i v i s i o a ,  N a d  Facfiities Engkeerhg Cbamand, Pearl 

Baxbor, Bf 96860-7300, telephone ( 8 0 8 )  471-9338; fax C808) 474- 

4899. 

; "-. 
Federal R w 5 s t e a r  Liaison O f f i c e r -  

RECEIVED T I M E  MAR.22. 1B:55AM PRINT TIME MAR. 22. 1 8 : 5 7 A M  
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

Department sf the Navy 

Notice of Availability and Public Hearings for the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Disposal and Reuse of Naval 
Air Station, Barbers Point (NASBP) , HI 

AGENCY: Department of the Navy, DOD. 

ACTION: Announcement of public meeting. 

SUMMARY: The Department of the Navy (Navy) and its cooperating agency, 
the Federal Aviation Administration, has prepared and filed with the 
Environmental Protection Agency the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) for Disposal and Reuse of Naval Air Station, Barbers 
Point, HI (NASBP). Two public hearings will be held for the purpose of 
receiving oral and written comments on the DEIS. Federal, state and 
local agencies, and interested individuals are ~nvited to be present or 

- d represented at the meetings. 

DATES: Hearing dates are: 
1. October 5, 1998, 7:00 p.m., Kapolei, HI 
2. October 7, 1998, 7:00 p.m., Honolulu, HI 

ADDRESSES: Hearing locations are: 

1. Kapclei--James Campbell Building, Laulima Rosm, 1001 Kamskila 
Boulevard, Kapolei, KI 
2. Honolulu--Washington Intermediate School, 1663 South King Street, 
Honolulu, HI 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr. Fred Minato (Code 231PM), (808) 
471-9338. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFOWATION: Pursuant to the Council on Environmental 
Quality regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508) that implement the 
procedural provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 
the Department of the Navy (Navy) and its cooperating agency, the 
Federal Aviation Administration, has prepared and filed with the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency the DEIS for Disposal and Reuse of 
NASBP. This notice announces the availability of the DEES and the dates 
and locations of the public hearings. 

The proposed action is the disposal of surplus Navy property for 
subsequent reuse and redevelopment, in accordance with the 1990 Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Act, and the 1993 Base Closure and 



Realignment Commission recommendations. NASBP will be closed on July 2, 
1999. Of the 3,722 acres (1,507 hectares) of land at NASBP, Navy is 
retaining about 1,138 acres (457.7 hectares) and approximately 492 
acres (199 hectares) are being transferred to other federal agencies. 
The remaining 2,100 acres (850 hectares) of base closure property have 
been declared surplus and are the focus of this DEIS. 

The DEIS evaluates four reuse alternatives, each enphasizing 
various types of development, e.g., residential, light industrial, 
recreational, and commercial. Three of the alternatives 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. The plan 
approved by the Barbers Point Naval Air Station Redevelopment 
Commission, the State and Navy's preferred alternative, includes the 
following major elements: general aviation reliever airport for 
Honolulu International Airport, large areas for park and recreational 
uses, and areas for comercial/private recreation, light industrial, 
residential, and homeless providers. No decision on the proposed action 
will be made until the NEPA process has been completed. 

The DEIS analyzes potential environmental impacts to land use and 
airspace, visual resources, socioeconsmics, cultural resources, traffic 
and circulation, air quality, noise, biological resources, water 
resources, utilities and services, public health and safety, and 
hazardous materials and waste. No significant environmental impacts are 
anticipated from the proposed action with the exception of infrequent 
and severe traffic conditions resulting from major events at special 
attractions (e.g., motor sports raceway complex) which may occur 
several times a year. Other potentially significant, but mitigable, 
environmental impacts include impacts to biological resources, cultural 
resources, and public safety. 

A Notice of Intent to prepare the EIS was published in the Eederal 
Register on March 26, 1997 and two public scoping meetings were held on 
April 16 and April 17, 1997. A Notice of Availability of the BEIS was 
published in the Federal Register on August 28, 1998. 

The DEIS has been distributed to affected Federal, state, and local 
agencies, and interested parties. In addition, copies of the CEIS are 
available for review at Ewa Beach Public and School Library, and Hawaii 
State Main Library. 

Two public hearings will be held to inform the public of the DEIS 
findings and to solicit and receive oral and written comments. The 
first hearing will be held at 7:00 p.m. on October 5, 1998, at the 
James Campbell Building, Laulima Room, 1001 Karnokila Boulevard, 
Kapolei. The second hearing will be held in the cafeteria of Washington 
Intermediate School, 1663 South King Street, Honolulu, at 7:00 p,m. on 
October 7, 1998. Federal, state, and local agencies, and interested 
individuals are invited to be present at the hearings. Oral comments 
will be heard and transcribed by a court reccrder; written comments are 
also requested to ensure accuracy of the record. All com-nents, both 
oral and written, will become part of the official record. In the 
interest sf available time, each speaker will be asked to limit oral 
comments to three minutes. Longer comments should be summarized at the 
public hearing and submitted in writing either at the hearing or mailed 
to Mr. Fred Minato (Code 231FM), Pacific Division, Naval Facilities 
Engineering Command, Pearl Harbor, Hawaii 96860-7300, facsimile (808) 
474-5909. Written 
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4-....,.... -a, .. comments a r e  r e q u e s t e d  n o t  l a t e r  t h a n  Q c t o b e r  12 ,  1998 .  

B a t e d :  Sep tember  8 ,  9998. 
Ralph  W .  Corey ,  
LCDR, JAG@, USN, F e d e r a l  R e g i s t e r  L i a i s o n  O f f i c e r .  
[FR Doc. 98-24424 F i l e d  9-10-98; 8 : 4 5  am] 
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Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
For the Disposal and Reuse of NAS Barbers Point 
Public Wearing Comments and Navy Responses 

Comments: 

1. Testimony from the Executive Director of the Barbers Point Naval Air Station Redevelopment 
Commission, supporting the State-preferred alternative. 

No response required. 

2. Concern that archaeological sites may be taken out of context and may be destroyed if considered 
expendable. Recommendation that an archaeological district be established guaranteeing no 
development and protection of sites. Some sites at Barbers Point don't exist anywhere else. Concern 
about increased public access and potential for vandalism. 

The Navy has identified sites eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places. Based 
on specific criteria, the analysis does not lead to a conclusion that the entire Barbers Point complex is 
eligible to be designated as a historic district. In lieu of an overall district, the LEPa and D M L  may 
consider adoption of a Cultural Resources Management Plan to guide the treatment of sites, similar 
to the CRMP that the Navy intends to follow for sites on Navy retained lands. The Navy is 
consulting with the State Historic Preservation Officer on the development of deed covenants to 
protect cultural resources on the property following conveyance. 

~... .. 
.;& 3. Concern about the assumption that all environmental regulations will be enforced. Suggestion that 

violations on other properties should be disclosed. 

The EIS evaluates potential impacts based on reasonable assumptions. In this case, the reasonable 
assumption is that existing regulatory requirements will be followed. A worst-case analysis that 
assumes nom-compliance is not required under NEPA. 

Questions and Requests for Clarification: 

1. Why are all of the alternatives shown in the EIS? Hasn't the decision been made? 

Although the Naval Air Station Redevelopment Commission and the Governor approved one 
alternative, the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires that the EIS evaluate a range of 
reasonable alternatives. Hence, the other alternatives considered by the Commission are being 
evaluated in the EIS. 

2. Why is the no airport alternative evaluated? 

See above response. 

3. Why is it called the "State-preferred" alternative? It sounds like a decision has already been made. 

This alternative has been approved by the Commission and the Governor. A decision has been made 
ql.l,i:i: by the State, but the Navy has not yet made a decision on the property disposal. The EIS will assist 

the Secretary of the Navy in malung a decision. 



4. What happens if there's a change in political leadership? 

Decisions would carry fomxd to the next administration, even if there is a change. 

5 .  Which plan is in progress QX- in the planning stages? 

The State-preferred alternative is the only one being discussed by the Local Redevelopment 
Authority (LM).  

6.  k e  these the 43,000 acres being condemned? 

7. Do OIL4 andD have my inteest in or input regarding this property and development? 

A copy of the DEIS has been sent to both agencies, which have been invited to provide comments. 
The State-prefmed alternative, which is also the Navy's preferred alternative, calls for 
approximately 602 acres of surplus land at NAS Barbers Paint to be transferred to DHHE. 





DEIS Comment and Response Letters 

-q.p. 



Bepamen% of Planning and Permitting 

Response letter: A-6-5 34 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
U. S. ARMY ENGINEER DISTRICT. HONOLULU 

FT. SHAFYER. HAWAII 96858-W-40 

REPLY TO 
ATTENTOON QF 

September 15, 1998 

Civil Works Branch 

Mr. Melvin N. Kaku 
Director 
Department of the Navy 
Pacific Division 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
Environmental Planning Division 
Pearl Harbor, Hawaii 96868-7300 

Dear Mr. Kaku: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment 
on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEPS) for 
the Disposal and Reuse of the Naval Air Station, 
Barbers Point, Qahu. The following comments are 
provided in accordance with U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers authorities to provide flood hazard 
information and to issue Department of the Army (DAJ 
permits . 

a. Based on the information provided, a DA permit 
will not be required for the project unless work is 
performed in the open coastal waters, Ordy Pond, or 
other wetlands. For further information, please 
contact Mr. William Eennan of our Regulatory Section at 
438-9258 (extension P3), and refer to file number 
980000306. 

b. The flood hazard information provided on page 
3-4 of the DEIS is correct. 

Sincerely, 

Paul Mizue, P.E. 
Chief, Civil Works Branch 



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
PACIFIC BIV1S8ON 

NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND 
(MAKALAPA. HI) 

PEARL HAFIBOR. HAWAII W W 7 3 5 0  

E m DEC tw 
From: Commder,  Pacific Division, Naval Facilities Engineering C o m m d  

y Engineer District, Honolulu 

ACT S T A T E m m  (EIS) FOR TEE DISIQOSa 
REUSE OF NAVAL 

I. T h d  you for y o u  letter of 1 5 September 1 998, regarding the subject document. We 
acknowledge &Bad &e U.S. Army Engineer District, Honolulu, has reviewed the Draft EIS a d  
has c o n f m d  &at &e infomatian in the Drafi EIS concerning flood zones is correct. We also 
mdem-d that a Dep y permit is not needed f i r  the proposed action, unless 
work is p e ~ o m d  in the open coastal waters, Ordy Pond, $BP" other wetlands. This infomation 
will be specified in Section 1.9, Permit Reqkments  md Related Coordination, in Pre Finall EIS. 

2. We appreciate your timely response. 

By direction 

copy to: 
Ms. Lesley Matsmsto 
Belt Collins Hawaii 
688 AIa Moma BorrlevadP First Floor 
Honolulu, HI 948 13-5486 



United States Dep 
'4r/ OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

Office of Environmentall Policy and Chrnplurace 
600 H h o n  Sweet. Suite 515 

Sam FM&B. ~ f o m i a  94109-13'96 

October 9, 1998 

Coin;mmander, Naval Forces Marianas 
Pacific Division 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Code 23 1 FM 
258 Makalapa Drive, Suite 180 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96860-7300 

Dear Commander: 

The Depanment of the Interior (Department) has reviewed the August 1998 Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Disposal and Reuse of Naval Air Station Barbers Point 

.. . . . . . . . . . . ,.,. . . . . . . -,.?.., (NASBF), Bahu, Hawaii. The following comments are provided for your use and information 
when preparing the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). 

Fish and Wildlife Resources 

The DEIS adequately describes the proposed action and most significant fish and wildlife 
resources at the proposed NASBP site. The Department concurs that the State-preferred 
Alternative (U.S. Navy's preferred Aherrnative) would be the action alternative least Iikety to 
impact fish and wildlife resources. 

The majority of p~tentiat impacts to fish and wildlife resources from the preferred alternative are 
adequately addressed in the DEIS. HQwever, we have identified several infomati~nal deficiencies 
that need to be addressed in the FEIS. These deficiencies are addressed in the 
following comments: 

The DEIS identifies the chaff flower shrub (Achyranthes splendens 
var. rst~ttdafa) and the Ewa Plain 'akoko shrub (Charnaeqsce skoftsbergii var. 
skoffsbergii) as endangered under the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended 
(ESA). However, the DEIS does not identify any potentially significant impacts to either 
listed species, but it does indicate mitigation that would reduce impacts to below 
significant levels. Since the ESA states impacts to listed species must be identified, the 



Connmander, Naval Forces Marianas, Pacific Division 

FEIS weeds to c h i &  whether any significant effect may occur to listed species. The 
Depanment also suggests addressing the Hawaii Division of Forestry and Wildlife's 
(HDFW) endangered species taw. This law requires a habitat conservation plan be 
developed whenever a land use change harms or destroys a FDFW listed species. 

The BEIS identifies many Boations of these species on the properly proposed for transfer 
to the W S .  We understand that at last I I kakoko shrubs exist on the suqdus lands. 
Under the preferred afternative, the surplus Bands that support the endangered piants 
include areas slated forlight industrial, recreational, and residential uses. 

Therefore. the Department of she Navy (Navy) slnould consult with the Fish and Witdiife 
Service (FWS) under section 7 ofthe ESA and address the HDFW endangered species 
law concerning results of the 'akoko shmb surveys. The results of these compliance 
eRopas with the FWS and the EDFW should be incorporated into the E I S .  

The FEE should note the W S  is willing to include appropriate requirements far 
protecting the two ESA-identified species and any other listed species within the 
conditions of public benefit conveyances. 

The Department supports the currently depicted route for Cora! Sea 
Woad on the eastern boundary of the round-leafed chaR-flower shmb recovery parcel ,v . 

(DEIS, Figure 3 B -2 on page 3-1 1 and Figure 3.2-2 on page 3-1 8). Extending the road 
along the shoreline to the far westem boundary of the recovery parcel as previously 
considered would have destroyed existing endangered sound-!afed chaE-flower plats 
and their habitats. If the cowfigusation of the Coral Sea Road or the airport runways and 
clear zones in the vicinity of the endangered plant p r o d  we changed, the Navy needs to 
modinate with the W S  and the I-XDFW to ensure that the endangered plants and their 
habitats are adequately protected. 

We are concerned that pumping saltwater fiom offshore and releasing it in 
the upland areas to create the proposed Marine Park may adversely affect groundwater 
quality. The FElS needs to address whether any resulting increased salinity may impact 
subterranean resources, inetudiasg those that occur in anchialine ponds (see our specific 
m m e n t :  "Page 3-20. Sensitive Habitats" in the following Specific Comments section). 
The FEE should address whether alteration of groundwater salinity may also adversely 
aEmt endanger4 plants in the recovery parcels. Mso, more details on the proposed 
Mariane Park are needed to adequately comment on hture impacts. 

The ESA tisted plant and animal recovery parcels should be avoided 
when siting the drainage basin. The Department emphasizes this issue needs 
to be resolved 



Commander, Naval Forces Marianas. Pacific Division 
Y . ~ '  

Historical and Recreational Resources 

The DElS adequately describes the impacts of the proposed action and its alternatives on 
natural and cultural resources. Neither the proposed action nor its alternatives would 
affect any unit of the national park system of the Nationa! Park Service (BPS), including 
the WSSArizona Memorial, which is the closest N g S  umit. 

The NBS has worked with representatives ofthe City and County ofHonoEuiu, the State 
of Hawaii, and the Navy since 1995 on the planned reuse of the NASBP and proposed 
public benefit from its conveyance to the national park system. The DEIS provides a 
thorough review of the issues related to compatibility between the proposed airport and 
park and recreation uses for the surplus base property. The continued airport operations 
wouid not significantly affect pubiic use and enjoyment of significant portions of the 68 1 
acres designated for park and recreation uses. 

The Department understands the proposed airport would be used largely for I )  continued 
Coast Guard aircraft operations and 2) the reaocation of general aviation operations from 
other locations fiom other Oaku airfields. The preferred alternative shows the shortening 
of several of the runways, particularly, runway 11/29, which we believe is essential to the 
proposed beachfront recreation use. With the exception of the clear zones at the ends of 
Runways 4/22 and 11/29, all park and recreation lands are within the 60 decibels @NL) 
noise contour, a reasonable standard for recreation areas in an urban setting. However, 
we recognize that beach areas at the end of the runways and in the vicinity of the Coral Pit 
would have greater noise exposure. We believe the limited amount s f  affected beach area 
and the ability to design the proposed sports center to minimize unnecessasy exposure tto 

aircrd noise represents a reasonable tradeoff 

The INPS has participated in the development of a proposed protection program for 
wcheoiogieal resouras and other historid structures pursuant to Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act. We support protecbion for these resources though 
restrictive covenants. These covenants would require subsequent review of proposed 
modifications to the structures or within the immediate area. Also, the N P S  would 
provide protection for the integrity of the archeotogicd resources within the proposed 
heritage park site. 

The DEIS identifies several Points of Interest and Installation Response Program Sites, 
indicating hazardous substance contamination of areas designated for park and recreation 
use. We recognize that the Navy must certify the remediation of all hazardous substance 
releases prior to assignment to NPS for transfer. However, we request the Navy continue 
to communicate with the NPS on the standard and schedule for clean-up of the 
identified sites 



Commander, Naval Forces Marianas, Pacific Division 

SPECIFIC CO WS 

This section needs to be revised in the FEIS to 
include information about anchialia~e pond resources (see our comerats bdow on 
anchialine ponds)~ 

Paragraph seven should be in its own subsection and 
be mtitjd ""Other Wildiife9'in the FEIS. 

In its December 19, 198'7, and February 25, 1998, 
mmmuwlations to the Navy, the FWS requested anchidine ponds be addressed in the 
DEIS. hchialine ponds are surface expressions of the underground water table found in 
some %ow-Hying coastal areas, and are considered to be sensitive habitats because of their 
rarity and the frequently unique nature of the biota e h t  they support. The E I S  needs to 
provide information on anchialine ponds and an analysis of the effects of the alternatives 
on these ponds. 

Barbers Point is one of only three currently identified sites on $Bal~u that have known 
anchialiwe ponds (according to the report: The Nature Conservancy of Hawaii's 1987 
Biologid Database of Rare Species and Awchialine Pond Types ofthe State of Hawaii). 
Mso, the anchialine ponds found at Barbers Point are classified as bdng "Low Salinity 
Limestone Ponds," which is a type of anchialine pond know only &om Oahu (as 
compared with the more common lava ponds that are found on the idands of Mslokati, 
Maui, and Hawaii) and are ranked by specialists as "Critically Imperilled" on a global basis 
(6.c., are known from less than five occurrences). 

The Department r aomends  that the FEIS include an assessment of the number and 
locatisw of anchidine pools at NAASBP and a description of the biota in representative 
pools. The WSTacific I d a d s  Fish and LVildliFe Ofice in Howoiulu, Hawaii, is 
avaiihle to provide 6 m ~ a l  assistance for an ecologimj assessment of mchialine 
resources at the NASBP. 

fn the fourth paragraph, the DEB states that the 
coastal salt flat on the property '"...rarely contains standing water.'Xowever, it is the 
W S '  understanding that the coastal salt flat eequently mntains standing water, especial8y 
during the rainy season. The Department recommends that this discrepancy be darified in 
the FEIS. 

In the first paragraph, the E l %  should correct 
the date of eke Aries Report to June 1998. 



Commander, Naval Forces Marianas, Pacific Divisi~nm 

In the first paragraph, the FEIS should note that 
any activities that affect groundwater quality (including artificial saltwater intrusion and 
contaminants) may affect water quality in anchialine ponds. 

This section shoutd include relevant infomation on 
anchialine ponds. This section should provide subsections on wetland biota and anchialine 
pond biota. The former subsection should contain the information currently presented in 
this section of the BEIS. The subsection on anchialine pond biota should discuss the 
affects of the alternatives on these resources, including where these resources would be 
lost to construction or other known future uses. 

The =IS should filly 
address that conversion of anchialine ponds to other uses would likely result in the 
irretrievable losses of that habitat. 

The E I S  
needs to indicate that conversion of a pond to other uses w~uld likely result in the 
perinanent loss of productivity for anchialine habitat. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this project. 

Sincerely, A 

Patricia Sanderson Port 
A 

Regional Environmental Bficer 

cc: 
Director, OEPC., wloriginal incoming 
Regional Director, FWS, Portland 
Regional Director, NPS, San Francisco 

' 



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
PAeame BIVIS~ON 

NAVAL FACILITIES ENGBNEEWIMG COMMAND 
(MAKALAPA. HI) 

PEARL HARBOR. HAWAII WKb'P300 

Ms. Patricia Smdmon Port 
Regional Environmental Officer 

ent of the htekor 
OEM of the S e c r d ~  
Ofice of Enviromental Policy and Compliance 
600 Hmisgsn Street, Suite 5 15 
Sm Francisco, CA 94187-13186 

Ser 23%- 4526 

Dear Ms. Port: 

ACT STATEMEm @IS) FOR THE 
REUSE OF NAVAL STATION (NAS) B 

Thank you for your letter of October 9' H 998, regarding the sub~ect document. We achsw%&ge 
ent ofthe Interior (DO1) m n k w  that the State-prefend aItemative would be 

the action alternative Hexist likely to impact fish and wildlife resources. However, you identiq 
infomation deficiencies in the Brafi EIS. Ow responses to your cornen& foiiow: 

C~msament: Endangered Species. The Draft EIS identifies the chaff flower s h b  (Achyranthes 
spdendem %rss roandata) and the Ewa PHah '&oko s h b  (Chamaqsce sbtbbergii v a n  
s b ~ b e q i i J  as endangered under the Endangered Species Act (BSA) of 1973, a mended. 
HoweverD the %$raft E1S does not identify my potentially significant impacts to either listed 
species, but it does indicate mitigation that would reduce impacts to below significant levels. 
Shce the ESA states impacts to listed species must be identified; the Final EIS needs to clari@ 
whether my significant e E ~ t  may OCZW to listed species. The DO6 also suggests addressing the 
Hawaii Division of Formtry and Wildlife's 0 endangered species Haw. 'This law requires 
a habitat wmereration pim be developed whenever a %and use change h 
m F W  listed species. 

Reg~nse:  The potentidly significant impacts on a h g e r d  plant species are identified in 
t action resulting in the 

or endanger&) species or candidate species, andl my action resulting in 
the I o s  o f m i t a t  of listed siderd a significant impact under the 
ESA.. .me tam W e P 9  k c  

The Navy's pmposd action involves the fmmsfer of pmperty to f d m l  md state agencies. The 
this property is not likely to adversely aE=t the fdeeeallgr endangered plant 
the Navy h foms  the appropriate bureau within fie DO1 of its responsibiiities 

to mmult under section '7 of the ESA of 1973, as mended, on the potential eEixts of the land 
the State of Hawaii and City and County of Honolulu on '&oko @81, 
1,1998). The federal md state agencies that acquire this property must comply with 

the same guidelines as the Dep ent of the Navy (Navy), regarding the protection of 



threatened and endangered species. The Navy believes that compliance with Meral 
environmental laws (i.e., the ESA) adequately protects the threatened and endangered species 
present on the transfenred property. The HDFW endangered spesies law would apply to 
nonfderal property owners. 

Comment: The Draft EIS identifies many locations of these species on the property proposed 
for transfer to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). We understand that at least 1 l 
'akoko shrubs exist on the surpius lands. Under the p r e f e d  alternative, the surplus Bmds that 
support the endangered plants include areas slated for light industrial, recreational, and 
residential uses. 

Therefore, the Navy should consult with the USFWS under Section 7 of the ESA and address the 
HDFW endangered species law concerning results ofthe 'dcoko shrub surveys. The results of 
these compliance efforts with the USFWS and the HDFW should be incorporated into the Final 
EIS. 

The Find EIS should note the National Park Sexvice (NFS) is willing to include appropriate 
requirements for protecting the two ESA-identified species an8 any other listed species within 
the conditions of public benefit conveyances. 

i . m G  

Response: On September 16, 1998, the Navy initiated the consultation process with the 
USFWS, and the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), under Section 7 of the ESA. Both 
USFWS and W S  have verbally indicated that they expect t~ concur with the Navy's 
conclusion of no significant impact. The official response letters are included in the Final EHS. 

The vast majority of 'akoko plants are growing in an area that will be transferred to USFWS. As 
previously stated, the Navy's compliance with federal environmental laws, hcludhg the ESA, 
adequately protects d l  threatened and endmgeted species present on the NAS Barbers Point 
property, and that additional compfimce efforts, with the HDFW, are not necessary. 

k t ,  we acknowledge the NPS's offer to include appropriate requirements for protecting the two 
ESA identified species and my other listed species within the conditions of public h e f i t  
conveyances. 

Comment: Cord Sea Road. The DO1 supports the currently depicted route for Coral Sea Road 
on the eastern boundary sf  the round-leafed cM-flower shrub m v e r y  parcel EIS, 
Figure 3.1-2 on page 311 1 and Figure 3.2-2 on page 3-1 8). Extending the road along the 
shoreline to the fm western boundary of the recovery parcel as previously considered would have 
destroyed existing endangered round-leafed chaff-flower plants and their habitats. If the 
configuration of Coral Sea Road or the airport runways and dear zones in the vicini%y of the 
endangered plant parcel are changed, the Navy needs to coordinate with the USFWS and the 

L$w HDFW to ensure that the endangered plants and their habitats are adequately protected. 



Response: The Navy has been coordinating with the USFWS, Honolulu Ofice, to ensure that 
the endangered plants a d  their habitat are adequately protected. Please see %he above responses 
for additionid detail. 

Comment: Marine Park. We are mncernd that pumping saltwater &om offishore and r e k s h g  
it in the upland areas to create the proposd Marine Park may adversely affmt pomdwater 
quality. The Hhal EIS nee& $0 address whether my resulting increased salinity may impact 
subternem resources, including those that oww in mchialine ponds (see ow specific 
comment: "Page 3-20. Smitive Habitats9' in the foilowing Specific Comments section.) The 
Final E%S should address whether alteration of groundwater salinity may dso adversely aEmt 
endmgad plants in the ~ c o v e v  parcels. Also, more details on the proposed Maine Park are 
n e d d  to adequately ~ o m e n t  on fitwe impacts. 

Raporrase: The h e a l  Wdevelopmmt Authority &M) provided no specific p%ms fir  the 
suggested Maine Park. Since the activities assmiatd with this possible development are 

a m p  we have evaluated this proposal mrisisfent with the level of detail provided in the 
LM's  reuse plan. HoweverE., because the Marine Park would be devdoped on state h d s ,  the 
proponen& wouM be required to mmply with all applicable fkdemh and state enviromentah 
guidelines, including the State of Hawaii's envimmental asessmew%,envimmenta1 impact 

\.- 
statmmt procedures (Hawaii Revised Statutes Chapter 3431, prior to development. Potential 
mviromentd impacts would be evaluated at &at time. 

Cornmen t: The ESA listed plmt md animal recovery parcels should be 
avoided wb t basin. The DO1 emphasizes this issue needs to be resolved. 

Response: We m d e m b d  &at the protection of BSA-listed piants is a concern, relative to the 
text will be added to Se.ction 4.2.2.2, Terrestrial Fbm, 
asin be developed, as depicted in the State-preferred 

projmt will be mmistent. with all ESA rqGremenfs. Resolution of 
the regional &&age issue is the responsibility of the L M .  

Comment Historied and R m a ~ o d  Rmowca. The Draft EIS identifies several Points of 
h t e m t  md btdlation o u  substance con an 
of ansrd&gnat reereat~oaa use. We r 
remediation of d i  us substance releases prior to 
However9 we request the Navy m n h u e  to 9 s m ~ c a t e  with the %$PS om the standad and 
schedule for clean up of the identified sites. 

Response: We will continue ta m m ~ c a t e  with the W S  on the standard a d  schedule for 
c l m  up of the identified sites. Please contact Ma Randy Ho&m, Base Conversion Manager at 
(808) 474-5949 for additional idomation. 

k - 
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Comment: Page ES-9 Executive Summary Section. This section needs to be revised in the 
Final EIS to incIude information about anchialine pond resources (see our comments below on 
anchialine ponds). 

Response: Ordy Pond is the only anchidine pond on the NAS Barbers Point property and the 
environmental impacts have been evaluated. Ordy Pond is I o a t d  on the parcel scheduled to be 

ferred to the USFWS. This information is correct as stated. 

Comment: Page 3-19: 3.2.2 Terrestrial Fauna. Paragraph seven should be in iks own subsection 
and be entitled 660ther Wildlife" in the Final EIS. 

Response: This c h g e  will be made in the Final HS. 

Comment: Page 3-20: 3.2.4 Sensitive Habitats. In its Member 19, 8 997 aand 
February 25,1998, communications to the Navy, the USFWS requested mfialine ponds be 
addressed in the Draft EIS. Anchidine ponds .are surface expressions of the underground water 
table found in some low-lying mastal areas, arid are considered to be sensitive habitaks because 
of their rarity and the frequently unique nature of the biota that they support. The Final EIS 
needs to provide information on anchidine ponds and an analysis of the effeets of the 

8 ,  alternatives on these ponds. 

NAS Barben Point is one of only three identified sites on O&u that have known anchidine 
ponds (according to the report: The Nature Conservmcy of Hawaii's 1987 Biological Database 
of rare S p i e s  and Aechialine Pond Types of the State of Hawaii). Also, the mchialine ponds 
found at NAS Barbers Point are classified as being "Low Salinity Limestone Ponds," which is a 
type of mchialine pond known only from Oahu (as campafed with the more wmsn lava ponds 
that are f m d  on the islands of Molokai, Maui, and Hawaii) and are d d  by specialists as 
bbCHitidly Imperiled"' on a global basis (i.e., are known fiom less than five occumnes.) 

The DO1 recommends that the Final B S  include an assessment of the number and location of 
anchidine pools at NAS Barbers Point and a description of the biota in representative pols. n e  
USFWS' Pacific Islands Office in Honolulu, Hawaii is available to provide technical assistance 
for an ecological assessment of anchidine resources at the NAS Barbers Point. 

Response: The Nature Consemmcy's report r e f d  to mchialine ponds (plural), in the Ewa 
district of Oahu. NAS Barbers Point occupies only a portion of the Ewa district. There. is only 
one anchidine pond h o w n  from the NAS Barbers Point propem., Ordy Pond (Memorandum for 
the Remad, October 21,19981, which will be transferred to USFWS. The USFWS will have the 
responsibility sf e d g  that all environmental guidelines are ~ ~ m p l i e d  with, relative to Ordy 
Pond. We believe that the USFWS will adequately protect Ordy Pond. Section 3.2.4 of the 
F M  EIS will incoprate this information. 



Comment: h the fourth paragraph, the Drafi EIS states 
that the coastal salt flat ow the propem "'. . .rarely contains standing water." However, it is the 
USPWS' mdemmding that the coastd salt flat fi-quently contains standing water, especially 
during the rainy seasern. The BOI rmo nds that this discrqmcy be c$a-ifid in the Final 
EIS. 

Response: The Hhal E%S wi8I be revised to read: m e  msk1 sdt flats often contain standing 
water during fie rainy season, and oorndhes contain standing water at other times of the year.'" 
This change does not aEmt the en~romenta l  analysis. 

Comment: . In the first paragraph, fie Final EIS 
should mmmk the date of the Aries Report to June 1998. 

Response: This infomation was obtained &om rn Aries Report published in June of 1996. 

Comment: - In the first paragraph, h e  Final EIS should 
my activities that aflat groundwater quality (including artificial saltwater intrusion and 

) may affect water quality in the mcBaidine ponds. 

k p s n s e :  This idomation will be added to Section 4.1.2 to d h s  the potentid e83fats on 
Ordy Pond, the only mchialhe pond on N M  B&en Point- 

Comment: . This section should include relevant 
idomation on mchialine ponds. This section should provide subsections on wetland biota a d  
mc%&e pond biota. The former subsection sbou~d COntain the s m a t i o n  currently present& 
in this section of the Draft EIS. n e  subsmtion on mchialhe pond biota should discuss the 
&Tmk of the dtematives on these resowces, including where these resources would be lost to 

OH o ~ X  ho?WXl hme U 8 S .  

Rapa~se: The biota found in the ody anchidhe pond on NAS Barbers Point is d a c i b d  in 
S d o n  3.2.4, Sensitive W&i$%l&. Became Ordy Pond, the only mchialime pond on N U  B&m 

em. An& since the US mntrol of the pond under dl of the 
usion IS appropriate. 

nt: Page 5-1. h e ~ e % r & l ~ e v e m I b 1 e  Clxnm.iment of Resoues. 33s Find EIS 
should klly address that mnversion of mchiahe ponds to other uses would likely result in the 
h-etrie~&ie losses of that habitat. 

Raponse: There is only one mchia.4LHhe pond, Ordy Pond, on N M  Babe= Point. It will be 
tmmfemed to WSWS who does not intend to change the present use s f  the pond 
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Comment: Page 5-1: 5.3. Relationship Between Short-term Use and Long-term Productivity. 
The Final EHS needs to indicate that conversion of a pond to other uses would likely result in the 
permanent loss of productivity for anchisaline habitat. 

Response: See previous response. 

Should you have any questions, please contact the undersigned at (808) 471-9338 or by facsimile 
transmission at ($08) 474-5909. You may also direct your questions to Mr. Randy H o h a n ,  
Base Conversion Manager at (808) 474-5949. 

Sincerely, 

Director 
Environmental Planning Division 

copy to: 
xx,s.,. Ms. Lesley Matsumto 

Belt Collins Hawaii 
680 Ala Moana Boulevard, F h t  Floor 
Honolulu, HI 968 13-5406 



United States Department of the Interior 

U.S. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 
WATER EtESBURCES DIVISION 

677 Ala Maana Boulevard, Suite 415 
Honolulu, Hawaii 968 13 

September 1, 1998 

Mr. Fred Minato (Code 23 1 FM) 
Pacific Division 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
258 M&alapa Drive, Suite I00 
Pear1 Harbor, Hawaii 86860-3 134 

Dear Mr- Minato: 

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DIEIS) for the 
Disposal and Reuse s f  Naval Air Station, Barbers Point, Hawaii 

The staff of the U.S. Geological Survey, Water Resources Division, Hawaii District, has 
reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, and we have no comments to offer 
at this time. 

Thmk you for allowing us to review the DEIS. We are returning it for your future use. 

Sincerely, 

L 

District Chief 



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
PACIFIC DIVISION 

NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND 
(MAKALAPA. HI) 

PEARL H ~ B O R .  HAWAII b860-7300 

Ser 23131- 4510 

Mr. WiIIiam Meyer 
District Chief 
United States Department of the Interior 
U.S. Geological Survey, Water Resources Division 
677 AIa Moana Boulevard, Suite 4 15 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

Dear Mr. Meyer: 

Subj: DRAFT E I W I R O M m A L  W A C T  STATEMENT (DEIS) FOR 
TEE DISPOSAL PU\SD WEUSE OF NAVAL hZgP STATION, 
'BBRBEM P O W  

Thank you for your letter of September 1,1998, regarding the subject 

document. We acknowledge that the U.S. Geological Survey, Water Resources 

Division, Hawaii District, has reviewed the DEIS and has no comments at this 

time. We appreciate the rehum of this document for future reuse. 

Sincerely, 

Director 
Environmental Planning Division 

copy to: 
Ms. Lesley Matstnoto 
Belt Collins Hawaii 
680 Ala Moana Boulevard> First Floor 
Honolulu, HI 968 13-5406 



Cornmareeler 306 Ala Moane Bkd., 9th Floor 
Fourteenth Coast Guard District HonolleBer, HI 968504982 
Prince Kalenienaole Federal Building Staff Symbol: dpl a%.-- , 

Phone: (808) 541-24 26 
FAX: (808) 541 -3403 

509C3P 
9 October 98 

From: Commander, Fourteenth Coa t  Guard District 
To: Commander, PacificDDivision, Naval Facilities Engineering Cornmad 

S b s b j f l M F T  ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (DEHS) FOR THE DISPOSAL 
AND REUSE OF NAVAL AIR STATION BARBERS POINT, HAWAII 

d 
Refi (a) Your Itr 5098P, 1 fl8c Ser 32 113 156 of 26 Aug 98 

1. Per reference (a), I have reviewed the subject Draft Enviromental Impact Statement (DEES) 
and offer the following comments. Further, enclosures (1) through (3) are provided as 
additional input to be addressed in the final EIS. 

2. General. 

a. The DEIS doesn't adequately address the post-closure impacts directly or indirectly on 
Coa t  Guard Air Station (CGAS) Barbers Point in any of the studied area;  
environmental, Imd use compatibility, socioeconomic, infrastructure, availability of 
public services, noise levels etc. As a federal agency remaining at Barbers Point post- 
closure9 the Coast Guard's operations will be impacted by the closure. These issues 
should have k e n  studied as requested during the scoping meetings held in the Fall of 
1997 and per enclosure (3). 

b. The Coast Guard is a federal k p a ~ m e n t  of Transportation agency vice Department of 
Defense as indicated on page 1-5. 

c. The base closure is subject to the federal Base Realignment md Closure (BMC) process 
and legislation vice the Base Closure and Realignment process md legislation as 
indicated in Chapter 1. 

d. Wastewater (Section 4.7.3). States that "During an interim period, reuse areas would 
weed to uses the navy System to convey sewage to Honouliuli. The arrangements for 
facility uses will need to be coordinated between the L M  and Navy." This makes no 
mention of the Navy transferring the appropriate permit to the Coast Guard. 
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Subj: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (DEIS) FOR THE DISPOSAL 
AND REUSE OF NAVAL AIR STATION BARBERS POINT, HAWAII 

3. Per figure 4.4-8, the flight tracks in the State preferred alternative do not adequately address 
Coast Guard current air operations, which will remain the same into the future after base 
closure. Enclosure ( I )  has been annotated to accurately depict Coast Guard current and 
future flight tracks for 61-1 30 and HH65A helicopter Wight patterns. These are essential to 
Coast Guard air operations for search and rescue missions as well as for required training 
evolutions. By not showing these flight patterns, especially those to the north, the noise 
contours presented in the DEIS may not be accurate. The DEIS should show the flight 
patterns per enclosure (1) and reassess the noise contours accordingly. These issues will also 
be addressed with the State of Hawaii Department of Transportation (HDQT) A i p r t s  
Division. 

a. Item CG-A. The Coast Guard currently uses the existing helicopter pads at the southeast 
end of the crosswind runway for required helicopter training evolutions. This training 
includes both day and night touch and go landings and practice load hoists. The patterns 
encompass a 3000" by 3000' area generally perpendicular to the crosswind runway. 

b. Item CG-B. The Coast Guard currently uses the area adjacent to runway 4R as a C-130 
practice drop zone. This area is 500' by 1500' and is within the future airport boundary. 

c. Traffic patterns. The Coast Guard currently uses approach routes from the north to 4R 
and departure routes to the north fmm 4R as depicted, for search and rescue missions and 
training. The Coast Guard also uses an approach route to1 1 and a departure route fhom 
29 and would like to continue this pattern. Also, a helicopter approach pattern along the 
canal to 4R is used. All of these patterns should continue to support Coast Guard air 
operations. 

d. Safety. Routing all traffic to the south (right hand patterns from both 4L and 4R) presents 
an air traffic safety concern. As general aviation traffic increases its use of runway 4L in 
the future, a left trafic pattern from 4L should be implemented. 

4. The length of runway 1 1/29, the crosswind runway, in the state preferred alternative is 6000'. 
This will limit the Coast Guard's operations because the length does not allow for a fully 
loaded C-130 to use this runway. 
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Subj: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (DEIS) FOR THE DISPOSAL 
AND REUSE OF NAVAL AIR STATION BAItBERS POINT, HAWAII 

5. Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this document. If I can be of  further 
assistance, please do not hesitate 

Ens[: (1) DEIS Figure 4.1- t Flight Tracks; Cost  ~ u & d  Annotated 
(2) CCGDi4gdpl) Btr 1 1000 dtd October 7, 1998 
(3) CCGD 14(dpB) itr 5090P dtd February 2, 1998 

Copy: CG CEU Honoluiu 
CGAS Barbers Point 





U S .  Department Commander 300 ABa Moana BM..  9th Floor 

of Tsanspostatio Foudeenth Coast Guard Bislrid Hons4ulu. HI 963504982 
Prin~e Kalamianaele Federa% Building Stas Symkl: dpl 

United States P k ~ m :  (808') 54 % -21 26 

Coast Guard FAX: (808) 54 1 -31 M 

From: Cor~~maladier, Fourleenth Coast Guard Dis~rict 
To: Commander, Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Pacific Division (Code 19 l f i  

Saabj: ENVIRONMENTAL ACTiONS ON PROPERTY TMNSFERED TO THE U.S. 
COAST GUARD UNDER B M C  

I ,  Tlzis letter is a summary sf  the Navy's environmental actions om the property, which wi%l be 
tras~sferred lo tlie U.S. Coast Guard under the B M C  closure oFNAS Barbers Point. Its purpose 
is to ensure slaese actions are addressed prior to the title transfer scheduled for 2 July 1999. 

2, The Coast Guard appreciates the Navy's on-going efforts to remediate dry \ve\\s 0-1 84,O- 
6 85, atid 0-1 92 and their associated oily-water separators. Please send us copies of fhe reports 
frosn your cleanup contractor when they have been finalized. Once the Hawaii Department of 
Health (DOH) has permitted these dry wdls, twa~sfer the permits to us. Since dry we11 WW-CG- 
C is 83568 being c!ased by tlae Navy, please send us a copy 0% your closure report arad concurrence 
froin DOH. 

3. Coast Guard Air Station (CGAS) Barbers Poii~e currently discinarges its sanitary waste into 
your samaitary sewer system. The Navy's system is oper~ted under a permit from the City and 
Coulsty of Honolulu (C&CH). Please transfer the neceskry pemi ts to us so that we may 
continue to discharge our sewage into th&.sdjaeent coilection system after clssrape of the NAS 
Barbers Point. - 

4. Please prepare an ASTM Phase I en&onmental site assessment for Parcel 12, the land 
between what is currently Licensed by the Coast Guard from the Navy and Runway 11-29. This 
assessnie~~t sI~ouid also evaluate wlaether cowtsarnina~iom within the drainage ditch located on 
Parcel 12 tnay have ~nigmted onto adjacent parcels, 

5. PLease keep us informed as you negotiate contaminated s i ~ e  cleanup leveas with the DOH 
and/or US Environrnen~tal Praeectian Agency (USEPA) and establish any subsequent cleanup 
timetable. 

6 .  If the property can not be certified clean by the regulators prior its transfer, then the Coast 
Guard requires a written investigatiodcHeanup plan addressing the contamination that has k e n  
approved by the regulators. We also require the equivalent Q ~ B  CERCLA Section 120(h)(3) 
certification be inse~~ed into the property transfer document. That certification provides a 
covenant warranting that: 

(a) All remedial action necessary to protect human health and dae environment with respect 
to any such substance ren~aining on the property has been taken before the date sf such 
transfer. and 

.< ........ uL 

ENCLOSURE 



Subj: ENVIRONMENTAL ACTIONS ON PROPERTY TRANSFERRED TO THE U.S. 
COAST GUARD UNDER BRAG 

(b) The Navy shall conduct any future additional remedial action found necessary to address 
contamination released prior to the date of transfer. 

7. Please pass on to Ms. Anne Okarnura, your B M C  Environmental Coordinator, our 
appreciation of her past efforts to address the environmental issues noted above. The Coast 
Guard looks forward to working closely with her over the next nine months to bring these issues 
to closure. Mr. Jay Silbennan is our point of contact for environmental issues at CGAS Barbers 
Point. Bde may be reached at (808) 541-2877 if you have any questions or comments. 

f .  RI. WHITEHOUSE 
hief of Staff (4 

Acting 

,%&+. Copy: Colnrnanding Officer, Coast Guard Air Station Barbers Point 
Comtnander, Maintenance and Logistics Command Pacific (s) 
Coaiili~andant, U.S. Coast'Guard (G-QCA), (G-CFP), (G-SEC) 
Commanding Officer, Coast Guard Civil Engineering Unit Honolulu <:. 



U.S. Department Commander 300 Ab Maawe BM.. 9th Floor 

of Transporaatio Fourteenth Coast Guard Oistrid Hono!arlu. HI 968501198% 
Prince Wlan~anaole Federal Blaisciing Sbff Spbol: dpl 

United States Phone. @OB) 541 -21 26 

Caast Guard FAX: ($08) 5 4 4  -31 03 

From: Commadea; Fourteenth Cost Guard District 
To: Commmder* Pacific Division, Naval Facilities Engineering Command 

Sub) DRAFT EWERONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (DEB) FOR THE PROPOSED 
DISPOSAL OF LAND AND FACILITIES AT NAVAL AIR STATION BARBER 
BOlhrT 

R e  (a) Your Itr 5090k, 1 PI Oc Ser 32 ii/296 of 23 Jan 98 

1. Per reference (81, B have reviewed the subject Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
and offer the following comments. 

a. Pages 3-14 & 3-17, Table 3.4.4-2. The Navy states its intensions to e l m  POI 28 (Sfom 
water Drainage Ditch) and POI-47 (Dry Well Network), if the. ecological risk assessment . -. 
and sediment testing determines clean up is appropriate. Has the EPA and/or the State of 
Hawaii agreed to this approach? M a t  is the ex=tkwt sf regulatory buy-in to this planned 
c o m e  of adion? M a t  is the stalus of POI-271 

b. Ow records indicate an abando@d Oii-Water Separator (OWS) tied into dry we%1 NW- 
CG-C. M a t  are the Navy" intentions regarding, testing md elem up? 

c. Page 4-18, Table 4-1, Wastewater. M a t  is the impact to the main sewer line running 
across the Coast Guard property? 

d. Page 4-10, Table 4-1, Drainage. M a t  is the potential drainage contamination h r n  the 
dry well adjacent to the Coast Guard property sand runways? 

e. Page 4-55, Table 42 .3 -  1, Coral Sea Road. The anticipated build up will impact access Co 
the Coast Guard property. Also, cioswe of the airport to accommodate through traffic 
will impact Csast Guard air operations. Fuaher, expansion of Coral Sea Road %lafiII 
potentially encroach on Coast Guard property, create adverse effect on vehicle parking 
and cause traffic to doubie. Please address all impacts to the Chat G w d  and the 
necessity to expand his road to four lanes. 



2 .>.., ,.,. :.s 
. . .  . . .... ., ..& 5QBOP 

2 February 98 

Subj: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT ((DETS) FOR THE PROPOSED 
DISPOSAL OF LAND AND FACILITIES AT NAVAL MR STATION BAWEW 
P O M  

f. Page 4-95, Section 4.5.2.2. Significance Criteria. This section does not reflect recent 
6ca~espndence between the FAA, State DOT-Airports and the Navy regarding the 
State's ownership and avigation easement requirements. P l m e  review and update 
accordingly. 

g. General. The DEIS does not address the status of Navy permits on \vhiclln the Coast 
Guard is a ienanl: for exannpie tlme sanitary sewer system csnnectio~n with City $6 County 
of Honolulu (CCH). How will my or all of these types of permits be handled post- 
closure? 

h. General. What are the post-closure impacts on the Coast Guard, to include 
environmental, land use compatibility, socioeconomic, infrastnucture and the availability 
of public services, ie. firefighting, police, etc.3 

.d >- 

3. Thank you for the opgoflunity'to comment on this document. If 1 can be of fitrther assistarnee, 
please do not hesitate to contact me at (l&l8) 54 1-2 126. 

CGAS Barbers Point i 
/' 
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From: Commdm, Pacific Division, Navd Fzcilities Engineering Cornand 
To: Comaaader, Fourteenth Coast Guard District 

ACT STATEMEm @IS) FOR THE DISPOSW 
AIR STATION (NAS), B 

ReE (a) Fourteenth Coast Guard District 1t.r 5090P of 9 Oct 98 

1. Tlxmk you for your letter s f  9 October 1998, regarding the subject dscment. Responses to 
y o u  specific comments are presented below; however, our responses should be prefaced with 
the following gmad assumptions. 

a. The p q o s e  of the EIS is to evaluate the potential environmental impacts that may result 
from the proposed disposal aund reuse of surplus properties at NAS Bmben Point, Hawaii. The 
evaluations focus on impacts mso~iated with dfemative reuse plans at a 8md use (e.g., 
residential or eomercial) planning level s f  detail. 

b. The EIS does not focus on impacts to or from excessed properties (except as identified in 
assumptispa [3] below) or deal with operational issues of specific activities that are more L 

appmppriately handled in other venues such as within or between federal agencies. 

c. Excessed property a~tivities, such as the U.S. Coast Guard (USCG), have been 
incorporated into the analysis to determine cumulative impacts, e.g., wastewater md &&nage. 

Comment: Enclosures (1) through (3) of reference (a) are provided as additional input to 
be addressed in the Final EIS. 

Response: Enclosure (1) of refemwe (a) is addressed in Cement (3) Iatm h this letter. 
h c l o s m  (2) of reference (a), Envirsmental Actions on Property Transferred to the USCG 
Under Base Redi ent a d  Closure @MC), pertains to details that are b e l g  hmdld  outside 
of the EIS s r  are operational issues. The appropriate level of i.domatisn for the EIS h a  been 
included in the docmmt and includes the fact that of c a n t b a t i o n  and POIs 
must be identified and remediated to levels protective of h health and the environment. A 

f the clean up efforts is provided in Sect ite C o n t d n a t d  
us Substm~es. This section includes a md status of DtP and POI sites 

action, along with a map illustr 

Enclosure (4) of reference (a) is your letter of 2 Febsraw 1998, that provides comments on the 
Dwfi E%S @refinal Copy). Infomation pertinent to the EIS process was ~co~ebra ted  into the 
D& EIS, md your input is appreciated. Your comments, along with ow responses (revised to 
reflect infomation that was made available after the Draft EIS was published), fo11ow: 
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Comment: The Navy states its intentions to clean POI-28 (Storm water Drainage Ditch) 
and POI-47 (Dry Well Network), if the ecologicaI risk assessment and sediment testing 
determines clean up is appropriate. Has the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and/or the 
State of Hawaii agreed to this approach? What is the extent of regulatory buy-in to this p lmed  
come of action? What is the status of POI-27? 

Response: The BRAC Cleanup Team, which consists of representatives from the Navy, 
U.S. EPA, and the State of Hawaii, determined that no significant hman health risks are posed 
by contamination in the ditch, assuming an industrial use exposwe scenario. At the time the 
Bradt EIS was published, dry well and groundwater risks were being evaluated. Cment findings 
indicate that the dry well and ditch sediments are not contaminating groundwater. Sediments 
exceeding hazardous waste levels are being removed during the period between January and 
March 1999. 

POI-27 was tested in areas where potential contamination could have resulted from Navy 
activities; these areas were limited to dry wells and a transformer. Sediments that could exceed 
TCLP metals concentrations and exceed HDOH Soil Action Levels for PCBs and TPH are being 
removed from dry wells, catch basins and oil and water separators. Removal will be completed 
in November 1998. Dry wells pose no risk since there is no direct contact pathway for exposure 

LAW, to sediments, and contaminants in the dry wells are not impacting regional groundwater quality. 
Sediment removal is m t  a federal action under CERCLA. Removal is to address f i m e  disposal 
problems during maintenance activities. PCB was not detected at Substation 1828 so no further 
action is required. Should contmhation be identified as a result of non-Navy activities, cleanup 
will be the responsibility of the party that conducted that activity* Because the EIS evaluates 
surplus properties only (except when cumulative impacts are involved), information concerning 
POI-27 is not included in the EIS. 

Comment: Our records indicate an abandoned Oil-Water Separator (OWS) tied into dry 
well NW-CG-C. What are the Navy's intentions regarding testing and clean up? 

Response: Because the USCG has indicated that they have never used the OWS, any 
associated contamination would most likely have been due to Navy activities. The Navy cleaned 
out sediments in the abandoned OWS connected to dry well W--CG-C when sediments were 
removed from the dry well. The QWS will be backfilled with clean fill material. 

Comment: What is the impact to the main sewer line miming across the USCG 
property? 

Response: This is not m environmental impact to be covered in the EIS, but an 
operational issue to be handled in discussions between the Coast Guard and the Navy and/or the 
Local Redevelopment Authority (LRA) - the Barbers Point Naval Air Station Redevelopment 

G.:w Commission. 
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Comment: !What is the potential drainage contamination fiom the dry well adjacent to 
the USCG propee  md mways? 

Respsnse: Assessing the potential imp=& &om specific dry wells to sptxific fderally 
retained areas is not within the scope of work of this EIS (he  EIS focuses on the surplus areas). 
Howevers as indicated in the B M C  Cleanup Plan @ra& January 1998) and the Draft EIS, POI- 
4'5 (Dry Well Network) does not pose a theat to gomdwater thoughout the base. Cment 
~orapaathn &om the B U G  Cleanup Team indicates &at the Dry Well Newoak, which includes 
those near the USCG m a ,  does not pose a threat to gromdwder thoughout the base. Sediments 

us waste levels were mmved, 

Comment: The anticipated build up will impact access to the USCG property. Also, 
closure of the aiqort to accomodate thou& traffic will impact USCG air operations. Further9 
expansion of Cord Sea Road will potentiality encroach on USCG property, create adverse eEect 
on vehicle parking, a d  cause traffic to double. Please address all impacts to the USCG md the 
necessity to expand h is  road to four lanes. 

Response: The EIS addresses broader-gale impacts at a land use planning level (e.g., 
number of flames to accommodate anticipated traffic volumes). Traffic impacts on specific 
properties are not part of the scope of work of this EE a d  will be d & e s s d  in future studies as _.c 

appropriate. However, based on the &dings of the EIS trafilc study, the existing two-labare 
rodway can accomodate the average peak-hour traffic volumes. The &M proposed h t  an 
80-hot right-oEway be p l m d  to accomodate undefined future roadway impmvemmtq as 
identified in the Naval Air Station Barbers Point Cmmunidg, Redevelopment Plan (Helber 
Hastet and Fee, Planners, March 1997). Specific roadway design issues are being addressed as 
pat  of the hplemenbtion process with the L M .  Similarly, disussions concerning airport 
closure should be addressed with the %Ma 

Comment: Page 4-95, Section 4.5.2.2. Significance Criteria. This section does not 
reflect men$ mnespondence between the F a ,  State DOT-&ports, md the Navy regarding the 
State's ownership and aviation easement requirements. P k w  review a d  update accsrdhgly. 

Response: Momation reflected in the recently approved (conditionally] airport layout 
plan will be incoprat& into the Final EIS. 

Comment: The Dr& EIS does not ad&= the status of Navy pemits on which the 
USCG is a tenant, for example the sanitary sewer system connection with City and County of 
Hom~lulu. Mow will my  or all of these types of permits be handled post-closure? 

Response: The issue of how Navy and USCG pemits will be handled post-closure is an 
operational issue and will not be addressed in the EIS. 
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Comment: What are the post-closure impacts on the USCG, to include environmental, 
land use compatibility, socioeconomic, infiastmcture and the availability of public services, i.e., 
fire fighting, police, etc.? 

Response: The scope of the EIS is not to evaluate the hpacts on specific operations, 
e.g., USCG, but rather to evaluate the potential environmental impacts from the redevelopment 
alternatives at a land use p l h g  level. At this pl&g level, the evaluation focuses on 
potential impacts on resources (environmental and socioeconomic). The USCG has been 
considered in the evaluation of potential cumulative impacts. Outside of the operational impacts 
addressed in section 4.5.2.4, post-closure operational impacts on the USCG will not be addressed 
in the EIS. 

Comment: The Draft EIS doesn't adequately address the post-closure impacts directly 
or indirectly on Coast Guard Air Station Barbers Point in any of the studied areas; environmental 
land use mmpatibility, socioecanomic, infhstmcture, availability of public services, noise levels 
etc. As a federal agency remaining at Barbers Point post-closure, the USCG's operations will be 
impacted by the closure. These issues should have been studied as requested during the scoping 
meeting held in the Fd1 of 1997 and per enclosure (3). 

-., Response: Please refer to the general information in the second paragraph of this letter 
and to the response to the comment above. 

Comment: The USCG is a federal Department of Transportation agency vice 
Department of Defense as indicated on page 1-5. 

Response: 'Fhe Final EIS will reflect this correction. 

Comment: The base closure is subject to the federal B M C  process and legislation vice 
the Base Closure and Real iment  process and legislation as indicated in Chapter I. 

Response: Although "BRAG" is a commonly used acronp,  the tern used in Chapter 
Qne is c o m t .  

Comment: Wastewater (Section 4.7.3) states that "During an interim period, reuse areas 
would need to use the Navy system to mnvey sewage to Honouliuli. The arrangements for 
facility uses will need to be coordinated between the LRA and Navy." This makes no mention of 
the Navy transferring the appropriate pennit to the USCG. 

Response: Since the EIS focuses on surplus properties, permit management between the 
Navy and the WCG (located within Navy "excess" property) is an operational action that need 
not be discussed in the EIS. 
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Comment: Per Figure 4.4-1, the flight tracks in the State preferred alternative do not 
adequately address USCG current air operations, which will remain the s m c  into the future after 
base closwe. Enclosue (I) of reference (a) has been annotated to smwately depict USCG 
current md future flight tracks for C-130 a d  IXH658h helicopter flight patterns. These are 
essential to USCG air operations for search a d  rescue missions as well as for required training 
evolutions. By not s h o ~ n g  these flight pattans, especially those to the north, the noise contom 
presented in the Draft EIS may not be accurate. The Dmfi EIS should &ow the flight patterns 
per enclosure (1) md reassess the noise m n ~ ~  accordingly. These issues will also be 
d&msed with the State of Hawaii Dep en$ of Transportation @DOT) Airports Division. 

Item CG-A. The USCG currently uses the existing helicopter pads at the southeast end of the 
e - 

c r o s s ~ d  m w a y  for required helicopter training evolutions. This tr includes both day 
md night touch and go landings and practice load hoists- The pattern encornpas a 3,000-foot 
by 3,000-foot area gmaa1ly peqendicula to the crosswind runway- 

Item CG-B. The USCG currently uses the area adjacent to m w a y  4R as a @-130 practice drip 
zone. This area is 500 feet by 1500 feet &d is within the future airport b o m d q .  

Tmfie patterns. The USCG currentIy uses approach routes fom the north to 4R md d q ~ w e  
routes to the north Eorn 4R as depicted, for search md rescue missions md training. 'The USCG CI, 

also uses an approach mute to 1 2  md a departure route &om 28 and would like to continue this 
pattern. Mso, a helicopter approach pattern along the ana l  to 4R is used. All of these patterns 
should continue to support USCG air opaations. 

Sdety. Routing all tm%c to the south (right h d  pattern from both 4L md 4R) presents m air 
traffic safety canwm. As general aviation traffic increases its use of m w a y  4E in the future, a 
left traffic pattern from 4L should be implemented. 

Response: The State Bq ent of Transportation (DOT) will operate Kalaeloa Airport 
for all airport users. The air traffi I tower will regulate the air traffic flow 
wind speed and dkatiow, adjacent airspace me by HonoIu1u International firport 
number of runways opmtiand. The &port maaata plan and layout established a baseline 
air traffic Wow pian which lkm Runway 4R-22L a the precision, ins mt mway,  4E-22R 
the primary general aviation m w a y  and occasiond takeoffs on Runway 1 1 and landings on 
Runway 29. The fight tracks and pattern p r o ~ d d  in these documents have been used to 
evaluate noise impacts. In order to minimize noise in the adjacent communities, the only 
landings on Runway 11 will be for emergencies only- Takmffs on Runway 29 will be similarly 
treated. The DOT will make every eEoa to provide the Coat Guard access to the precision 
mnway, 24 horn a day, 365 days a year. The DOT intends to keep heliports 1,2 and 3 available 
for use by DoD. Paradrop training will be possible, but routes md drop zones will have to be 
worked o ~ t  with the ahport manager md the air traffic   on fro^ manager. h y  differences in air 
operations will have to be w r k d  out with DOT firports Division. 
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Comment: The length of runway 11/29, the crosswind mway,  in the state preferred 
alternative is 6,000 feet. This will limit fie Coast Guard's operations because the length does not 
allow for a fully loaded C-130 to use this mway.  

Response: The EIS evaluates the impacts from given plans, including the airport layout 
plan &om the DOT. The second sentence provided in your comment will be added in the 
descriptions of the airport runways within the State-preferred alternative. 

2. Although the EIS is not the appropriate document in which to address all of your comments, 
we trust that the outstmeing comments are addressed elsewhere. Should you have any farrt%ler 
questions, please contact the undersigned at 471-9338 or by facsimile transmission at 474-5909. 
You may also direct your questions to Mr. Randy Hoffman, Base Conversion Manager at 
474-5949. 

By direction 

Copy to: 
Ms. Lesley Matsumoto 
Belt Collins Hawaii 
680 Ala Moana Boulevard, First Floor 
Honolulu, HI 968 13-5406 



STATES E O W W F B %  PROmCa%ON AGENCY 
REGION JX 

75 Hawthorne Street 
Sari Francisco, CBa 94105 

Mr. Fred Minato 
Pacific Division, Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
Peal I-hrbr, Hawaii 968W-73M 

Dear Mr. Minato: 

The U.S. Envkomental Protection Agency @PA) has reviewed the U.S. Navy Bafa 
Environmental Impact Statement @BS) for the DkpsaH and Reuse ofNabpd Ah- S t b n  Bm%ter9s 
Poht QNASBB, Hawaii Our c mts are provided under the National Environmental Policy Act 
(PEPA), Section 309 of the Clean Air Act and the Council on Env2onmenh1 Qrrality9s (CEQ) NEPA 
Implementing Regulations (48 CFR 1509-1508). 

The DEB evaIuates Navy disposal sf the Barber's Point property and four reuse alternatives 
which emphasize various types of development (e.g., residential, light industrial, recreation, and 
comercial). Thee alternatives include an airport, one incorporates all other land uses but the airport, 
and the fifth alternative, ms action, assumes that the existing airport would not be used, and that the lmds 
would be retained by the Navy in caretaker status. 

9. 

refer to the attached ratings su for a more detailed description of EPKs system. We are concerned 
that the proposed project and DEIS does not develop appropriate mitigations for increased traffic as a 
result of reuse, that contamination sf an underground source sf drinking water has not k e n  sufficiently 
described, and that the possible impacts of changes in airport use has not been sufficiently deveisped in 
the analysis. 

Pkase send two copies of the E I S  to David Fanel, Chief, Federal Activities Office (code: 
CMD-2) at the letterhead address at the same time that it is sent to EPA9s Washington, D.C. office fcx 
filing. Please contact me or Rosalyn Johnson of my staff at (415) 744-1574 if you have questions 
regarding our comments. 

Sincerely, 

bavid Faml, Chief 
Federal Activities Office 
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Athchents (3): Su~nnsiafy of EBB ratings 
Detailed Comments 
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@PA C~~nmmts on the Draft En%'b-omraM kmast Statement 
for the DkpasaI and Reuse of NAS Barber's Poh& Hawaii 

NATIONAL E W I B O M E m A L  POLICY ACT (NEPAB 

Pumose and Need 

The DEE35 purpose and need section relates to the disposal of the property by the Navy, but does 
not contain information explaining &e needs that are k i n g  met by the reuse action. Section 2.1.2 which 
d s c ~ k s  agency and community input into reuse planning is relevant to the purpose m d  need for the 
reuse of Naval Air Station Barber's Point (NASBP), as is Section 5.6 which discusses land use plans, 
qualities and controls. Folding this idomBion into or referencing this information in the purpose md 
need section would help readers to understand the selection process behind the proposed reuses. 

Alternatives 

1502.14 states ha t  in the Ahernatives '6section agencies shall: "'(a) Rigmusly explore 
and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives .... (b) Devote substantial treatment to each dtemative 
considered in detail including the proposed action so h a t  reviewers may evaluate thek comparative 
merits ...." Please include additional infomtion on the h g e  Airport and S m l l  A ipoa  Alternatives to 
replace the phase ""Slar to SPA" (the State Preferred Alternative) in Table 2-8-1. Readers would have 
an easier time evaluating the comparative merits of the alternatives if they were made more aware of the 
differences between them. Also, the analysis of each of the reasonable altematives should be c m k d  
over into the environmental consequences section so that there is more detail available on the 

L. 

compxative impacts of each alternative. 

GROUmWATER AND DWNmNG WATER 

According to Section 3.12, there are two aquifers underlying the NASBP property, a deep 
confined aquifer, the Basal Aquifer, in the underlying basalt that is considered to be too deep to be 
susceptible to contamination from the surface, and the Caprock Aquifer. Groundwater beneath NASBP is 
contaminated with petroleum hydrocarbons, pesticides, PCBs, solvents, and metals, and Section 3.4 
indicates that surface contamination with simiHar substances (i.e., PCBs, pebroHeum products, solvents, 
and lead) has occumd at NASBP. It is unclear in the BBIS text id the Navy's activities at Barber's Point 
(other than the recent fuel spill mentioned in the same section) have contributed to this contamination, or 
if contaminant levels in groundwater are high enough to require remediation. The E I S  should clarify 
these two points, and include ea comparison of contaminant levels at NASBP to maximum contaminant 
levels (MCL) for drinking water. The E I S  should also state ha t  both the shallow and deep aquifers 
qualify as underground sources of drinking water under the Safe Drinking Water Act. 

Any additional mitigation that is necessary should be described in Section 4 - 1 2  on Groundwater 
Quality andlor Public Health and Safety, Section 4.4. 



EPA Comments on the Draft Enkonmental h ~ a e t  Statement 
for the Dispwsel and Reuse of NAS Barber's Poht Hawa5 
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AIRPORT 

Please include a figure in the FEIS that shows the configuration of the runway safety areas and 
runway object fie areas with the state-preferred alternative's proposed reuses. This information would 
be useful in informing readers of the proximity of reuse activities to the Federal Aviation 
Administration's design criteria safety measures. 

Section 4.1.7.2.2 should be expanded to include the expected number of flights and my other 
differences in airport operations under the state-preferred alternative. The possible impacts of hose 
changes should be analyzed in the environmental consequences section of the document. For example, 
Section 3.2.4 indicates that the large coastal salt flat, located between Runway 4R-22L and Taxiway K is 
frequented by shorebirds though it rarely contains standing water. An increase in aircraft traffic, a 
change in the timing sf flights, changes in the direction of takeoff, or other factors could increase the risk 
of bird d r  strike. This issue should be addressed in the appropriate section of the document. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The expected use of Navy retained lands that are adjacent to the disposal properties should be 
described in the E I S  with attention to compatible vs. incompatible uses. This infomtion is likely to fit 
best into the cumulative impacts section. 

RlELEVANT, REASONABLE MITIGATIONS 

.<.x,-,,, 

CEQ's "40 Most Asked Questions" about NEPA states that "All relevant, reasonable mitigation 
measures that could improve the project are to be identified, even if they are outside the jurisdiction of 
the iead agency, and thus would not be committed as part of the RODS [Records of Decision] of these 
agencies. Sections 1502.16(h), 1505.2(c). This will serve to [46 Et 188321 alert agencies or officials 
who can implement these extra measures, and will encourage them to do so. Because the EIS is the most 
comprehensive environmental document, it is an ideal vehicle in which to lay out not only the full range 
of environmental impacts but also the full spectrum of appropriate mitigation." EPA strongly encourages 
the Navy to incorporate traffic reduction and pollution prevention measures (see below) into the text of 
the =IS as possible mitigation for consideration by the Econornk Development & Environment Task 
Force (mentioned on page 2-2 of the DEIS), the rest of the Local Reuse Authority (LRA), and the local 
community. Reuse planning for military bases is an excellent opportunity to incorporate tools to improve 
future reuse for protection of human health and the environment. 

ROADS AND TRAFFIC 

In Section 4.1.7.2.3, Roads and Traffic, road widening is described as mitigation for increases in 
traffic as a result of the proposed action. Although the impact can be mitigated through road widening, 
road widening itself should then become a part of the action which would require it's own mitigations. 
The increase in traffic can be mitigated without need of additional mitigations by attempting to reduce 
the volume of traffic. The Navy's DEIS should include examine other mitigations for traffic impacts such 
as shuttle service (especially for special events), expansion of public transportation in the areas, and 
others. In this way, it is possible that significant impacts on traffic could be reduced to the point of non- 
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significance, which would not be the case if the impacts of special events are mitigated though road 
widening as stated on page 4-52. Should a mitigation measure proposed for h e  project have its own 
impacts, hose impacts must be analyzed and discussed with appropriate mitigation. 

PBXLW'ION PREVENTION 

Pursuant to the PolButim Prevention Act sf 1998 (ETA), "It is &he policy of the United States that 
pllution should be prevented or r d u c d  at the source Whenever feasible; pollution &at cannot be 
prevented should be recycIed in an eneomena lg r  safe whenever feasible; pJlution &at 
c m o t  be prevented or recycled should be treated in an e matally safe manner whenever feasible, 
md disposal of other release into the envbommk should be employed only as a last resort and should be 
conducted in an e w ~ o m e n b l l y  safe er." The FEE should &scribe mitigations that would 
encourage compliance with the P M .  Examples s f  possible mitigations me provided blow. 

e Page 4-91 suggests t b t  the potential exists far changes in the character of the groundwater 
beneath the site and surface water in the coastal zone though pt-developmemt increased runoff. 
If changes in land use also increase surface pollution, writing and using a s tom water pollution 
prevention plan would help to prevent reductins in water quality and protect the coastal zone. 

e Page 3-53 indicates that appmximtdy 63 per cent of solid waste production in 1991 was 
potentially recyclable. We suggest that the Navy incoprate more recent data on solid waste 
disposal into the EIS,  to be certain that the predictions of future solid waste generation are sdll 
b low generation rates at the base. The Navy concluded b k  the proposed reuse scenarios would 

"J: 

not be expected to generate more solid waste tonnage than the 1991 figures. However, the 
analysis goes on the state that a future peak, of up to h,1603000 cubic yards of waste would be 
generated by clearing, grubbing, md demoiition activities (we are not certain of this number due 
to possible mathematical errors in the lower table an page 4-99). EPA applauds the Navy's 
suggestion ha t  site development wastes could be reused or recycled to minimize land filling in 
~e area, and would like to see recycling, waste redncti~n, and reuse incorporated into E I S  
mitigations if solid waste impacts are noted as a resdt of using more recent data. 

As reuse plans continue, we hope that a pollution prevention plan is developed for the area to address the 
issues described above, as well as hamdous materials reduction at the airport and light industrial 
facilities. A sample checklist of poilution prevention measures for airports is attached to this Better. 
Other pollution prevention checklists me avai%abk on the world wide web at 

or though EPA. 



. .,.,.,.,. .y ..,+ POLLUTION PEVEmIONENVIROMNTAE IMPACT REDUCTION CHECKLIST FOR 
W O R T S  

Mow Can Airports Affect the Environment? 

The planning, design, construction, and operatiodmaintenance of airports can have a variety of 
impacts on the envirorunent. These impacts include dsmction or alteration of wildlife habitats, 
erosion, sedimentation, soil compaction, noise pollution, chemical pollution resulting from 
aircraft maintenance and deicing, aircraft emissions, contaminated runway runoff, and the 
generation of waste consbruction materials. as well as litter and other debris from administrative 
and food service operations. The implementation of pollution prevention strategies can help 
reduce the volume and toxicity of waste generated by an airport, minimize environmental effects, 
and reduce operating costs. 

Also see checklists on Ecosystem Preservation and Protection, Siting, Energy Management, 
Vehicle Maintenance, Building/Housing Construction, Highways and Bridges, and Water Use. 

What Questions Should Be Asked To Ensure That These Effsts Are Minimized or Eliminated? 

* Have other forms of mass transit been considered as an alternative to consmcting a new 
airport? Expansiodimprovement of commuter mil service may, for example, reduce the need for 
building new airports. 

Noise Concerns. Noise pollution h m  airprts can represent a significant negative impact on 
human and wildlife hedth and welfare. Concerns related to noise pollution can include 

.. &.F- noise-induced hearing loss, annoyance, and sleep disturbance. A number of techniques are, 
however, available to reduce noise pollution associated with airport operations. 

* Does the airport cons?xuction and operation plan explain noise and noise analysis 
methodologies? Are single-event and cumulative noise metrics defined and used in the analysis? 

* Are potential noise effects on human health and welfare analyzed? Have the locations of all 
noise-sensitive areas (e.g., residences, schools, parks, and ecologically sensitive wildlife areas) 
been identified? * 

* Does the airport operation plan include provisions to increase the distance between the source 
of noise and sensitive areas? Techniques include changing flight corridors and flight altitudes, 
gate locations, and taxiway and runup pad patterns. * 

* Does the airport construction plan include the use of noise barriers (e.g., berms, hush houses) 
to reduce impacts on the surrounding environment? * 

* Does the airport operation plan include provisions to reduce noise pollution by reducing the 
number of operations that produce noise, reducing the duration of noise-making events, or 
limiting the operation of noisier aircraft types at the airport? 

* Does the aircraft operation plan reduce the number of operations or noise making events that 
occur at night? Techniques include rescheduling night anivals and departures to daytime, limiting 
engine maintenance at night, limiting the use of auxiliary and ground power units, providing 



preferential runway use based on time of day, and IiBprithg nighttime departures and arrivals 
basal on sound level of the aircraft. 

Aircraft Maintenance. Wastes generated as a result of aircraft maintenance activities can include 
organic solvents, oB md grease, tires, and batteries. Some of these wastes can be toxic or 
o&emise h m d o u s ,  and.uncontrolld releases can contaminate surface waters, groundwater, 
and soils. 

* Will ahraf t  maintenance hangars be located to mhimize the potentid impacts of maintenance 
activities? 

* Is there a plam for spill reduction and collection in maintenance areas (such as the use of chip 
pms. secondary conraiiment, and absorbent products)? 

* Will spill prevention and control plans for h d s u s  matenids be located in aircraft service 
haragam? 

* Will aircraft maimenmce be conducted on an as-needed basis? Performing m a i n t a m e  on an 
as-needed basis rather than on a set schedule can help reduce waste generated by unnecessary 
maintenance and fluid changes. 

* Will aircraft maintenance shops use recycled maintenance products when possible? * 

* Will the facility collect engine and hydraulic oil for recycling? Segregating and recycIing used 
oil can significantly reduce the quantity of waste generated and managed at an airport. * 

* WiIl the facility reuse or recycle spent antifreeze? Onsite antifreeze recycling units can be a 
cost-effective alternaive to disposing of spent antifreeze for Iarger opepations. * 

* Will precautions be taken to segregate oils and other h y h u f  c fluids from other waste streams 
(including solvents)? Oils and hydraulic fluids that a e  not commingled can be recycled into 
usable products. * 

* Will a bulk fluids distribution system be cost effective? These distribution systems allow 
employees to dispense only as mush product as is necessary for ajob, and they reduce the 
potential for spills assmiated with the use of large, unwieldy containers. 

* Will the facility's solvent sink be operated to reduce environmental impacts? Environmentally 
preferable operating practices include pre-rinsing paras with dirty solvent before using fresh 
solvent to extend solvent life, removing p m s  from the sink silowly to reduce solvent dragsue, 
using drip racks to reduce solvent loss, keeping sink lids closed when not in use to minimize 
evaporation of solvent, n a  Ieaving solvent streams ~wnning, and cleaning out sludges regularly to 
maintain fresh solvent. 

* Will the facility use aqueous or semi-aqueous cleaners as an alternative to solvents when 
possible? Aqueous and semi-aqueous cleaners already ape being aasd by several major air 
carriers to reduce solvent use. 

* Will tires removed from aircraft or service vehicles be recapped or recycled for use in other 



- ,  .,z.yp applications? 

* Will lead-acid. lithium, and nickel-ca&m batteries be collected and stored for recycling and 
metals recovery? * 

* Will the facility collect and recycle scrap mads  generated at shops (e.g., wed pats, empty 
material storage drums)? In some instances, punctured aerosol spray cans and drained oil filter 
casings m y  also be recycled as scrap. * 

* Will hazardous materials be properly stored and handled? Proper storage and handing can 
include labeling containers, protecting materials from the elements, maintaining secondary 
containment, ensuring the compatibility of stored materials to avoid explosion hazards, and 
following instmctions on the product's Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDSs). * 

* Will access to hazardous materials be limited? Limiting access to hazapdous materials allows 
for easier tracking of chemical usage and helps reduce unnecessary waste generation. 

Aircraft Painting. Wastes associated with aircraft painting operations include unused paints, dirty 
thinner, and emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) from thinners and solvents. Used 
spray b o t h  filters are also waste products that may be generated. Proper training of employees 
and the use of high efficiency equipment can help reduce waste generation. 

* Will aircraft painting operations be located and enclosed to minimize the potential impacts of 
painting activities? 

,.,w 
* Will a non-solvent based paint stripping system be used? Media blast systems have proven to 
be an effective alternative to solvent strippers. 

* Will employees be trained to minimize the amount of waste paint generated by mixing only the 
amount of paint needed? 

* Will the facility employ high efficiency painting technologies? When properly used, high 
volume, low pressure (HVLP) and electrostatic painting systems can reduce the amount of paint 
needed for a job and reduce the mount o f  VBCs released to the air. 

* Will employees be trained to use as little solventlthinner as possible to clean up after painting 
activities? 

* Would it be cost effective to install a distillation unit to recover solvents for reuse? * 

* Will the facility employ a gun cleaning station? Gun cleaning stations capture the 
thinnerisolvent shot through the gun and condense it for reuse instead of venting to the air. In 
some cases, it may be possible to use water-based gun cleaners as an alternative to solvent 
thinner. 

* Will the paint shop utilize reusable polystyrene h t h  filters? Traditional paint booth filters 
often must be handled as hazardous waste because of the presence of wet paint or paint 
containing lead or chromium. Polystyrene filters can be cleaned with compressed air and reused 
(with the paint residue captured for disposal). Once it can no longer be used, the cleaned filter 



can &en be disposed of by dissolving it in a waste thinner &urn. 

Akcwft Washing. &craft washing typically involves pressure spraying the aircraft with 
cleaning agents. brushing surfaces with an alkaline water-based cleaner, and rinsing with hot or 
cold water. This activity can generate large quanGties sf wastewater that may be contaminated 
with oils, grease, dirt, md detergent. 

* Will a centrdizd, stationary washpad area be located to reduce impacts to the surrounding 
enviroment? 

* Wll wiishwaters k condned to r d w e  runoff to the s ~ o u n ~ n g  envkoment? Will am 
oiYwa&r separator be used? 

* Can water from the aircraft washpad be c a p a d ,  filtered, and reused in aircraft washing or 
sther activities? * 

* Will the facility use the least toxic claneridetegent necessary to effectively clean the aircraft? 

* Will equipment (such as flow restricton) be used to conmi the mount  of water used to wash 
aircraft? 

Deicing Activities. The chearnicds used in aircraft and runway deicing activities are a 
glycowwater mixture that can be released to the eevimment (soils, surface water and 
groundwater) via stomwater runoff. Deicing chemicds also may be ingested by deer and other 
wildlife. 

* Will deicing operations be located at a cenudized, stationary position to allow aircraft to stop 
over a drain that captures the glycol-based fluids? M~bi l e  deicers typically do not have 
secondary c o n d m n t  s y s t a s  and thus can release deicing chemicds into the environment. 

* Can deicing chemicds be collected and reused in aircraft deicing or other purposes? Deicing 
chemicals can be reused in aircraft applications if they meet peBPomance specifications. * 

* Would it  be cost effective to install a computerized spraying system to apply deicing 
chemicals? These systems, which are in use today, are more efficient and require less chemicals 
per square foot. 

* Dms the facility construction plan cd i  for the instailation of in-pavement heating elements 
(e.g., tubing filled with heated liquid or gas and electrical elements) to aid in taxiway deicing? 
The use of this type of equipment c m  reduce the quantity s f  deicing chemicals that need to be 
applied. 

ConcessioniFood Services. Concession shops and food service operations can generate 
significant quantities of solid waste, such as cormgated cardboard, paperboard, office paper, 
newspapers, magazines, wooden pallets, Juminum, plastic, and glass containers9 as well as 
leftover food. The application of pdlution prevention techniques to these operadons can help 
reduce the volume sf  waste that an a i p w  must dispose of, as well as asmciated waste 
management costs. 



.*.-: * Will the facility be designed and constructed to facilitate an in-tenniind recycling program for 
such materials as cardbsard, beverage containers, and newspapers that will be convenient and 
easy to follow for both passengers and shop keepers? 

Adminisfrative Offices. Aupores, like other administrative ofices, can generate large quantities 
of waste paper and consume lage amounts of energy from lighting, heating and cooling system, 
and computers. 

* Will ofice paper generated in the rt's administrative ofices be collected for recycling? * 

* Will the airport administration facilities specify the purchase of recycled content paper and 
other office products? * 

* Will the facility plan call for the purchase of energy efficient computers hat shut off when not 
in use? Executive Order 12845 committed the Federal Govement to purchase energy-efficient 
computers, monitors, and printers to the maximum extent possible. 

* Can motion sensors and other energy consemation techniques be used to reduce energy usage? 

Other References 

Federal Interagency Committee on Noise (FICON). August 1992. "Federal Agency Review of 
Selected Bairport Noise Analysis Issues." 

National Research Council (NRC), Assembly of Behavioral and Socid Sciences, Committee on 

bC.&! 

Heaing, Bioacoustics, and Biomechanics (CHABA). 1977. "Guidelines for Preparing 
Environmental Impact Statements on Noise." Report of Working Group 69. 

U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation Administration. 1989. "Final 
Environmental Impact Statement for Bdtimorflashington International Airport Extension of 
Runway 15U33R.'" 

U.S. Department of Transportation. Federal Aviation Administration. F e b m q  1991. 
"Management of Airport Industrial Waste." AC: 15015320-15. 

U.S. EPA. October 1993, "Eliminating CFC-113 and Methyl Chloroform in Aircraft Maintenance 
Procedures." EPA-430-B-93-006. 

U.S. EPA, Region VIPI. Mach 1992. "Operational Approach for Developing a Pollution 
Prevention by Design Project: A Model Developed from the Denver International Airport's 
Pollution Prevention Project." 



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
PACIFIC DIVISION 

NAVAL FAGBLITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND 
(MAKALAPA. HI) 

PEARL HARBOR. HAWAll 96860-7300 

Mi. David FmeI, Chief 
Federal Activities Office 
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX 
75 Haw-t.l-mrmae Stred 
Sm Francisco, CA 94 105 

REUSE OF NAVAL STATION @AS), B 

T h d  you for you  letter of October 9,1998, regarding the subject docment. We achowllcdge 
&at your department has rated the document EC-2, Enviromental Concerns - IwsufEcient 
Infomation. We understand that you have concerns about the mitigations for increased traffic, 
the description of contamination as it relates to the underground source of water, md the possible 
impacts of changes in airport use. Your comments x e  addressed below as follows: 

National Environmental Policy Act VEPPB) 

em%$: The Dmfi EIS's purpose md weed section relates to the disposal of the property by 
the Navy, but does not contain idomation explaining the needs &at are being met by the reuse 
action. Section 2.1.2, which describes agency md community inpaat into muse pl 
relevant to the purpose a d  need for the reuse of NAS Bxbers Point, as is Section 5.6 which 
discusses land use plms, qualities and con$HoIs. Folding this infomation into or refaenchg this 
infomation in the purpose md need section would help readers to understand the selection 
process behind the proposed reuses. 

Response: The purpose md need is specific to the Navy action (disposal) only. For this reason, 
the purpose md weed concerning reuse is not presented in Section 1.4 of the Draft EIS. 

Comment: 40 CFW 1582.14 st&= that in the Alternatives section agencies shall: "(a) 
Rigorously explore and objmtiveIy evaluate all resonable alternatives . . . @) Devote substantial 
treatment to each alternative considered in detail hcIlading the proposed action so %]hat reviewers 
may evaluate their comparative merits . . ." Please include additional infomation on the Large 
Airport md Small Airport Alternatives to replace the phase 'Similar to State Preferred 
Atemtive (SPA)" in Table 2.8-1. Readers would have an easier time evaluating the 
comparative merits ofthe alternatives if they were made more aware sf &e differences between 
them. Also, the analysis of each of the reasonable alternatives should be c ~ &  over into the 
environmental consequences sectisas so that there is more detail available on the comparative 
impacts of each alternative. 
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Response: The use of '3imiIar to SPA" is used to make the table easier to read and easier to 
identify when impacts in c e h  alternatives differed substantially. To address your concerns, 
Table 2.8- 1, Summary of Impacts and Mitigation for All Altematives, will be expanded to 
include specific findings for each of the alternatives where quantitative comparisons can be 
made. These fuadings, if appropriate, will be added to Chapter Four of the Find EIS. 

GROUNDWATER AND DIPINKING WATER 

Comment: According to Seetion 3.1.2, there are two aquifers underlying the NAS Barbers Point 
property, a deep confined aquifer, the Basal Aquifer, in the underlying basalt that is considered 
to be too deep to be susceptible to contamination from the surface, and the Caprock Aquifer. 
Groundwater beneath NAS Barbers Point is contaminated with petrolem hydroca~bons, 
pesticides, Polychlorinated Biophenyls (PCB), solvents, and meds, and Section 3.4 indicates 
that splrface contamhation with similar substances (i.e., PCB, petroleum products, solvents, and 
lead) has occurred at NAS Barbers Point. It is unclear in the Draft EIS text if the Navy's 
activities at Barbers Point (other than the recent &el spill mentioned in the same section) have 
contributed to this contamination, or if contamimt levels in groundwater are high enough to 
require remediation. The Final EIS should clarify these two points, and include a comparison of 
contaminant levels at NAS Barbers Point to maximm con taminant levels (MCL) for chinking 
water. The Final EIS should also state that both the shallow and deep aquifers qualify as ,&." underground sources of drinking water under the Safe D g Water Act. Any additional 
mitigation that is necessary should be described in Section 4.1.2. on Groundwater Quality mdor  
Public H d t h  and Safety, Section 4.4. 

Response: The shallow and deep aquifers identified in Section 3.1.2 may qualify as 
underground sources of drinking water under the federal Safe Drinking Water Act; however, the 
State of Hawaii has a more stringent standard for salinity and does not recognize these aquifers 
as underground sources of drinking water for potable use. Section 3. l .2 describes the salinity of 
these aquifers and explains that both are considered brackish and therefore, unacceptable to the 
State of Hawaii for potable use. 

The last sentence in Section 3.1.2 is erroneous because the groundwater beneath NAS Barbers 
Point is not "contaminated" with petroleum hydrocarbons, pesticides, PCB, solvents, and metals. 
Rather, the groundwater beneath NAS Barbers Poht has been "moIlitored" for these substances. 
Because the findings h m  monitoring ate summarized in the previous paragraph (of the Draft 
EIS), this sentence will be deleted in the Final EIS. Additional information will be added in 
Section 3.1.2 that (1) compares the concentrations of substances detected in the groundwater 
with their respective MCL and (2) states that h m m  h d t h  risk assessments determined that 
remediation of specific substances in groundwater was not required under Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act. No mitigation is required. 

y.&,w' 
AIRPORT 
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Camment: Please include a figure in the Final EIS that shows the cod~prat ion of the m w a y  
safety areas and runway object fiee areas with the state-preferred alternative" proposed reuses. 

This information would be useful in idormirag readers of the proximity of reuse activities to the 
Federal Aviation Administrationas design criteria measures. 

Section 4.1.7.2.2 64.1.7.2.11 should be expanded to include the expected number or flights and 
my other differences in aiqort operatiom under the state-preferred alternative. The possible 
impacts of those changes should be malyzed in the environmental consequences section of the 
document. For example, Section 3.2.4 indicates that the large coastal salt flat, located between 
h n w a y  4R-22L and Taxiway K is frequented by shorebirds thou& it rarely contains standing 
water. An increase in aircraft traffic3 a change in the timing of flights, changes in the direction of 
takeoff, or other factors could increase the risk of bird air strike. This issue should be adckessd 
in the appropriate section of the document. 

Response: A anew figure, Figwe 4.4- 1, will be added to Section 4.4.3, Airport Protection Zones, 
to illustrate the Federal Aviation Administration design criteria explained in the text. 

Section 4.1.7.2.1 da%fesses the potential impacts a d  mitigation of the airport (an "issue") on air 
trmsportation (a L6resome93) a d  is not interadd to address impacts on all resowces (e.g., noise 
and public safety). For this reason, the planned number of aircraft operations at Barbers Point 
will be added in Section 4.1.7.2.1, and references to other sections s f  the report that discuss the 
hpacts of the &port on other resources will be added to Section 4.1.7.2.1. For exmpIe, 
Section 4.4.3.2 ~411 be referenced for information about the effect of airport use on bird air 
strikes (Section 4.4.3.2 includes the statement that the airport is required to comply wi& 24 
C.F.R. $139.337 to assess and, if needed, to minimize the risk of bird air strikes). 

C W U L A T I a  IMPACTS 

Comment: The expected use of Navy retained Imds that are adjacent to the disposal properties 
should be described in the Final EIS with attention to compatible vs. incompatible uses. This 
infomation is likely to fit best into the cumulative impacts section. 

Response: The emulative impacts due to activities on the Navy retained lands md the 
proposed reuse areas are evaluated within each resome area in Chapter Four. A brief discussion 
of' compatible vs. incompatible lmd uses as it relates to the Navy-retained property and the 
proposed reuse areas will be added to Section 5.6, Consistency with Land Use Plms, Policies 
md Controls. 

Comment: Council on Environmental Quality's "40 Most Asked Questions9' about NEPA states i...... 
....A . 

that "'All relevant, reasonable mitigation measures that could improve the pf-ogmt are to be 
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identified, even if they are outside the jurisdiction of the lead agency, and thus would not be 
committed as part of the Records of Decision of these agencies. Sections 1502.16@), 1505.2(c). 
This will serve to [46 FR 180329 alert agencies or officials who can implement these extra 
measures, and will encourage them to do so. Because the El'S is the most comprehensive 
environmental document, it is an ideal vehicle in which to lay out not only the full range of 
environmental impacts but also the h l l  spectrum of appropriate mitigation.'"nviromnental 
Protection Agency (EPA) strongly encourages the Navy to incorporate traffic reduction and 
pollution prevention measures (see below [in EPA's letter]) into the text of the Final EIS as 
possible mitigation for consideration by the Economic Development and Environment Task 
Force (mentioned on page 2-2 of the Draft El'S), the rest of the Local Reuse Authority, and the 
local c o m ~ ~ .  Reuse planning for military bases is an excellent opportunity to incorporate 
tools to improve f b k e  reuse for protection of human health and the environment. 

Response: Please note that the Economic Development and Environment Task Force was active 
during the planning process and has since been dissolved. 

Roads and Traffic. The EIS identifies relevant and reasonable mitigation measures appropriate 
to the level of detail presented in the Naval Air Station Barbers Point Community Redevelopment 
Plan (Helber Hastert & Fee, Planners, Much 1997) and its December 1997 amendment. 

. Chapter 4.1.7.1 and Tables 4.1 -$ through 4.1-1 0 indicate that special traffic control and parking 
plans, including shuttle buses, would be needed, and are based on reasonable assumptions given 
the information that was available fiom the Naval Air Station Barbers Point Community 
Redevelopment Plan and Amendment No. 1. The creation and evaluation of traffic control and 
puking plans would be premature as the traffic analysis is based upon general land uses, with the 
exception of several special attractions. W l e  specific traffic and parking plans to mitigate the 
impacts of major events held at special attractions would be helphl to agencies responsible for 
this type of planning, this scope of work would go beyond the purpose of this EIS. Furthermore, 
public transportation improvement plans should be developed with input fiom the responsible 
agencies that understand the local and regional transportation needs and who must find the 
resources, e.g., financial, to develop and implement such plans. 

Transportation agencies involved in the planning and implementation process have been 
included in the distribution of this Draft EIS and include the State Department of Transportation 
and the City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services. In addition, the 
Leeward Oahu Transportation Management Authority is aware of the local md regional 
transportation issues and has expressed an interest in directing an effort to meet to discuss the 
issues. 

Pollution Prevention. The EIS suggests a number of mitigation measures that could be 
implemented by acquiring entities. With respect to your suggestions, we are adding a statement 
in Sections 4.1.2.2 and 4.1.3.2 to indicate that writing and implementing stom water pollution 

,, prevention plans would help to prevent reductions in water quality and protect the coastal zone. 



h response to your 1st  two cornmmb, updated solid waste stream data could not be obtained. 
Comtions will be made to the table containing eleariw@pbbing and demolition wastes. 

Should you have any questions, please contact the undersigned at (808) 471 -9338 or by facsimile 
mission at (808) 474-5809. You may also direct y o u  questions to Mr. Rmdy HofEnm, 

Base Conversion Manager at ($08) 474-5949. 

Sincerely, 

copy to. 
Ms. Lesley Maburnoto 
Bdt Collins Hawaii 
680 Ma Moms Boulevard, First Fbor 
Honolulu9 %%a[ 968 13-5406 



MICHAEL 0. WILSON 
CWI- 

STATE OF HAWAII 
DEPARTMENT OF LAND AND NATURAL RESOURCES 

CQMMlSS1Qhl ON WATER RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 
B. 0 .  BOX 621 

HONOLULU. HAWAII 98809 

September 2 1, 1998 

Mr. Fred Mimto 
Pacific Division, Naval Facilities Engineering C o m d  
258 Makalapa Drive, Suite 1044 
Pearl Harbor, HI 96868 

ROBERT G. GIRALD 
DAVID A. MOBRIGA 
LAWRENCE H. M I K E  

RICHARD H. COX 
HERBERT M. RICHARDS. JR 

TIMOTHY E. JOHNS 
MWTV D I e C T O I  

Besla Mr. Mimto: 

SUBJECT: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Disposal and Reuse of Navd Air 
Station, Barbers Point, Hawaii 

FILE NO. : Code 23 1 FM 

*x.p 
Thank you for the opportunity to review the subject document. Our comments related to 

water resources are marked below. 

In general, the C W M  strongly promotes the efficient use of our water resources through 
conservation measures and use of alternative mn-potable water resources whenever available, 
feasible, and there are no harmful effects to the ecosystem. Also, the CWRM encourages the 
protection of water recharge a r m  which are important for the maintenance of streams and the 
replenishment of aquifers. 

[ X ] We recomend coordination with the county government to incorporate this project into the 
county's 20-year Water Use and Development Plan, which is subject to regular updates. 

[ X ] We recommend coordination with the Land Division of the State Department of h d  and 
Natural Resources to incorporate this project into the 20-ye% State Water Projects Plan, 
which is subject to regular updates. 

] We are concerned about the potential for ground or surface water degradation/contamiraation 
and recomend that approvals for this project be conditioned upon a review by the State 
Department of Health and the developer's acceptance of any resulting requirements related to 
water quality. 

[ ] A Well Construction Permit andlor a Pump Installation Permit from the CWWM would be 
required before ground water is developed as a source of supply for the project. 



Mr. Fred Minato 
Page 2 
September 21, 1998 

[ ] The proposed water supply source for the project is 1mtd in a designatd water management 
area, and a Water Use Permit $Horn the CWRM would be required prior to use of this source. 

[ 1 Groundwater withdrawals from this project m y  a E ~ t  s t redows .  'This m y  require an 
instream flow standard 

[ ]I If the p r o p a d  project di%rtxts a d d i ~ o d  water $Horn if new sr  m&ifi& stream 
diversions are p l m d ,  h e  project m y  need to o b ~ i  divenion works permit and 

nd the interim iwst flow standard for the af&it& 8 

[ ] If the proposed project performs my work within the bed and banks of a 
project m y  need to obtain a s&em channel alteration permit and a petiti 
interim instream flow s for the affected strem(s). 

[ X  ] OTHER: 

State Well No. 2149341. is pennibtd for Military water use. A~wismative Rule 13-172-23 
provides for the mdifiation of the water use permit to change h e  use from Military to some 
other type of use. Udess the pmnit  is modified, the permit m y  k subject to revocation 
when military use of the l a d  and water ceases. 

%- 

State Well No. 210343 taps the Ewa-Kunia Aquifer System. The Codss ion  on Water 
Resouhw Mmagemnt (Codssion)  is currently .re-e%rdua%hg the sustainable yield of the 

to be r e d u d  due to the cesmtisn of retarn irrigation recharge 
. Our preliminary esdmtes indicate that the aquifer m y  be over- 

With regard to nonpo~ble water demand, it is the policy of the Commission to promote the 
viable and appropriate reuse of r water in so far as it does not m q r o ~ g  beneficid 
uses of existing water resources. ect overlies the bmc~sh  Ewa 
Caprock Aquifer, and not a pmblle water ion enmurages the use s f  
reclaimed water to t nonpobbie n d s .  

If there are my questions, pleat contact Lenore Nak 

Deputy Dirmbor 

c: BLNW, State Parks 
DLNR, h d  Division 



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
PACIFIC DllVlSlON 

NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND 
(MAKALAPA. HI) 

P M R L  HARBOR. HAWAII 9686@?300 

hk. Timothy E. J o h s  
Deputy Director 
State of Hawaii 
Department of Land and Natural Resources 
Commission on Water Resource Management 
P.O. Box 62 1 
Honolulu, HI[ 96809 

Dear Mr. Johns: 

Subj: D E W E O W N A L  IMPACT STATEMENT dg9EHS) FOR THE 
DISPOSAL ANTI REUSE OF NAVAL AW STATION, BAEG3ER.S POINT 

Thank you for your letter of September 21,1998, regarding the subject document. We 
acknowledge hat the Commission on Water Resource ement (C has reviewed the 
water resources sections of the subject DEIS and has recommended the following activities: 

a. Coordination with the county government to incorporate the project into the county's 
.-& 

26-year Water Use and Development Plm. 

b. Coordination with the Land Division of the State Department of Land and Natural 
Resources to incorporate the project into the 20-year State Water Projects Plan. 

Coordination will be the responsibility of the Barbers Point Naval Air Station Redevelopment 
Conunission, the local redevelopment authority responsible for implementing reuse. This 
Somation, dong with yow above noted rmmendations,  will be included in Section 4.1.2.2, 
Potentid Impacts and Mitigation for Groundwater Quality and Section 4.1.3.2, Surface Water 
Q d t y .  

The information you provided about Well No. 2103-01 differs fiom our records. A USGS report 
indicated that Well No. 2103-81 was built in 1942 and is owned by the Navy. According to this 
report and confirmed with Roy Hardy at the State of Hawaii Department of Land and Naftual 
Resomxs, this well does not have a water use pennit. The Navy Public Works Center, Pearl 
Harbor, has indicated that this well is used for monitoring of chlorides and water Bevels and is not 
used for pumping water. The Navy intends to retain this well. 

As for State Well No. 2103-03, which is identified as USGS Well No. 2103-03 in the DEIS, the 
information you provided is presented in Section 4.7.1.2 of the document. h that section we 
acknowledge that the Navy's well p u p s  are located in the Ewa-Kunia aquifer, a groundwater 
coptrol area where the sustainable yield is presently being assessed by the C , and that it is 

\.,+./ likely that the aquifer water withdrawal allocations will be decreased as a result of the 
assessment. 



With regard to non-potable water use, we understand that 6: mates the viable md 
appropiate rewe of reclaimed water in sso far as it does not ise beneficial uses of 
existing water resources, a d  C enmurages the use of reclaimed water to meet nowpotable 
we& far the subject project. e reasons, the following sentence will be removd from 
Section 4.7.2.2, Potential Impacts md Mitigation [as it relates to won water], of the 
DEIS: "Use of the caprock aquifer is mnsiderd nonviable given the 'S concerns relative 
to potable water supply aquifm impactss9* 

Should you have my questions, please contact the sllgadersiped at 471-9338 or by facsimile 
mission at 474-5909. You m y  abs direct your questions to Mr. Rmdy Wo&m!, Base 

Conversion Manager at 474-5849. 

Copy to: 
Ms. hsky Matsmata 
Belt Collins H a w ~ i  
680 Ma Moma Boulevard, First Floor 
Honolulu, HI 968 13-5406 



BENJAMIN 9. CAYETANO 
GOVERNOR 

MAJOR GENERAL EDWARD V. RICHARDSON 
DIRECTOR M CIVIL DEFENSE 

ROY C. PRICE. SR. 
kzg,, VICF DIRECTOR OF CIVIL DEFENSE 

STATE OF HAWAII 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

OFFICE QF THE DIRECTOR OF CIVIL DEFENSE 
3949 DIAMOND HEAD ROAD 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96816-4495 

PHONE (508) 733-4300 

FAX (EM) 733-4207 

October 9, 1998 

TO: Mr. Fred Minato 
Pacific Division, Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
258 Makalapa Drive, Suite 100 
Pearl Harbor, Hi 96860-31 34 

FROM: Roy C. Price, Sr. 
Vice Director of Civil D 

SUBJECT: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT NQTlCE FOR THE 
DISPOSAL AND REUSE OF THE NAVAL AIR STATION BARBERS 
PQlNT (NASBP), HAWAII 

We appreciate this opportunity to comment on the U.S. Navy, Pacific Division, Naval 
Facilities Engineering Command, Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), for the 
disposal and reuse of NASBP, Hawaii. 

State Civil Defense (SCD) is concerned about outdoor siren warning system coverage 
in the NASBP area. There are no known outdoor warning sirens which are currently 
operational in either surplus or retained portions of NASBP. SCD requests that the 
Navy undertake measures to provide siren warning coverage to retained housing and 
support areas, which will overlap and interlock with new sirens which will be installed in 
developed surplus areas. An attached diagram depicts recommended siren locations 
to be installed by the Navy as well as other agencies. This would entail the installation 
of three solar powered 121 dB omnidirectional sirens in the interest of public safety. 
The exact placement of these sirens can be resolved after the final plan for NASBP is in 
place. 

Please note that most of the NASBP coastal area is in the 100-year floodplain 
--Zone A and Zone AE, according to the Flood Insurance Rate Map, 150001 0130C, 
revised September 28, 1998. Any construction or reuse of facilities in these zones 
must abide by the regulations on floodplain management. 



Mr. Fred Minato 
October 9, 1998 
Page 2 

Our SCD planners and technicians are available to discuss this further if there is a 
requirement. Please have your staff call Mr. Noman Ogasawara sf my staff at 
7334300. 



U R G E  AIRPORT ALTERNATlVE 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
PACIFIC BlVlSlON 

NAVAL FAClClBlES ENGINEERING COMMAND 
(MAKALAPA. HI) 

PEARL HARBOR. HAWA8l9686G9300 

Mr. Roy C. Price, Sr. 
Vice Director of Civil Defense 
State of Hawaii, D q  
Ofice of tihe Dircxtor of Civil Defense 
%849 Diamond Head Road 
Hanolulpl, HI 968 164485 

Dear Mr. Price: 

REUSE OF NAVAL STATION QrsAS), B 

nzmk you for your letter s f  October 9,1998, regarding the subject docuemt. w e  acknowledge 
grow concerns regarding the waning system coverage at B w b e ~  Point a d  provide &e following 
responses: 

Comment: State Civil Defense (SCD) is concerned about outdoor siren w 
coverage in the NAS Barbers Point area. There me m h o w  outdmr warning sirens, which are 
cumntly operatiom% in either surplus or retained portions of NAS Barbers Point. SCD q u e s t s  
that the Navy d e d & e  measures to provide siren w a n k g  coverage to retained homing and 
support areas, which will overlap and htmbck with new sirens wkch will be h s t a I % d  in 
developed surplus areas. An attached diagram depicts re ended siren bcations to be 

well as other agencies. This wo ail the imstallatioa of three solar 
rwtismal airens in the btmest of public safety. The exact placement of 

these sirens ern be resolved afier the final pltm for NAS Barbers Point is in place. 

Response: This is an operational issue outside the scope of the EIS. There are a number of 
issues that will have 60 be h : ~ ~ r d h a t d  between the Navy, other federal agencies on retained 
lands, the h c a l  Redevelopment Authority (LILA), and various state md county agencies. 
Ongoing discussions are currently place to wordhate the provision of 
the base after disposal. Your conc a h g  the outdoor sken waning system will be & s d  
with the involved parties, A copy of this ~et3.e~ will be f o w a d d  to kfr. WilEim M, Bass, 
Executive Dirmtor, Barbers Pobt Naval Air Station R~evelopment C s d s s i o n .  

Camrnent: Please note that most ofthe NAS Barbers Point coastal s e a  is in the 100-year 
floodplain - Zone A md Zone M,  according to the Flood hmaswmce Rate Map, 150001 0130C, 
revised September 228, 1998. Any construction or reuse of facilities in thee zones must abide by 
the regulations on flood plain mmagment. 

Response: Flwd plain issues md requirements are disclosed in Sections 3.1.3,4.T4, md 5.6.7 
of the EHS. Regulation of mnshction on or reuse of facilities in these zones after property 
disposal would be a L U  respomibiBitgP. 



Should you have any questions, please contact the undersigned at 47 1-9338 or by facsimile 
transmission at 474-5909. You may also direct your questions to Mr. Randy H o f h m ,  Base 
Conversion Manager at 474-5949. 

Sincerely, 

Director 
Environmental Planning Division 

Copy to: 
Mr. William M. Bass, Executive Director 
Barbers Point Naval Air Station 
Redevelopment Commission 
Campbell Square 
100 I Kamokila Boulevard, Suite 308 

'.... .. 
Kapolei, HI 96707 

*,& 

Ms. Lesley Matsmoto 
Belt Collins Hawaii 
680 Ala Moma Boulevard, First Floor 
Honolulu, HI 968 13-5406 



BEhhBAbPIN J. CAMTARO 
GOVERNOR 

STATE OF HAWAlC 
DEPAWTMENK6F EDUCATION 

P 0 BOX 2360 

HONOLULU, nawall efise* 

OFFICE OF THE SLBPERINTENOENT 

September % 6, 1998 

Mr. Fred Minato (Code 23 1 FM) 
Pacific Division, Naval Facilities Engineering C o m m d  
258 M&alapa Drive, Suite % 60 
Pearl Harbor, Hawaii 9686Q-3 % 34 

Bear Mr. Mindo: 

Subject: NASBP Reuse Draft EIS 

ent of Education (DOE) has the following comments on the subject draft 
environmental impact statement (EIS): 

I .  In October, 1998, the DOE will be sending in its Application for Public Benefit 
Transfer of Surplus Federal Real Property for Educational Uses. If approved, title 
to the lmd beneath Barbers Point Elementary School will be transferred to the State 
of Hawaii forthe continued operation of the school. 

2. The 1997 enrollment at Barbers Point Elementary School was 565. Enrollment for 
the current 1998 school year is 494, while the capacity is 753. The 347 to 554 
additional elementary students projected to result from the reuse alternatives will 
have a significant impact upon the school. 

The DOE presently does not have plms to constmct a new elementary school in the 
vicinity of NAS Barbers Point. Therefore, in addition to the mitigative measure 
identified in Table 2.8-1 (construct a second elementary school in the area), the 
table should also include the possibility of a new classroom building(s) at Barbers 
Point Elementary School and/or redistricting. 

AN AFFIRMATIVE ACTION AND S_$j$PPORTUNITY Q EMPLOYER 



Mr. Fred Minato (Code 23 1FM) 
Page 2 
September 16,1998 

3. We would appreciate being kept informed on the development timetable of the 
1,281 to 1,900 housing units proposed under the various alternatives. The timing 
and quantity of units will have a direct bearing on the adequacy of school facilities. 

T l a d  you for the opportunity to comment. If you have my questions, please call 
Mr. Sanford Beppu d 733-4862. 

e q  truly yours, 

h a (  6. L Mahieu, Ph.D. 
Supeainte f dent 

cc: OBS 
Principal, Barbers Point Elementary 
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Dr. Paul 6. LeMahieu, Supehtendent 
State of Hawaii 

of Edueatisn 
P.O. Box 2360 
Honolulu, HI 96804 

Dear Dr. LeMahieu: 

Subj: D All. W A C T  S T A T E m m  (EIS) F 
D 

'I%& you for your 1eW of September 16, 1998, regarding the subject document. Your plan to 
submit the Dep en% of Education's (DOE) Application for Public Benefit Transfer of Surplus 
Federal Real Propee for Educational Use this month has been conveyed to Ms. Genie M. W a y  
s f  o w  Real Estate Division This action, if approved, will alllow title to the land beneath Barbers 
Point Elementary School 80 be transferred to the State of Hawaii for %he continued operation of 
the school. ' T h d  you for keeping us apprised of y o u  plans. 

We acknowledge that the DOE has reviewed the Drafi EIS md has informed us that there are no 
plans to eonstmct a new elementary school in the vicinity of NAS Bxbers Point. For this reason 
you recornend& including the possibility of a new classroom buildinggs) at Barb= Point 
Elwmtaq School m d o e  redistricting as additional mitigation meawes in the FhaI EHS. These 
remmenda t im =ail1 be incorp~r%ed into Table 2.8-1 and Seetion 4.5.2.1, Education, of the 
Final EHS. 

~ s m a t i o n  coneemkg the development thekble of the housing h f s  pmposd mder the 
v&ous dtemalives should be obtained &om the B d e s  Point Naval Air Station Redevelopment 
Cowseion.  The Cohss ion ' s  Executive Director is Mr. W i l i m  M. Bass, who e m  be 
reached at 674-3540. 

i . . 
Sincerely, 

Director 
EnGromemtd PIming Division 

Copy to: 
Ms. Lesley Matsmoto 
Belt Collins Hawaii 
680 A a  Moma Boulevard, First Floor 
Hom%ulu, HI 968 % 3-5406 
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October 29, 1998 

Mr. Melvin N. Kaku 
Director, Environmental Planning Division 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
258 Makalapa Drive, Suite 108 
Pearl Harbor, Hawaii 96868-3134 

Attention: Mr. Fred Minato (Code 231FM) 

Dear Mr. Kaku: 

Thank you for allowing our review of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (BEIS) for Disposal and 
Reuse of Naval Air Station (MAS), Barbers Point, Hawaii, 

C& dated August 1998. 

We note that mitigation measures have been identified to 
assure that no significant adverse impacts will result from 
the proposed transfers and reuse of the surplus properties. 
Protective covenants will be incorporated in deeds to 
ensure appropriate treatment of archaeological, cultural, 
and natural resources affected by proposed reuses. 

An estimated 31% increase in storm water runoff is 
anticipated. The EIS should discuss the drainage channel 
along the western edge of BPNAS; its present and potential 
capacity, and if it could be improved and incorporated as 
part of the drainage system for the Kalaeloa District. 

We have no other comments at this time. If you have any 
questions, call Joe Chu of our Planning Office at 587-6421. 

Aloha, 

KIhLI WATSQM, Chairman 

-:<i- 
Hawaiian Homes Commission 
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Mr. b l i  Watson, 
Hawaiian Homes 
BV t s f  Hawaiian Home Emds 
State s f  Hawaii 
B.O. Box f 878 
Homlu1u, HI 96865 

23-m-d~ you for your letter of October 29,1998, regarding the subject document, We 
achswI&ge your mncems r e g a h g  the e channel and provide the following response: 

Comment: h a t h a t e d  3 1 % increase in stom water runoff is anticipated. The EIS should 
discuss the &ahage channel along the western edge of NAS Barbers Point; its present md 
potential capacity, and if it could be irnprovd and incoporat& as part ofthe &&age system 
for the Kdaeloa District. 

Response: The h m e i  dong the western d g e  of NAS Barbers Point was not 
&&ess& in the beawe: (1) it is not currently receiving storm water moff  from 
NAS Barbers Point, and (2) the details (e.g, moflquantities that can be a m  
specific mitigation mezswm) are being evduated in the ~ ~ ~ c ~ e  master 
devebpd by the B d m  Point NAS Wdevebpment Com.mission. We understand that the 

tmctwe mast. plan does not include we of the &ainage c h m e l  along the western d g e  of 
B d e s  Point became the capacity of the drainage e h m d  is reserved for s t h a  

development areas such ity of Kapolei and The Estate of James Campbell. Furtl~er 
e should be adkessd to Mr. William Bass, Executive Director of 

the Barbers Point NM Redevelopment Commission. 

Should you have my questions, please contact the undersip& at 471-8338 s r  by fixsimile 
ssim at 474-5909. You may dso d h t  your qumtiom to Mr. Randy Ho&abn$ Base 

Convmisn Manager at 474-5949. 

Director 
Envimmental Planning Division 
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Copy to: 
Ms. Lesley Matsumoto 
Belt Collins Hawaii 
680 Ala Moana Boulevard, First Floor 
Honolulu, MI 968 13-5406 



BEY.L4MI# J. C A W A W  
tOVERH0U OF HAWAII 

LAWRENCE I W E  
DIRECTOR OF HEALTH 

STATE OF HAWAII 
DEPARTMENT QF HEALTH 

P.O. BOX 3378 
HONBLLOLU. HAWAII 96801 

November 9, 1998 

Hr. Fred Minato (C~de 231FM) 
Pacific Division 
Naval Facilities Engineering Comand 
258 Makalapa Drive, Suite 108 
Pearl Harbor, Hawaii 96860-3134 

Dear Mr. Minato: 

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement [DEPS) 
Disposal and Reuse of Naval Air Station 
Barbers Point, Hawaii 

Thank you for allowing us to review and comment on the subject 
document, We have the following comments to offer: 

Title 11, Chapter 43 is quoted in the draft environmental 
impact statement, however, the Department of Health has since 
adopted new rules, The applicant should review and ensure that 
any redevelopment activities comply with the provisions of the 
new Chapter 11-44, Hawaii ~dministrative Rules, "Cornunity 
Noise Control ," 

Should there be any questions ow this matter, please contact 
Mr. Jerry Haruno, Environmental Health Program Manager, Noise, 
Radiation and Indo~r Air Quality Branch at 586-4701. 

In Section 3.7-6, entitled, "Solid Waste," the discussion of 
the existing solid waste management activities and facilities 

(BPlW.24). Current activities 
include: a municipal solid waste landfill [currently 
restricted to receiving sewage sludge from the Fort Kam and 



Mr. Fred Minato 
November 9, 1998 
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Schofield Barracks wastewater treatment plants [WTPs], but 
never properly closed under Hawaii Administrative Rules [HAR] 
Chapter 58.1); a biosolids co-composting facility processing 
sewage sludge from Fort Kam, Schofield Barracks, and the Cityss 
Honouliuli WWTP; and a Oily Waste Remediation Facility 
receiving oily waste from the Navy's wastewater system and 
processing it as a petroleum contaminated soil. While it is 
proposed that this area would remain under Federal control, 
there is no discussion relating to the need for proper closure 
of the existing landfill or the impact of these ongoing 
activities on the proposed surrounding uses. 

In Section 4.7.6, entitled, "Solid Waste," the discussion of 
the impacts of the proposed action on the island-wide solid 
waste management infrastructure does not address the State and 
Federal goals for waste reduction, nor the internal Department 
of Defense (DOD) policy relating to recycling. 

The decommissioning of the Naval air station will result in the 
demolition of numerous structures, and a corresponding 
generation of considerable construction demolition waste. 

...=, > 
require the development sf a waste management and diversion 
plan. 

In addition, while the additional Municipal solid waste and 
construction demolition waste generated by the proposed 
activities may not be considered significant based on the 
degree of increase in generation, both the State and Federal 
goals relating to waste generation is to disposal 
through the implementation of diversion options. The final EIS 
should address strategies to reduce waste disposal from the 
proposed activities by a minimum of 25 percent. 

Any questions on these comments should be addressed to 
Mr. John Harder, Manager of the Office of Solid Waste 
Management at 586-4240. 

1. Section 4.7.1.2 of the draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) states that for the purposes of water 
demand analysis, it was assumed that the Board of 
Water Supply (BWS) would be the ultimate provider of 
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potable water in the reuse area, and that service 
from the Navyss system would be discontinued. 

Section 4 ,%,1 ,2  also states that to implement service 
in the reuse area from the BWS, however, would 
require new distribution infrastructure, To date, 
the BWS has indicated a strong reluctance to assume 
ownership of the existing Naval Air Station, Barbers 
Point [NASBP) water system. This reluctance is based 
on the age sf the system, 2 0  to 40  years old, and 
the differences between BWS and military design 
standards, construction requirements, and material 
specificationse 

The draft EHS does not address the estimated cost to 
install a new potable water s y s t e m  infrastructure, 
which apparently is weeded to have the BWS assume 
ownership of the NavyBs water system. 

2. Section 4 - 7 . 2 . 2  states that non-potable water from 
the eaprock aquifer and reclaimed effluent from the 

i, 
Honouliuhi Waste Water Treatment Pbant could be used 
for irrigation in the reuse area. 

Comment : 

If a non-potabbe water system is installed, 
precautions must be taken to prevent children, 
families and workers using the reuse area from 
inadvertently ingesting t h e  now-potable water. 
Non-potable water spigots must be clearly posted 
with warning signs to prevent the consumption of 
won-potable water. 

Adequate measures must also be taken to prevent 
cross connection and backfbow conditiows between 
the potable water system and the non-potable water 
system. 

If you have any questions on the potable and non-potable 
water comments, please contact Mr. Dsnabd Yasutake of the 
Safe Drinking Water Branch at 586-4258, 

l e  According to U I C  records, 251 drainage drywells exist 
at the NASBP. Section 3 - 9 . 4  of the DEPS states that '. ., 
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there are 270 drainage drywells in service at the 
facility. The correct number sf drywells needs 
resolution. 

Statements made in Sections 4.7.4.2 , and 
5.6.2 regarding new parcel owners need to transfer or 
obtain the UIC permit from the Navy is misleading. 
The UIC pemits issued to the Navy are 
nontransferable. The proper terms to use in 
describing the action are revoke, modify and/or 
reissue, not transfer. Also, UIC pemits are 
obtained from the Department of Health, not the Navy. 

3. NASBP is located both above and below the UIC line. 
Section 5.6.2 of the document states, "The surplus 
areas are oceanside (below) of the UIC; thus no 
drinking water wells are present." Based on the 
documents maps, it appears that the northeast portion 
of the surplus area is located mountain-side (above) 
of the UI@ Line. Also, areas located below the UIC 
line are not precluded by regulation from having 
drinking water wells. Drinking water wells can exist 
below the UIC line. Section 5.6.2's statement should 
be corrected accordingly. 

If you should have any questions on the UIC comments, 
please contact Mr. Norris Uehara of the Safe Drinking 
Water Branch at 586-4258. 

We have reviewed the subject draft EIS and offer the following 
comments : 

Our records indicate that many underground storage tanks (USTs) 
at the Naval Air Station (NAS) Barbers Point have not yet been 
properly closed in accordance with federal regulations, 
40 CFR 280 Subpart G. In addition, several petroleum releases 
from USTs at NAS Barbers Point have been discovered, and 
response actions for these releases pursuant to 40 CFR 280 
Subpart F are still ongoing. We are continuing to work with 
the Navy to resolve these outstanding issues. 

Although none were specifically mentioned in the draft EIS, it 
is possible that in the future USTs may be instabbed in the 
project area for storage of motor fuel, used motor oil, 
emergency generator fuel, etc. All potential users of the NAS 

- . >> *' --* Barbers Point should note that USTs are subject to federal and 



Mr. Fred Minato 
November 9, 1998 
Page 5 

state requirements, Owners of newly installed USTs must notify 
our Underground Storage Tank Section of the existence af such 
USTs within 38 days of installatiow, In addition, our 
Underground Storage Tank Section is developing new state 
administrative rules on USTs which, when finalized, will 
require permits for all new USTs. Finally, permits must be 
obtained from the applicable building and fire safety 
authorities before installation of any USTs. 

Should you have any questions regarding these coments, please 
contact MP, Erie Gadayama sf our Underground Storage Tank 
Section sf the Solid and Hazardous Waste Branch a% 586-4226. 

Sincerely, 

BRUCE S .  ANDERSON, Ph.D. 
Deputy Director for 

Environmental Health 

c: MR&HAQB 
8SW 
SWB 
SDWB 
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Dr. Bruce Anderson, Director 
Department of Health 
State of Hawaii 
P.O. Box 3378 
Honolulu, HI 96801 

Dear Dr. Anderson: 

Subj: DltAFT ENVWONMEPdTfi PIS)  F 
DISPOSAL AND REUSE OF WAS), 

Thank you h r  your letter of November 9, 1998, regarding the subject document. While the 
public comment period closed on October 12, 1998, we are incorporating pertinent inltbmation 
fi-om your review into the Final EIS. Yoyr cqnments are addressed as follow: 

, ... .+' Comment: Title I 1, Chapter 43 is quoted in the draft environmental impact statement, however? 
the D q m m t  of Health (DOH) has since adopted new rules. The applicant should review and 
ensure that any redevelopment activities comply with the provisions of the new Chapter 1 146, 
Hawaii Administrative Rules, "Community Noise Control." 

Resp~ese: Section 4.1.3.3 has been revised to cite HAR Chapter 1 146. We note that the Navy 
will not be the applicant and that compliance with provisions of Chapter Z 1 4 6  will be the 
responsibility of the Barbers Point Navd Air Station Redevelopment Commission and 
subsequent landowners, developers, and tenants. 

SOLID WASTE 

C~mment: In Section 3.7.6, entitled "Solid Waste,'"e discussion of the existing solid waste 
management activities and facilitiesfails to address the ongoing activitia within the Barbers 
Point Waste Management Area (BPWMA).. . .While it is proposed that this area would remain 
under F d d  control, here is no discussion relating to the need for proper closure of the existing 
landfill or the impact of these ongoing activities on the proposed surrounding uses. 

Response: Because the BPWMA is on Navy-retained land, it is not the subject of in-depth 
analysis in the EIS. However, we have revised section 5.6.1.3 of the document to address land 
use compatibility issues. This section has been retitled "NAS Barbers Point Master Plan," and it 

. b y.9 discusses the compatibility of the reuse alternatives with land uses in areas retained by the Navy 



a d  other fderal agencies, as described in the NAS Barbers Point Master Plan (Pacific Division, 
Naval Facilities Engineering Cornand, August 1991 1. Given the proposed aviation activities 
and continued ease of Barbers Point for military fmily housing, noise is one issue addressed in 
the revised section 5.6.1 .a. The BP is discussed as follows: No sipijicaszt land w e  
Meornpatibibitim bemeen the proposed land uses in the r u e  areas, the Navy-retained areas 
(and excess areas), and communilies adjacent to NAS Barbers Point were ideszlijied in any offhe 
ma!ualjosts ofspe&c resources in this Final EIS- With proper planning and an undersdaading 
ofthe adsting operations within the retained areas (e.g., biosolih c~-composti~~gfacilitp')~ 
dewlopment in the rewe areas a n  be acc0rnp6ished SO ghat spec$c operations within land use 
types are compatib!e. 

Comment: In Section 4.7.6, entitled ""Slid Waste,'9 the discussion s f  impacts s f  the proposed 
action on the island-wide solid waste management infrastructure does not address the State and 
Fedem! goals for waste reduction, nor the internal Department of Defense (DOD) policy relating 
to mycling. 

Response: National Environmental Policy Act @EFA) md Council sn Ewvirsmental Quality 
IL. 

(CEQ) regulations require that EISS be analytical rather than encyclopedic. Hence, h e  focus is 
on specific issues, and certain topics that m y  be Hrnp~rtmt in m overall context, such as 

ewb goals md policies, may not be included in the docmen%. In the case of Barbers 
Point, fderal goals for waste reduction md DOD policy relating to recycling will not apply to 
redevelopment activities carried out by the Barbers Point Naval Air Station Redevelopment 
@omission and subsquent Imdomen, developers, and tenants. 

Comment: The decomissioning of the Naval air station will result in the demolition of 
nmerous structures, md a conespondhg generation of considerable construction demolition 
waste. n e  Final E n  should address the nedfor the dismantling sf older ~dmdures md a 
requirement that my demolition activity q u i r e  the development of a waste management and 
diversion plan. 

Rsponse: The EIS provides quantitative estimates of c md gmbbkgag and demolition 
wastes under each muse alternative (see the table in section 4.7.6). The development of a waste 
management and divemion plan, if required, shorrId be cantingent on the redevelopment activities 

out by the Barbers Pskt Naval Air Station Redevelopment Commission md 
sanbsquent l m d o m e ~ ,  developers, md tenants. 

Comment: In addition, wMe the additional municipal miid waste md construction demolition 
waste generated by #.he proposd activities may not be considered significant based on the degree 
of increase in generation, both the State and Federal goals relating to waste generation is t s  
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decrease disposal through the implementation of diversion options. The Final EKS should 
address smtegies to reduce waste disposal fiom the proposed activities by a minimum of 25 
percent. 

Response: Reduction of solid waste is discussed in the last three paragraphs of section 4.7.6.2. 
These paragraphs are being moved &om the "Impacts" to the "Mitigation" section. The first 
sentence has b m  rewritten to read: "Recycling could be undertaken with the site development 
wastes to reduce the ultimate volume requiring Iandfiliing.'$ The text goes on to state that with 
processing and screening, about half of the clearing and grubbing wastes could be reused as 
topsoil, and most of the demolition waste (Portland cement and asphalt cement debris fkom 
buildings and pavements) could be reused in new constmction either onsite or elsewhere. 

Under "Mitigation" in section 4.7.6.2, the following sentence has been deleted: 'TIence, no 
mitigation is required." 

DRINKING WATER 

Comment: The Draft EIS does not address the estimated cost to install a new potable water 
. w, system hhstnrcfme, which apparently is needed to have the Board of Water Supply assume 

ownership of fhe Navy" water system. 

Response: The cost of constructing a new potable water system to serve the redevelopment is 
beyond fhe scope of the EIS. It is not an environmental issue but an operational issue to be 
resolved separately. Neither NEPA nor CEQ regulations requires disclosw of such casts. 

Comment: If a non-potable water system is installed, precautions must be taken to prevent 
children, farnilies and workers wing the reuse area b m  inadvertent'ty ingesting the non-potable 
water. Non-potable water spigots must be clearly posted with waning signs to prevent the 
eonsumption of water. Adequate measures must also be taken to prevent cross eomection and 
backflow conditions between the potable and non-potable water system. 

Response: This is an ~perational issue beyond the scope of the EIS and the Navy's purview. 
This concern would be more appropriately addressed by the Barbm Point Naval Air Station 
Redevelopment Commission and subsequent landowners and developers during implernrentation. 
A copy of your letter is being forwarded to Mr. William ha. Bass, Executive Direct~r of the 
Barbers Point Navd Air Station Redevelopment Commission. 

UNDERGROUND INJECTION CONTROL (UIC) 
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the NAS B d e m  Point. 
Section 3.7.4 of the Draft EIS states that there are 11s in service at the facility. 
The correct number of Ils weeds resolution. 

Response: We have m d m d  that there are 254 ells in service. Section 3.7.4, Existing 
NAS B&m Poht Drainage System, has beem revised accordingly. The citation in this section 
?ms also been revised to read "40 C.F.R. $147" instead of "48 C.F.R. 9 % 7." 

Comment: SWements made in Satiom 4.7.4.2, Mitigation, and 5.6.2 regarding new parcel 
omem need to fer or obtain the UIC p it h m  the Navy is misleading. The WC permits 
issued to the Navy me no femblle. The proper terns to use in describing the action are 
revoke, modify mdlor re fer. Abo, &TEC permits are obtained from the DOH, mot 
the Navy. 

Rmponse: Sation 4.7.4.2 has been m m t d  to state hat ''new pace1 omem would have to 
obtain the UIC permit &om DOH." The same paragraph mmctHgr states the w d  for 
modification of the permit with a new parcel owner. EW addition, Sation 5.6.2, Safe Dri 
Water Act, has been m r m t d  to state that "new owners would weed to obtain the W C  permits 
from DOH. i- 

SOLID OUS WASTE 

Comment: Ow records indicate that many p~wdmgornd storage tanks (UST) at NAS Barbers 
Point have not yet heen properly closed in ac.zordmce with federal regulations. In addition, 
several petroleum releases &om UST at NAS Barbers Point have been &seovered, md response 
actions me still ongoing. We are continuing, to work with the Wavy to resolve these outstanding 
issuess 

Response: We z h w l d g e  your mmm& and will mmtimue to work with your dq-ent in 
resolving these issues. 

EIS, it is possible that b the 
fbgaase UST may be ktdiad h the project of N M  B d m  Point 
shouM note that UST are subject to f&ed md state requirements. h d&tiow, our UST se~tissn 
is developing new state administrative d m  which, when finaiizd, will require permits for all 
new UST. Finally, pennits must be obtain& h r n  the applicable building md f i e  safety 
authorities before imtdI&sn of my UST. 

Response: The kfaIEation of UST is an operational issue outside the scope of the EIS. 
By copy of your comment letter, the Barbem Poht Naval f i r  Station Redevelopment $ _  

Comissismn will be informed of the applicable regulatory requirements. 



Should you have any questions, please ccdn?.act thc undersigned at 471-8338 or by facsimile 
transmission at 474-5909. You m y  also direct your questions to Mr. Randy H o h m ,  Base 
Conversion Manager at 474-5949. 

Director 
Environmental P l k g  Division 

COPY t ~ :  
Mr. William ha. Bass, Executive Director 
Barbets Point Naval Air Station 
Rcdevelogment Commission 
Campbell Square 
1001 Kamokila Boulev%rd, Suite 308 

w-" 
bpoiei, HI 96707 

Ms. Lesley Matsuntoto 
Belt Collins Hawaii 
680 Ma M o a a  Boulevard, First Floor 
Honolulu, HI 968 13-5406 
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Mr. Fred Minats 
Pacific Division 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
Pearl Harbor, Hawaii 968968-7300 

Dear Mr. Minato: 

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement $09 the Disposal 
and R e u s q  r Statipn. Barbers Point ,  Rawaif 

Thank you fo r  the opportunity to comment an subject Draft EIS, 
Comments provided by our Land Division, Engineering Branch is 
attached. 

\ . .,., 
%- 

Comments Pram the Commission on Water Resources Management were 
sent in earlier. Further, there has been ongoing consultation with 
our State Historic Preservation Division and reuse commission staff 
on the proposed Heritage Park hand transfer to our department, 

Should there be any questions, please contact WaPstsn Nagata at 
5 8 7 - 0 2 9 2 .  

Aloha, 
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Mr. Michael D. Wilson 
Chairperson 
D e p m e n t  of Land and Natural Resources 
Division of State Parks 
P.O. Box 621 
HmoluIu, HI 96809 

Dear Mr. Wilson: 

Subj: D EmO%SMENTW IMPACT STATEIVlENT FOR THE DISPOSAL 
BhND REUSE OF NAVAL 

Thank you for your letter of October 13,1998, regarding the subject document. We received 
comments fkorn the Commission on Water Resources Management and are aware of your 
department" discussions with the State Historic Preservation Division and reuse commission 
staff on the proposed Heritage Park land transfer. 

'w 
Should you have any questions, please contact the undersigned at 441-9338 or by facsimile 
transmission at 444-5809. You may also direct your questions to Mr. Randy H o h a n ,  Base 
Conversion Manager at 474-5849. 

Director 
Environmental Planning Division 

Copy to: 
Ms. Lesley Matsumsbto 
Belt Collins Hawaii 
68Q Ala Moana Boulevard, First Floor 
Honolulu, PII 968 13-5406 
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TO: Rdston Nagata, A d ~ ~ s t m t o r  
Dision of State Parks 

S m E C T :  DEB for the Dhposal and Reuse o%Naval Air Station 
Barbers Point, Hawaii 

In reference to your memorandum of September 8, 1998, requesting w m e n t s  to the subject 
DEIS, we have the fo!lowing mrnments: 

1. Pkase have my State agency aquirhg property coordinate my request for a 
water dlocatisn with the Engineiwg Brach. 

2. State agencies proposing to develop sup%us Federal Imds should determine what 
type of flood zone the Imd is located in. %f the Imd is %seated in a flood plain, the 
land should be developed amxxdling to Sstion 7.104 Development Standards, 
M c l e  7 S p e d  District Weplations of the City md County sf Honolulu Land 
Use Ordinance, Batest edition. 

yoam for the o p p o m ~ ~  to r i e w  the DEIS. Should you have my questions, piease 
Wntad &ic Yuasa of the Project Phming Section at extension 7-0229. 



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
PACIFIC DN131ON 

M V U  F4ClLKlES ENGMEERINO COVMmB 
( m w &  HI) 

PEARL. HARBOR, HAWAIl-7300 

Mr. h & e w  Mondc8, Chief Engineer 
D q m m t  of Lmd a d  N a m  
Land Division, Engimerhg Bmch 
State of Hawaii 
1 95 1 Punchbowl Street 
Honolulu, 968 13 

Subj: D M  IMPACT STATE 
AND REUSE OF NAVAL AIR STATION @lA 

A wpy of your September 22,1898, ttandttal to Mr. Walston Nag- A ~ ~ o P  ofthe 
Division of State Barks, was &.read to my attention. Your gnts on the subject document 
are addressad below: 

Comment: Please have any State agency acquiring property c e my request for a water 
dlomiom with the E s ~ ~ g  Branch. 

-..>,a 

Response: Actions required for redevelopent sf property at NAS BafBtrs Poiwt, such as swater 
& d o n s  by sbtt agencies, are outside of Naty9s purview and need to be addressed with the 
Barbers Point Naval Air Station Rsdevelopmeet C d & o n .  A copy of this lettea is being 
foswmded to Mr. Bi%r Bas, Executive kector. 

Comment: State agencies proposing to develop surplus F g d d  lands should d 
type of flwd zone the land is located in. If the h d  is located in a flood plain, the h d  should be 
developed according to section 7.10-4 Development Standards, Article 7 Spmid District 
Regulations of the City and County of Honolulu L%nd Use Ordinance, Batest edition. 

Response: See response above. 

Thank you for your review and coments on the subject docu~~ptnt. Should you have my further 
questions, please contact the undersigned at 471 -9338 or by facsimile lnnsmission at 474-5908. 
Yorn may alsa direct your qudons to Mr. Randy HofEmm Base Conversion Manager at 
474-5949. 





DEPUlY WAEdPORS 
BRIAN K. MBWL 

GLENN M. OKlMOTO 

SKATE OF HAWAII 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

869 BUNCHBOWL STREET 
HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813-5097 

r October 13, I998 

Mr. Melvin N. Kaku 
Director 
Environmental Planning Division 
Department of the Navy 
Pacific Division 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
Pearl Harbor, Hawaii 96868-7300 

%. 

IN REPLY WEER TO: 

AIW-EP 
98.0977 

Dear Mr. Kaku: 
-..A. 

We have reviewed your draft Environmental Impact Statement (EHS) 
on the disposal and reuse of Naval Air Station, Barbers Point, 
Hawaii, dated August 1998. 

We concur with your draft conclusion that no significant 
environmental impacts will result from the State preferred 
alternative. 

The Department of Transportation remains firmly comltted to 
Kalaeloa General Aviation Reliever Airport to complement Honolulu 
International Airport. We intend to begin operating that airport 
on July 2, 1999. 

Enclosed is a copy of the Federal Aviation Administration 
approved Airport Layout Plan (ALP) for Kalaeloa Airport. Also 
enclosed are minor format and content comments. We appreciate 
your efforts and look forward to the land transfer. 



M r .  Melvin N.  K a k u  
Page 2 
October 14, 1998 

Please have your s t a f f  contact B e n  Schlapak, H e a d  P l a n n i n g  
E n g i n e e r ,  of t h e  A i r p o r t s  D i v i s i o n  at 838-8821  t o  c la r i fy  any 
questions you m a y  have. 

Very t r u l y  yours, 

KAZU HA'PPASHIDA 
Director s f  T r a n s p o r t a t i o n  

E n c l o s u r e s :  ALP 
Gomen t s 



During our review these are salient issues: 

....... '. .. .i - 
1. Section 3.1.2 Groundwater, 

a. Paragraph 3, "Further assessment will be conducted in the 
vicinity of the storm water drainage ditch 
(POI-28)to determine whether dry wells I, the U.S. Coast 
Guard compound, and POI-28 are impacting groundwater." 
What is the completion schedule for this assessment and 
can we obtain a copy of the assessment? 

b. Paragraph 4, lmGroundwater beneath NASBP is contaminated 
with petroleum hydrocarbons, pesticides, PCB's, solvents, 
and metals (see Section 3.4)." Please verify our 
conclusion in the review of section 3.4, no rmediation 
of the groundwater was taken or is planned. 

2. Page 3-4, paragraph 1, "'Groundwater does not appear to be a 
source of contaminants to the ocean; further groundwater 
assessments wibb be conducted in 1998 to address this 
concern." What is the completion schedule for this 
assessment and can we obtain a copy of the assessment? 

3. Page 3-4, paragraph 4, please clarify the meaning of the 
phase "agitene drums.'" 

4. Page 3-4, recommend an exhibit delineating the various zones 
on the Flood Insurance Rate Map for this area. 

5. Section 3.2.2 Terrestrial Fauna, please address the bird 
strikes with quantitative data showing date, number and 
species. Furthermore, document the history of a wildlife 
management plant, especially of shooting of birds. 

6. Section 3.3.1, Archaeological Sites, please provide an 
exhibit which identifies location of the site numbers in 
Table 3.3-1. 



Page 4-90, although "the potential to discharge off-site 
runoff %ram the Kaloi Gulch Drainage Basin through the 
Barbers Point area was presented in the Naval Air Station - 
Barbers Point Cornunity Redevelopment Plan," and "is included 
in the alternative assessmentw, we do not agree that it 
should be routed through Barbers Point Naval Air Station. In 
particular, we do not agree with the idea sf 20" x 8  
culverts under Runways 4L, 4R and Taxiway P with large 
ditches in between. These proposed structures violate the 
Federal Aviation Administration slope and obstruction 
criteria and violate the historic 1,000 foot wide Runway 4 
path. The concept of relying ow infiltration is a geologic 
area conducive to natural drainage disposal should be 
pursued. 



COMMENTS ON THE D R m  EWIRQNMEN'I'AL IMPAeT STAmMENT FOR 

. d, THE DISPOSAL AND REUSE OF 
NAS BARBERS POINT 

Cover Mepgio - Third paragraph 
'Mitigation of impacts relating to public safety rue pending FAA approval and are 
currently unresolved." This should be updated. 

ES-2 - E a t  g m m p h  
The 691-acre State-preferred alternative airport dses not agree with the DOT 
estimate of 757 acres. 

ES-7 - Second paragraph 
The small airport dtemtive is 6W acres. Therefore 691 a e a s  for the State- 
prefemed alternative seems b c o m t .  

ES-10 - Six& paragraph 
FAA approval sf the Airport Layout Plm should be updated. 

ES-12 - Second paragraph 
FAA approvd of the Airport Layout Plan should be updated. 

1-8 - Section 1.6.2 
-VL.& Newspapers 

1-9 - Last paragraph 
Add "by FAA in their SeptemBer 39, 1987 response" on 1st h e .  List letter in 
W eferences. 

2-3 - Sixth paragraph 
Revise "military and civilian air carriers" to "civilian air carriers afld xni1im-y"'. 

Add "Assist in disaster relief and civil defense response in times of emergencies 
and natural disasters.'" 

2-4 - Table 2.1-1 
691 acres seems Isw for the State-preferred alternative. 

2-6 - First paragraph 
691 acres seems low for the State-preferred alternative. 



Delete "and the aviation component of the C&C of Hono$BIues Life Sdety 
Academy'" 

Add "The  haw^ N a t i o d  Guard will assme control of an adjacent 150 amesD' 

Add " r e l w M  after 

Should be 2020 not 2000 i~ first b d e t  item. 

Add =way numbers buUekd items. 

Ddete "an aviation g life safety academyte. 

2-1 8 - F h t  p a a m p h  
Add "The No Airport Alternative does not meet the p q o s e  and needs of the L M  

3.1-2 Existing Roadways 
Cord Sea Road should be deleted west of the U.S. Guard a d  Tripoli Road 
should be deleted west of Cord Sea Woad. It is in to show C o d  Sea Road 
as an existing road west of the US. Coat  h a r d  as noted on page 3-13. Cord Sea 
Road is restricted to use ody by authorized vehicles a noted on page 3-14. 
Similarly, it is incorrect to show Tripoli Road west of Cord Sea Road as noted on .a 

page 3-14. 

3-35 - Figure 3.4-2 
The elax zones be& at the physical end of the m w a y  for military citeria. The 
clear zones should be revised and the bom&es of the outer portions should 
coincide with the property Ihes northwest of Runway 11 md sou&west of 
Runways 4R and 4L. 

4-6 - FOW& p ~ ~ a g a p h  
Delete "'be". 

4-13 - Figure 4.1-1 
Add the Hawaii National Guard belipad on Taxiway P near end of Runway 22R as 
shown on Figures 4.1-2 md 4.1-3. 

4-25 - Last paragraph 
Add "on Runway 1 1 '' 



4-28 - Ah Transportation 
Replace "goods and" with "'passenger, cxgo and mail1' 

'sdu' 

4-52 - Fourth p m m p h  
would the 178 to 205 acres of offsite parking for raceway park events be 

located. 

4-55 - Table 4.1-10 
States 2,500 to 5,000 spaces at west end of crosswind runway and 2,000 to 3,000 
spaces at east end sf crosswind runway. How would this aRwt the availability and 
use sf Runway 11-29, especially for U.S. Coat Guard s m h  md rescue 
ogeaatiom. 

Insert "crosswind" in third item in Table 4.1-10. 

4-68 - First paragraph 
FAA approval of the ALP should be updated. 

4-71 - Fifth paragraph 
Insert "State-grefmd alternative". 

4-75 - Third paragraph 
"General aviation airport" should be deleted. The airport facilities already exist and 

-+ my improvements would be funded from Special Aqor t  fund sources and would 
not be a large public project that could tie up capital funding for decades. 

4-92 - Last paragraph 
Revise "Runway 22L" t~ "Runways 22L a d  22R". 

8-1 - References 
Should the reference to the Aries Consultants Ltd. February 1996 KalaeHoa Airport 
Master Plan be deleted. 



DWFT 
ENVIRONMENTAL l M A a  STATHMK FOB THE DBSP-AL W B  REUSE 

OF NAVAL AlR STATION B A R B W  POINT, HAlWA11 

H d  Ageny: U.S. Dcpamsnt d the Navy 
Cokspfaatlkag Agency: US. Departrnmt d f mnspomtiow, Federal Aviation A$minisrafion 

Aalon: DispsL and Reuse cd Naval Air Swbw Behen Paint 

This DElS eeiuata bur 
midantid, light hdee%BkH 
appmvd by the B ~ o  Pdm 
Csv~mrp  insluck a genera1 awiatiow n8iwarer 
existing aiqmn would 
Navy or d e r  kdcaE , MUM be retainad by Navy in mmker mtw. N&BP wliB cbse < on k l y  2, 9 999. 

No sign Bflcmt emimrn nt kwem par year1 and 
mvem tdtlc mditicns ow4 beg, ~ p o &  -- 
would be the n p w d  ~ k l n g  orneehip d CR dev@loping the M@JUS property. 

d Navy's consu8mdsn wt Qn O ~ C B P  (SHPOB panuant ta S&im I06 
d the N o t i d  Hiswric P of these protective covenants reduceas 
hhe impacts of disposal and muse to Mitigation of impam relating to public 
safety (with resped ta airpm design PI are pending P M  appmval and are I 
wrendy u ~ m ~ l e r d .  

The OEI5 is rubmitied for mviw pursuant rn the faiiawing iews: Section lO1QlBcA d h c  National 
Envimnmentai Po98q /a d 1969,42 U.S. C. 94332; a d  kcxian 509b)(5) d the Airport and 
Airway imprwemeat Ax3 Of 1%2,49 W.S. C. $j47'B[BI ez q. Chmrnenb on the dmk DEE must be 
rse~vad  by the ddrescm provided k l ~ w  wa her than October 12, 2 998. 

For hrthsr inf~rmatissn, p l a a  contact the fallowing. 

Mr. Fred Mi nam 
Paclfie Division, N 3 d  kei i iba Engineering C~rnmand 

P e a 4  H a h ~ ,  Hawaii 96860-93063 
Tdephme: (SOB) 471-9338; Fm (8081 4945989 



a US. fish and Wildlife Service ( U S M )  g253.3 acm (102.6 he~tarer# 
rn U.S. Coan Cuad (48.0 a m 5  [I 9.4 hsmtsal) 

Y.YL,H 

The remaining 2,1CKl a m s  @XI heres$ d base closure p 
are &a focus of this El5. 

The proposed action is h e  d~opwal of sutphs Navy prophe %f subqwrtt PcrPrJe and 
development Property disposal and reuse will corn& with he DBCRA of 1990, 10 US.C. 
52687 note, as am& by the 1993 BRAC process; President Clingon's FivaPoint Pian,"A 
Pregrvn to Revitalize Btrc Ciosure CemmunitiW (July 2, 1993); lk National &!dense 
~ h o r k a t i a n  Act for Flrcal Year 1994, Pub. L 103-160, Title mix, Subtitle A (1993); and 
Revitalizing Base Qosun Gmmunities and Cornunity Assimce, 32 S.F.R. 5174 and 175. 
Surplus prupe~y c%n be dirQosed af by various conveyance authoti5m and indude public benefit 
canvaymses. le is proposed that a portion d the swplus pmperty be eornreyael under ths kbailarn 
H m e  LsML fleeovey Ad of 1WS,$B U3.C. 5691-71 6,m settle lan ding land daim against 
the federal govgmmmt. 

tn m e k a n a  with DBCRA of 1990,IO USC. 52687 note, the LRAdr B h  Point M m l  Air 
S f e g i ~  Redwelopmt CornrnWm--wa d l i s h s d  to prepate a local ~ i o p n a a n a  plan ahat 
conriders the reus porenaial of exlsdng faellltles or system, the of the community, 
ahemadve redsve9sprnent renu la ,  and development priorities. g!4 of the LilA am 
documentgd in the N a d  Air W o n  B s r h  Point 6smrnunisy Redevejopment Phn [Helbtr, 
H a m  & fee, P1~nnerr, iMueh 1997) and NavaI Air Staticm Bubers Pcia Urn 
RdeveIopment Phn, Amendment 1 (Helbef# Hasteft & Fee, P l m ,  December 119973. 
dosumcnrs corn ent gim approved by the Llgh and bhe Governor, herein 
referred to a5 thc mtive, and three dhcr alnrnatives t k  are bvibed orad 
evaluated in this DEb. 

c- 
V W  -- The S ~ r e ~  alternative and other reuse altemartlvw are shown in Figuns EE9 hmugta EW. 

These maps show the propxed land uses for the surplus propertgP to be disposed; area to be 
retained by Navy and other federal agencies arc also indicated. New roadwaw sD#mn for h e  
various alternatives are coxmpml, and oiignrnents would be cnmged as required. (Far example, 
If the Small Airport altasnatfve is impiernurted, the roadlway through the FAA parcel would have 
to be realig~ed.) In the dawiprirans given below, the sites d the daignatd land use areas are oniy 
approxtmue, based on the L W r  pian. 

S t refend Alternative ~Navyprefcrrcd Alternativcp The Sbte-prtfmed plan consists of a 
91-x (279.6h-e) genrd aviation reliever airport for Honolulu Interndad Airport (HIA), 

two panllel runways and a crosnvind runwy. Large areas (tofaling approximately 689 acres ---ID 
[275.6 hecfam]) are planned for park and recreational uses. Approrimstety 498 acres (201.5 
hectares) a n  planned for cornmerclaUprham rocrealion and light industrial user; and 165 acres 
(66.7 heaarml fw residential use, ~ncludlng 13 acres (5.3 heawes) designated fw homeless 
providers. Remaining lands are fw public bcili6er, roads, open E ~ C I ,  and utilfties. One asped of 
the Starepreferred plan that has been modified in order to comply with F M  design criteria is that 
a segment o f h l  Sea Road to the southwest of Runway 4R will remain dosed to the public This 
altemativt is also Navy's preferred aitemative. 



SmJl Airpert de88hm~ve. 
m i n d  g a p n ~ ~ .  Apgmxi 

prmidersl. 

urn). Remaining hadr are QP public k~llRls~ mads, open space, and utilities. 

Ns ,4dom. In the No P&an J D ~ w ~  Navy wauSd rebm wneship d the wpius prwav  In 
caretaker status, dnd them would be no reuse d surph p 

Summary o i  Urnpa- and M ~ p t i o n  

Potentially significant issues and impacts were i 
in Chapter Four. Significant impam were d 
change fmm existing anditims 4heiine c m  

Identdid in Chapter Foura 
far traffic, f nffic impacts 
special .at&idrns, e.g., the ~ o P  sports rateway c~mpkx, annot be dnt9WireIy mlt!gated. Findings 
from these earaldiaas are semmeriwd below. 

Geo1q3, T ~ m q h y ~  a d  WL Nc sfmifiant im m mil d i f i t y  wwBd reult  from plmnd 
conmaion, as anghewrng dsigns WOUM a e m m  %or si@ a n 4 i t . B ~ ~ ~  in all reuse sl&m&va. 
W~OYW, NASBP os not sweptibkto m l o n  rlms mils are rhallow and highly permeable, and 
the twomhgr. is reQ&vely Bewe/, 

in m y  d h muse 4 m a t i v s  
mpdo 

w or light indumii%d activ%es m 
be significant as long as o o e d o ~ l  t~~1@016 such as prwidlwg adequat~ cmminmmr for chmial  
OP fuel storage areas and designating well-corrstaand areas for maintenance actwitnes are krt~iized~ 



Im under h e  ~ ~ t e p @ f & ,  S m l l  Nrpon, and No Airpat dterrsatives; pwentiiil impaa=ts would 
be greatest for the Large Airpo~ alternative. Navy is seek~ng c o n c u m  with the Sme HBBor16; 

yk-p- kr taem~on (SHPO) pursuant to Section 104 0% NffPA for a 'no admt de& 
(--- 

determination for the disporul d surplus Ian& with dgnffat cuhal resources by includina d d  
covenants. Bed  wenants  will ensure appropriate treatment of ;f ftsoums a f f m d  by 
pmposed reuse; hence, no significant impdca on cultural wurcgs would occur with di 
PBUSB. 

Public Heat& and Safety. No significant impacts on public health and safety would be exp 
in all alternatives. Existing amas sf conramination, hadous air pollutants from the raw 
alternatives and neighboring Campbell Idustrial Park (CIP), and h e  airport were mnoidd. 

No rigniflcult impacts from arising a- of amtarnhaaim mukl dceur b u s e  exlfing areas of 
contamination a d  points of interat (POIS) must be identified Yrd remdiatd to k v e l s  proteaMe 
sf h u m  health and dw environment isr have a proven, cHcctive remediarion u n d e w 9 .  
restrictions will address the Bevel sf cltanup performed (if required) to ensure that future 
davelopment of these areas m a i n  protective of h u m  health and he environment 

Significant impact from CIP ogeiations to proposed residential u e a ~  in ehe wesrem portion eb 
NASBP is highly unlikely. Whde this DEE concludes that CIP would not preswrt a signifiemt risk 
of lmpaa on pmpacd residential dedopmena at NASBP, given the p e r i d i ~  campiaim from 
residents in nearby communities ad the potential risk of impact, b w m t  of Wealth (DOH) 
anceunges a anuwztive buffer bgtween 6iP  and residential cornmmhl~ Rerfdentlal land uses 
In this section of NMBP are proposed in the Stare-preferrrd, Lage Airport, and Small Ai- 
alternatives. DOH'S position is that the proposed housing area in the northwestem sedion of 
NGBP is an inagprapriae land use for this am (DOH, December 20, 19961. The decision to 
develop residential units is lek up to the dixreaion of the LRA and ent d Hawaiian Home 
lands (DHHL). 

No significant Impacts on neighboring and prcood land user at NASBP are expected with the 
required uwironrnemtal -its and approvals, such as those required uadw RCM, 42 US.6. 
96901 etsq. The potential missions of huardous air pollutants and materials use associated with 
each of the reuse plans were ewaluated by assuming that emissions and use would be great& in 
amas designated for ~ndusniaUmmme~ial use. Therefore, the pareum~tJ for hazardous materials 
emissions and use decrease in the following order (from greatest to least): the Large /8ispsn 
altwnatlva, the Small A~rpart alternative, and the Stateprcfemd a!hWive. 

No significant I m p a s  from airpsn opentions wouM be expaxed because the State DOT fitporn 
Divisian's Airport Ltysut Plan (ALP) would have m amform with FAA design criteria that are used 
m ensure br adequate mfety measures u e  incwporatsd w ~ l h  &C proposed airpon use. FAA design 
criteria ensure that adequate safety measures an incorporated with the propod  aispon use to 
protea people and property on the ground. FAA has only a$~roved the ALP from an airspace 

I utilization standpoint, However, F M  still nee& tc evaluate the! physical and envircw~mental 
impacts bafom final a p p r d  of the ALP a n  be granted. 

Exec& Order 13045 (Protection of C)rildrcn from Environmental Wth R i  and Safety 
Risk$). The ar~alysgo in this DEE reveal tht reuse d NASBP would hot create environmentaj health 
risk and safety risks that may di~proyartionately affect children. In the highly unlikely event that 
a worncase scenario muH a c c u r  fram op@ratlons a~ nearby CIP, there could be a diqnmportiona~ C 



Significant increases in dectriml ndr would WCMT with reuse. The @a?m demand would 
cgggc~r fmm he Large Airpart al~m&ve, hl lod  by the Small Aipak$ r~%ermtive, Na Aiqsf't 
rlt@sndiw8 and fisbal!gp, the Sat-refed almaaivs. These irn be mwP@d by 
casdiaaating ~4th Hawaiian EI-e mpanyI & ~ e  idambwidr ~ W C P  prnMdef= 

e FAA deign criteria 

DOT drport mvbion's ALP 85 mqui& fardrpn me 

mieml Mmm ALkeaesb a pmliminw regknal draimge pian was pmped as part af the 
at c h i n a p  wili k wid. These studies 
we. 

HomIw Ad of 199-4, Under NO U r n  

as U W ~ M  becaw oieirl appml  b m  HUD has WIM yet b m  hM# but A 'as anB)elpwd. 



measurer should be implemented as pan of development criteria to control and reduce 

%>. 
fram new de~nlopmnts, including ownership, 
etentiosrldetention basins shwld be aeldrmI and 
C&C of Hmolulu Qepmment of Public Work ( D M  s b u l d  be iderstifrod. (Comments 

In Sections 4.13 and 4.1.4 of the DEfS. Requimenu of Ordinance 96-34 and 
specific permits are operatianal issues that will k addwed by the tM in the 
development pha-1 

* The DElS should in@lt.de a discusion of any fesrner government of Crown Lands ( d a d  
lands] which may be b d  within the 2,100aae am to be developed. Tho DElS 
should address whether ahe p e  action w h e  d e d  i d s  is appropriate under the 
5(fB provirions of the Admissions Act Ohere are na ceded hnds at Bakks Paint See 
Section 1A.3.) 

a The MIS should induds all archeclogid, cultural, 0 d ,  and Lunal in 
?bout the m. [Comments addressed in Sedens 3.2 and 3.3 of h e  theEIS.1 

• The DElS should address why Barben Paint will not be usgd 60a a v ~ m s '  home. [See 
Section 9.7.) 

I .6.2 EIS Public Rwiew PTW-S 

In accordance with NEPA and implementing CEQ qutations, a mlnlmum 4-y public mview 
period fw the DES is mqulted. This p lod  is initia?md by the pubiicatim d a Notice of Availability ----- (NOA) of the b ~ l ~  in the Fded Reg- and he local daily ncw9papGCsmmenks wil! be 
addressed and Incopomtad into the Final €IS (FEE). An NQA aQ the FElS will be published in the 
F d e d  Register a d  ehe newpaps which lnltfaer a 30day public rev~ew petid. The ROD 
made the ampletion of the NEPA proms. 

1.7 SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL ISSUES, CONCERNS, AND 
lMPACTS 

As a result of the 4caplng pmes ,  the following poential impacts wen identified end will be 
discussed in detail in the DEE 

Physical E n v i m m ~ ~ t  
a Surface water-potential fw contamination. 
6 Air-potenbal far air quality clegndatim. 

Noire--land use compatibiiity, 
w Vranspo~ation-potential for tnffic degradation. 

Bidogical Rcsourem 
a Threatened and endansered species-risks b preservation and protixtim 

Sensitive hab~tats--risks to pmcruar.ion and protection. 
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The approval indicated by my signature is given subject to the 
condition that the proposed airport development identified by item 
herein as requiring environmental processing shall not be undertaken 
without prior written enviromental approval by the Federal Aviation 

*k.w.d 

Administration: 

Application for public benefit conveyance of airport property from 
Department of the Navy. 

Approval of this plan does not constitute a commitment by the FAA to 
provide financial assistance to implement the proposed development nor 
include an evaluation of actual construction or alteration which 
requires notice under Federal Aviation Regulations Parts 77 and 157. 
Inclusion of the project development on the ALP signifies a concurrence 
with current standards for safety, utility, and efficiency. Actual 
facility development will be governed by design standards applicable at 
the time the development is undertaken. 

One copy of the approved U P  is enclosed for your files. 

Sincerel y, 

Manager, ~ir~o;ts District Off ice 

Enclosure 

cc: Stan Uehara w/ALP 
'1.. ..' ... .. _..,.,. . . ..... .%>X<* 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
PACIFIC DIVISION 

NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING C O M M A N D  
(MAKALAPA. HI) 

PEARL HAABQR. HAWAII %860-7300 

Ser 231i 4527 
9 1 m 1ggg 

Mr. Kkm Hayashida 
Dimtor of Tmpcohtation 
State of Hawaii 
869 Punchbowl Street 
Honolulu, HI 968 14-5097 

Dear Mr. Hayashida: 

ENVIRO$TAL IMPACT STATEMENT (EIS) FOR 
AL AND REUSE OF NAVAL AIR STATION (NAS), B 

Thank you for your letter of October 13, 1998, regarding the subject document, h response to 
your questions and copnmmb, the following explanations are provided: 

Comment: Section 4.1.2 Groundwater, psa&ap%n 4, 'Yurther assessment will be conducted in 
the vicinity of the storm water drainage ditch (POI-28) to determine whether dry wells in the 
U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) compound, and POI-28 are impacting gromdwater.'' What is the 

,,,A- completion schedule for this assessment and can we obtain a copy of the assessment? 

Response: Assessments are being finalized. The findings indicate that dry weal and ditch 
sediment are not contaminating groundwater and that no significant human health hish are posd 
under industrial scenario exposures assumptions. Ditch sediments that exceed hazardous waste 
levels are being removed between July 1998 and March 1999. We will forward a copy of the 
assessment to you when it is completed in December 1998. Please contact Ms. h e  Okaura,  
the Navy's Base Realignment and Closure @MC) Enviromental Coordinator at 474-5936 for 
additional information. 

Comment: Section 3.1.2 Groundwater, paragraph 4, "Groundwater beneath NAS Barbers Point 
is contaminated with petroleum hydrocarbons, pesticides, PCBs, solvents, and metals (see 
Section 3.41." Please verifL our conclusion in the review of Section 3.4, no remediation of the 
groundwater was taken or is planned. 

Response: Section 3.12 describes groundwater conditions. It will be revised to correct errors 
and misleading information Specifically, the last sentence in Section 3.1.2 will be delete$ 

. because it is erroneous. Groundwater has been monitored for petroleum hydrocarbons, 
pesticides, PCBs, solvents, and metals, but none of these constituents were detected at 
concentrations of concem, e.g., above background levels or at levels that trigger remediation 
under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
(CERCLA). h u a l  groundwater monitoring will continue until property transfer to identify any 

wLYY problems that may arise and to ensure that the groundwater coWSfitblents remain below 
concentrations of concem when the propepty is transferred. 



Comment: Page 3-4, p m m p h  1 ,  "Grohagadwater does not appear to be a s o m e  of contaminants 
to the ocean; hrther groundwater assessments will be conduct& in 1998 to address this 
concern." W a t  is the completion schedule for this assessment md can we obtain a copy of the 
i3ssssment? 

Raponse: Groundwater monitoring results &om the most dompdien t  we1ls were mwapad to 
the State of Hawaii D q  ent of Health's Water Quality Standards for Saltwater (EDOH 
Hawaii A h i i s m t i v e  Rules Title I 1, Chapter 54) to assess the potentid impacts of gomdwater 
on ocean water. Findings indicate that copper was detected at approximately three times the 
water quality s t a n h d  of 2.9 u@ for chronic exposwe. Groundwater quality is not expected to 
have an adverse e E i f  on the o c m  environment because the mncentratlons sf mpper are not 
much higher than the swdadq and some dilution is expected when gphagadwater reaches the 
ocean. Other than ongoing groundwater monitoring until the property is m s f e ~ &  from the 

er action is required from the Navy. We will forward a copy of the assessment to 
you when it is wmpEeted in December 1998. Please contact Ms. Anne O k m u w  the Navy's 
B M C  Enviromenkl Coordinator at 474-5936 for additional information. 

Comment: Page 3-4, pxamph 4 please ?he meaning of "agitene dmms." This 
clarification will be made in Section 3.1 -3 of the Final EIS. 

Response: Agitene s that were wed to contain agitene, which is a solvent. 

Comment: Page 34, raomeHag% an exhibit delineating the various zones on the Flood 
~ ~ $ : e  Rate Map (F 

Response: A new figure will be added to reflect the various mnes described in Section 3.1.3 
and defined in the F 

Comment: Section 3.2.2. Terrestrial Faun% please address the bird strikes with quantitative 
data showing date, number and species. F h e m o r e ,  docwent the history of a wildlife 
mmagement plan, especially of shooting of birds. 

Response: Quantitative data regu&ng bird air strikes and other kfomdion seance~ng wildlife 
management pHam will not be hclBBa4 in LB BEs as such level of de td  is mot required. 
Infomation mnce g bkd air strikes, as &sew& between Mr. Rmdy H o f h m  Base 
Conversion Manager with your airport staff, Mi. Ben S~hlapak, will be sent under separate 
cover. 

Comment: Section 3.3.1. kchamlogical Sites, please provide an exhibit which identifies 
locahn ofthe site wmbem in Table 3.3-1. 

Response: The Bahehamlo@eal Resauscm Protection Act implementing regulations, 3% C.F.R. 
Part 229, requires federal agencies to keep information about the location of archaeoHogical sites 
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confidential h r n  the public. For this reason, the location of the sites we identify are not 
provided in the EIS. However, information about the locations of archaeological sites on the 
parcels to be transferred will be included as part ofthe deed conveyance. This information has 
already been provided to the potential recipients of excess and surplus properties. 

Comment: Page 4-9Q, although ''the potential to discharge off-site runoff fiom the Kaloi Gulch 
Dbainage Basin through the Barbers Point area was presented in the NAS Barben Point 
Community Rdevelopment PHan," and "is included in the alternative %ssessment," we do not 
agree that it should be routed through Barbers Point Naval Air Station. Ina particular, we do not 
agree wifh the idea of 20' x 8' culverts under Runways 4L, 4W md Taxiway P with large ditches 
in between. These proposed structures violate the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) slope 
and obstruction criteria and violate the historic 1,000-foot wide Runway 4 path. The concept of 
relying on infiltration in a geologic area conducive to natural drainage disposal should be 
pursud. 

Response: The EHS presents possible conceptpal drainage plms md emphasizes hat the 
regional drainage issue is an unresolved issue. Your conmnaents should be addressed with the 
Iocal redevelopment authority, the Barbers Point Naval Air Station Redevelopment Commission. 

G,,W 

Regarding your attached three pages of Comments on the Draft EIS for the Disposal md Reuse 
of NAS B d m  Point, the following explanations are provided: 

Comment: Cover M m o  - Third paragraph. ""Mitigation of impacts relating to public safety are 
pending FAA approval and are currently mresolved.'"s should be updated. 

Response: Because h e  Airport Layout Plan (ALP) was recently conditionally approved by the 
FAA on October 2, 1998, tlus sentence will be deleted. 

Comment: ES-2 - Last paragraph. The 69 1 -acre State-preferred altemative airport does not 
agree with the DOT estimate of 757 acres. 

Response: All acreages are approximate. 'Fhe Final EIS will be updated to include Navy's 
estimate of 709 acres for the airport area; no changes in acreages for the other alternatives in the 
EIS will be made. Property conveyance procedures will require surveys that will yield the 
m m t  acreages. 

Comment: ES-7 - Second paragraph. The small airport alternative is 690 acres. Therefore 69 1 
acres for the State-preferred alternative seems incorrect. 

Response: The "Large Airport" and "Small Aiprt9Wtematives refer not to the surface areas, 
.P~H 

but to the size and number of the runways. The descriptions are based on the relative potential 
use of the runways. No changes to acreages will be made for EIS purposes. 
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Comment: ES-10 - Sixth Paragqh. IFM approval ofthe ALP should be updated. 

Rsponse: The l a %  two sentences om paragraph sixg on page ES-I0 will be deleted and replaced 
with text fo indicate that the ALP was conditionally approved by FAA on October 2, 1998. 

Comment: ES-12 - % m n d  Paragraph. FAA approval of the ALP should be updated. 

Raponse: The p m m p h  addressing the ALP as an olvd issue on page ES-12 will be 
deleted. 

Comment: 1-8 - Section % -6.2. Newqape~ .  - 

nt will be incorporated into h e  Finall EIS. 

Comment: 1-9 - East paragraph. Add "by F A A in their September 19, E 997, response9' on 1st 
Eine. List letter in References. 

Response: Change wiif be made to read, "'Beause most of these waivers and modifications 
were not approved by FAA in their September 19, 199'7, response letter, the ALP was re.sed on 

'$.. , 
F e b m q  26,1998, a d  . . ." Full reference of letter is not needed in the E%S and will not be 
included. 

Comment: 2-3 - Sixth paragraph. Revise '6miliilita.ry and civilian ~r c & e ~ "  to ''civilian air 
carriers and ~ I i ~ . ' > d d  "Assist in disaster relief and civil defense response in times of 
mergencies a d  natural disasters." 

Response: Yom suggested changes wilt be inmpsmtd  into the Find EEIS. 

Comment: 2 4  - Table 2.1 - 1. 69 1 acres sems low for the Sbte-prefmed alternative. 

Response: As previously mentioned, acreages will not be changed for the Final E1S. S w e y s  
will be conducted to obtain acreages needed for property conveyance and will be hmdHd outside 
of the EES d o c m m h ~ o n  process. 

Comment 2: 691 acres seems low for the Shte-prefemd akemdive. 

Response: All acreages are approximate. The Find EIS will be updated to include Navy's 
estimate of709 acres for the airport area; no changes in acreages for the other alternatives in the 
EIS will be made. Propem conveyance procedures will require suweys that will[ yield the 
c o m d  acreages. 



Comment b: Delete ' k d  the aviation component of the C&6 of Woncblulu's Life Safety 
Academy ." 
Response: To reflect the current reuse plan, the p h e  the aviation component of the C&C 
of Honolulu's Life Safety Academy" will be deleted. 

Comment c: Add m e  Hawaii National G u d  will assume control of arn adjacent 150 acres." 
Response: Text to this effct will be added. 

Comment d: Add "relocated'bfier HIA. 
Response: Because the FAA navigational aid will not be relocated, the entire sentence will be 
deleted. 

Comment e: Should be 2020 not 2080 in the first bullet item. 
Response: Per your suggestion, the reference to year 2000 will be changed to 2020. 

Comment P: Add funway numbers in bulleted item. 
Response: Runway numbers will be added. 

. . . . . .,' ...a,. 
Comment: 2-9 - Third paragraph. Delete "m aviation training life safety academy." 

Response: Sation 2.2 will be updated to reflect the official changes approved by the L M .  
Such changes are expected to result in the following. The phase, "and the aviation component 
of the C&C of Honolulu's Life Safety Academy" will be deleted. TRe location of the FAA 
navigational aid will be changed to indicate that it will not be relocated or the entire sentence 
will be deleted. 

Comment: 2-1 8 -First paragraph. Add "The No Airport Alternative does not meet the purpose 
and needs of the LRA recommended plan." 

Response: ?"his EIS is not intended to address the purpose md need of the L M ' s  plan. No 
change to the Final EIS will be made. 

Comment: 3-1 1 -Figure 3.1-2 Existing Roadways. Coral Sea Road should be deleted west of 
the USCG and Tripoli Road should be deleted west of Coral Sea Road. It is incorrect to show 
Cord Sea Road as an existing road west of the USCG as noted on page 3-13. Coral Sea Road is 
restricted to use only by authorized vehicles as noted on page 3-14. Similarly, it is inwrreet to 
show Tripoli R ~ a d  west of Coral Sea Road as noted on page 3-14. 

Response: Your changes will be incorpsrated into the Final EIS. 

.L .,&A, 
Comment: 3-35 - Figure 3.4-2. The clear zones begin at the physical end of the runway for 
military criteria. The clear zones should be revised and the bseun&es of the outer portions 
should coincide with the property lines northwest of Runway 1 2 and southwest of Runways 4R 
and 4L. 

5 
A-6-97 



Rspoase: Clear mnes will be corrected. 

Comment: 4-6 - Fourth paragraph. Delete "be". 

Response: Change will be in 

Comment: 4-13 - 4. % - 1 .  Add the Hawaii National G u d  helipad sa Taxiway P near- end 
of Runway 22R as s 

Comment: 4-25 - Lasf paragrapha Add "an Runway 1 1 *' 

Rspsnse: Change will be hwvomtd. 

Comment: 4-28 - Air cper%ation. kp1am "goods a8" with 4Passmger, cargo and m&rs 

Repgense: We plan to use "go&, services, and pssengen." 

Comment: 4-52 - % ; o h  paragraph. W e r e  would the 170 to 205 acres of offkite p 
meway events be l o a t d ?  

Rspgense: Passibk parking areas are identified in Table 4.1- 10, and include mpmifid number 
of parking spaces on vacant Ian& or pai-hg areas dong M ~ l g e a  Corridor west of NAS Barbers 
Point, as denoted in Section 4.7.1.2.3 of the D d l  EIS. 

Comment PI 4-55 -Table 4.1-10. States 2,500 %a 5,800 spaces at west end of cmsswiwd 
and 2,000 ta 3,800 qaC(% at m t  a d  O ~ C ~ S S W ~ ~  mW8y. HOW WOUM ~ the 

availability md me of Runway 1 1-29, especially far USCG search and m c u t  operations? 

Raponse: The closure of Runway 11 to dllow parking for major events at specid a ~ ~ ~ o n s  
would prevent the USCG h r n  uskg the cm runway. Vhile the l&e%hood o g a  
major event ( s w d  times per year) when a a d  rescue operation is required 
infkqumt noga-ae w n & ~ o m  is Bow, this psibiliw must be d h s &  when specific 
dwelqmm& such 
conducted in the mviromental review process as r q  by H.W.S. Chapter 343. This 
igadFomnnatiora will be added to Section 4.1.7.2.3, Roach a d  Traffic (potential impacts a d  
mitigation 00. The L M  will need to address this and other operational issues &at wiEI require 
coordination between V ~ B U S  tmanWwm. 

Comment b: Insert crosswind in third item in table 4. H - % 0. 
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Comment: 4-68 - First paragraph. FAA approval of the ALP should be updated. 

Response: This section will be updated to reflect the rtxent mnditional approval of the ALP 
granted by the FAA. 

Comment: 4-7 1- Fifth paragraph. Insert "State-prefemed alternative" 

Response: "'State-preferred alternative" will be added. 

Comment: 4-75 - Thihd paragraph. "General aviation aifpoA' should be deleted. The airport 
facilities already exist and any improvements would be funded from Special Airport h d  
sources and would not be a large public project that could tie up capital funding for decades. 

Response: The statement that "hgajor l d  uses such as a general aviation airport.. .would 
provide little continuing income" should remain in the document, as this statement is relative to 
other land uses. It has nothing to do with whether the general aviation airport is existing or not. 
The third sentence in the paragraph will be changed to read, "In light of c m n t  government 
budget constraints, some of these large public projects could tie up capital improvement Rulding 

a&-W for decades." 

Comment: 4-92 - Last paragraph. Revise "Runway 22E" to 'Runways 22E and 22R." 

Response: Change will be made. 

Comment: 8- 1 - References. Should the reference to the Aries Consultants Ltd. February 1996 
Malamla Airgort Master Plan be deletd? 

Response: Document will be checked. If the February 1996 Kalaeloa Airport Master Plan is not 
referenced, it will be deleted from Chapter Eight. 

Should you have my questions, please contact the undersigned at 471-9338 or by facsimile 
transmission at 474-5909. You may also direct your questions to Mr. Randy H o h a n ,  Base 
Conversion Manager at 474-5949. 

Sincerely, 

........ Z u<,v 

Copy to: (See next page) 

Director 
Environmental Planning Division 



Copy to: 
Ms. k B t y  Mabmasts 
Belt C o l h  Hawaii 
680 AHa Mama Boulevard, First Floor 
Honolulu, HI 968 13-5406 



Ern mRECTORs 
B R W  K. UlNMt 

GLENN M. BKIMOVO 

STATE OF HAWAII 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

869 PUNCHBOWL STREET 
HONOLULU. HAWAll !368135097 

October 16, 1998 

IN REPLY REFER TO: 

STP 8.8870 

Mr. Melvin Id. Kaku 
Director 
Environmental Planning Division 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
Pearl Harbor, Hawaii 96860-7300 

Dear Mr. Kaku: 

Subject: Disposal and Reuse of Naval Air Station WAS), Barbers Point, Hawaii 
Drafa Environmental Impact Statement ((DEIS) 

%,. ' 
Tkarak you for your August 26, 1998, transmittal requesting our comments on the subject report. 

Our comments are m follows: 

1. The developer should be responsible for mitigating the impacts attributable to his 
development. As such, he should be responsible for providing the improvements 
identified in the traffic report. 

2. A development of this magnitude will have regional impacts. The applicant should be 
responsible for identifying and providing his promta share of required roadway 
improvements. 

3. Plans for construction work within the State highway right-of-way must be submitted to 
our Highways Division for review and approval. 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments. 

Very truly yours, 

,:;9<w 
Director of Transportation 



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
P@iielflC DMSBON 

NAVAL FBtCBbDBSES ENOINEERBNG COMMAND 
fWAehAUPA, HB1 

PEARL HARBOR. HAWAII 
508OP.lF18C 

Dear MI. Hayshida: 

Thank you for your learn of October 16, 1998, regarding the subject document. The fo%lswhg 
me provided in response to yow cornen&: 

a. The developer should be responsible for mitigating the impacts ahbubbk to his 
development. As such, he should be responsible for providing the improvemats identified in 

\.- , 

b. A development of this magnitude will have redowat impacts. The applicant should be 
responsible for identi-g and prnvkiimg his pro mta share of required roadway hprovemen&. 

c. Plans for mnstmdion work within the State highway ri&t+Eway must be subfigfd to 
ow fi&ways Division for review and approval. 

Response: 

refa to 0pmhon81 issues that are outside the scope sf the EIS. Those issues 
sed with the B d e m  Pokt NAS Rdevelopment Co ssion. A copy sf  this 

letter is Emg f o m s d d  to MI. William M. Bus, Exwutive Dkwtor ofthe B d e ~  Point NAS 
Wdevelopmmt Commission. 

Should you have my questions, please contact tibe mdmipd at 491-9338 or by facsimile 
mission at 474-5989. You may dso h d  y o u  questions to Mr. h d y  H o h q  Base 

Convmiole Manager at 474-5949. 

Direeesr 
EnviromentaI Plaming Division 



Copy to: 
Mr. William M. Bass, Executive Director 
B&m Point NAS Redevelopment Commission 
Campbell S q m  
1001 ~ o ~ l a  Boulevd, Suite 308 
Kapolei, HI 96707 

Ms. Lesley Matsmoto 
Belt Collins Hawaii 
680 M a  Moana Boulevard, First Floor 
Honolulk HW 968 13-5406 
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STATE OF HS$WAIBI 
OFFICE OF HAWA8MN AFFAIRS 

'21% W1'6kbBABI BOULEVARD. SUITE $00 
HONOLULU. MWAl ' I  96183 

Mr. Fred Minato ( Csdc 23 1 FM) 
Pacific Division 
Naval Facilities Engin 
258 MAalapa Drive, Suite 100 
Pearl Harbor, Hawai5 996860-3 I34 

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) For The DiqssaT and Reuse sf Naval Air 
Station (BIAS), Barbers Point, Hawai'i 

Dear Mr. Minafo: 

%h& you for the oppo ity to review the draft Eaavir~imentd h p a c t  Statement @EIS) for 
the disposal and reuse of Naval f i r  Station Barbers Point, HawaiOi (T-JASBP). The DEIS 
evaluates potentially significant envlPomenta8 impacts that may result from the pmposd 
disposal and reuse of the NASBP. The document concludes that "with the exception of traffic 
associated with special events, other impacts could be either avoided or mitigated to a Bevel that 
wouid be esnsiderd not significant". The Office of Hawaiian B h f f i k  (OM) disagees with this 
conclusion as it relates to cuIma1 property. 

O M  is concerned with the mitigation measure proposed for the Cultural Resources found at 
NMBP. The single p r o p o d  measure is a deed covewmt in the transfer documents. The 
language s f  the proposed deed covenants is not included in the DEIS. 

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Law requires that projects proponents consult 
with native Hawaiian orgmktiows, in particular the Office of Hawaiian AE&ir md Heai Malma 
I Na Kupua  o Hawal'i Nei when a project is expected to have adverse impacts on cultural 
property. However, a requirement for consultation is not present in State law. Unless the 
proposd deed covenant includes a requirement to consult with Native Hawaiian there will be an 
adverse affects from the transfer of property away from federal jurisdiction. 



Mr. Fred Minato ( Code 23 1 FM) 
%a* Pacific Division 

Naval Facilities Engineering Command, 
October 8, 1998 
Page Two 

Therefsre, we urge the Navy to include in the deed restrictions a covenant which quires  
consultation with native Hawaiian organizations. If you have my questions, please eonkt  Lynn 
Lee EIS Planner at 594-1 936. 

Sincerely 

cc: Board of Trustees 

Colin Kippen 
Acting h d  Division Officer 
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not ad&Ie  to b & in wdbhops  with 



aKcxm before approving any project involving a permit, license, sextifieate, land use change, 
subdivision, w other emitlemult for use thet might &kt historic pmperty or a burial site must 
advise ?he D-at of Land and NahuaI Resources, State Historic Reservation Division prior 
to giving m y  approval. Additionally, Hawaii's statutory and reg~&~sy historic prcsewdon 

requires intemted persons, which includes tlne O W  othea Hawaiian pups,  and 
es of other ethnic groups as appropriate, to be o f f d  the 

in the review pr-rxes- This review prscess also ineludes detailed 
hpad of UpQIl hist0ric ppealkS. 

Also, as graa ape mare, the Natiod Historic Pmmmtion Act bprtant  ""~uiremcnts on 
Actdoesthisby 

en own- to preserve ~~ intact. protect items of cultural impatan= to Native 
Hawaiians, and giviqg notice to and consu1tiag with native H a d i  
inc1uQes the OHA d Hui Malama I Na Kapuna o Hawai'i Nei) befo 
of m y  dm itcm. 

Thus, we do not consjlk the transfix of ID be an a d v m  effect 
Hawaii laws place. d c i a  legal 9 
~CSOUTC&S and deed wvemms provide for consultation with Native Hawaiian o 

- . More disturb& b g i d  sites. 

Should you have any queslions, please contact the undcrsignd at 471-9338 
tmmnkion at 47U9Q9. You may also k t  your questions to Mr. 
@onvePsim at 474-5949. 

copy- to: 
Ms. Lesley M-oto 
Belt cob Hawaii 
680 Ala Moana Boulevard, First Floor 
Homlulu, HI 96813-5406 



cfl3' AtdB ~~ Of HONOLULU 

BERETANUA STREET 
HONOhVLU. HAWAII 93343 
PHONE (BQB~ E ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ . E K J  
FM lam) 533-27 14 October 16, 1998 

Mr. Fred Minato (Code 23 1 FhQ 
Pacific Division, Naval FaciEi%ies 

258 M M q a  Drives Suite 1042 
Par1 Harbor, Hawaii 96860-3134 

Thank you for the ow-Q to =view the hi? E n d m m a I  Impact Statmend (DEB) for the 
Disposal and Rewe sf N M  B Points Hawaii. We have no objections to the Navy and State 
preferred a l t m a ~ v e *  ~onsis thg sf a gmml aviation reliever aipssa$ light inchstrid, commmcia1, 
residential, park and remtiomi uses. We understand that about 1,130 acres is bdng retained by the 
Navy and about 2* !,1Ml acres declared surplus and is available for redevelopment. W e  Rave the foHswing 
comments to offer: 

\c. 

1 .  We have s u b h u  our application to the F d d  Dep mt of Health and Human Services, 
for the acquisition of about 35.8 acres on &e southwest mmer of the relased area far a 
desalination plant. The attached application describes the proposed uses and phasing. 

We understand a potable water master plan is being developed for submission to us for 
review and appva l .  The master plan should identify water source md storage facilities 
exbsting, and projected potable and wonpokable demands and pipline infrastructure associated 
with the p~fmd Imd uses. The master plan should include hydraulic calculations showing 
the flows and pressures that the existing system is able to provide and a c o m p ~ s o n  of its 
adequacy with Federal and Board of Water Supply water system standards. Water system 
distribution schematic maps, as-built constructian drawings and records of unaccounted water 
should be compiled and submitted because t h y  are critical for assessing the operation and 
maintmmce requirements of the water system. This will facilitate the evaluation sf the 
adequacy of the existing system to accommodate planned Imd uses in the retained and 

3. The EIS should provide a discusstan on the various altmatives for the retention and transfer 
of the exisaing utilities, inciuding the water system. Benefits and ampacts should also be 
included. Pertinent portions of the Final Utility System Tmnofer Plan, Naval Air Station, 
Barbers Polmt, should be appended to the EIS and the recommendations summa~md in the 
text. Fully undmtmdang the uaihty retention and transfer options and benefits will assist 
declslon makers an rneetang the utilaty needs of the retained and seieased areas during the 
interim pewsd, until permanent ~nhstmcture is installed. -. 



Mr. F d  Minato 
October 16, 1998 
Page 2 

4. The BFiB indicates tht existing B d m  Point Slaadt, State We11 No. 210343, meets the 
minimurn National BrimarqP Drinking Water Stan&&. However, on occasion, chloride 
levels exceed the 258 mgn level resonunend4 by the National S e c o n w  Ihklcbg Water 
Stan*. Thc elevated chloride levels are indicative of the muthan portion of the Em- 
Kmia aquiftr, largely due to the loss of agricultural ihpigation recharge. 

5. Ttae availability of watch far the released area will be confirmed when the mmtmctian plans 
and building permits are submitted for our review and a p d .  

6. The use of reclaimed water should be maximized in the retained md released areas for the 
irrigation of large 1m-N m. We agree that if the existing water system network is 
not viable for potable distribution w e e d s  beyond the interim period, eonsideration should be 
given to converting the system to provide brackish and reclaimed water. We m o m a d  the 
use of &ought tolerant plants and xeriscaping principles for all landseaping md the use of 
efficient irrigation systems, including drip irrigation. The irrigation systems should 
incorporate moisture sensors to avoid the operation of the system in the rain and to check if 
there is adequate moisture in the ground. 

7. Approved backnow prevention assemblies will be required on all potable watm services to 
prevent the backflow or back-siphonage of contaminants &om potential crss-connectisns to 
the wonp~table system. 

8. We reserve !irhm comments until the development plans are fowalizd. 

If you have my questions, please contact Bmy Usagawa at 527-5235. 

Very truly yours, 

Manager and dhief Engineer 

Attachments 
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M. CliEord %. $anile 
Manager and Chief Engineer 
Bsmd of Water Supply 
City and County of Honolulu 
638 South B a e ~ a  Street 
Honolulu, HI 96843 

E U S E  OF NAVAL STATION @4AS), B 

lTm=& you for yow Ieaer of October 16,1998, regarding the subject docmmt. h response to 
your c o m a &  about the EIS, we provide the follo 

Comment: W e  m d m m d  a patable water master plan is being developed f i r  submission to us 
for review md approval. The master plan should identi@ water source md storage faciMes 
existing, md protected potable and nonpohble demands and pipeline ~ a s m c m e  associated %\ 

with the preferred land uses. The master plan should include hydraulic dculatiom showing the 
flows and pressures that the existing system is able to provide and a wmp&son of its adequacy 
with Federal and Bomd of Water Supply w d a  system standards. Water system dis~butdon 
s c h m a ~ c  maps, m - b ~ l t  m n s ~ c t i o n  drawings md records of ~~%1acmmt& water should be 
compiled and submitted because they are critical for assessing the operation a d  mahtenmce 
req~ewnen& of the water system. 'This will facilitate the evdution of the adequacy s f  the 
existing system to aczo date p l m e d  h d  uses in the retained md released meas. 

Response: h i r d r s ~ ~ ~ e  master pian is being p q m d  by a consultmt to the Barbers Point 
Navd Air Station Rdevdopmmt Co ission. We trust that the @ ssion and its consultant 
are aware s f  your submittal rqukments. A copy of this letter wil1 be fommdd to MI-. William 
Bas,  Executive Director afthe Commission. 

Commemt: The EIS should provide a discussion of the various alternatives for the retention and 
f a  of the existing utilities, including the water s enefits and impacts should also be 

Plan, NAS B d m  Point, 
should be appended to the EIS md the recomen&~ons s arkzed in the text. Fully 
mdeg%an&g the utility retention and transfer options and benefits will assist decision makers in 
meeting the utility needs of the retained md released area during the interim period, until 
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Response: The issue of retention and transfer of existing utilities is beyond the scope of the EIS. a 

Alternatives for dealing with utilities and other operational issues are being discussed separately 
with the B h m  Point Naval Air Station Redevelopment Commission and other appropriate 
agencies. 

Comment: The Draft EIS indicates the existing Barbers Point Skagb, State Well No. 2103-03, 
meets the Iminimm National Primary Drinking Water S t m W s .  However, on occasion, 
chloride levels exceed the 250 mgA level recommended by the National Secondary Drhkhg 
Water Standards. The elevated chloride levels are indicative of the southern portion s f  the Ewa- 
Kmia aquifer, largely due to the Boss of agricultural higation recharge. 

Response: Section 3.7.1 sf  the EIS will be revised to add the following text, "Elevated chloride 
levels, influenced by the loss of agricultural irrigation recharge (which used higher quality 
water), are indicative of the southern portion of the Ewa-Kuraia aquifer." A new paragraph will 
be& with the existing following text, "A A987 study by the USGS determined that the chlorides 
are from normal infiltration of d&, sea spray, and higation retunn water. . .'" 

Comment: The availability of water for the released area will be confinned when the 
<%L/ construction plans and building permits are submitted for our review amd approval. 

Response: The EIS provides a land use pl&g level of detail. The submittal of construction 
plans and building p m i t  applications will be the responsibility of the subsequent landowners 
andor developers. 

Comment: The use of reclaimed water should be maximized in the retained and released meas 
for the irrigation of large landscaped areas. We agree that if the existing water system network is 
not viable for potable distribution needs beyond the interim period, consideration should be 
given to converting the system to provide brackish and reclaimed water. We recommend the use 
of drought tolerant plants and xeriscaping principles for all landscaping and the use of efficient 
irrigation systems, including drip irrigation. The irrigation systems should incorporate moisture 
sensors to avoid the operation of the system in the rain and to cheek if there is adequate moisture 
in the ground. 

Response: Your comments will be conveyed to Mr. William Bass, Executive Director of the 
Barbers Point Naval Air Station Redevelopment Commission, via this letter. 

Comment: Approved bacbdlow prevention assemblies will be required on all potable water 
services to prevent the backflow or back-siphonage of contaminants &om potential cross- 

.. . .. ... .,.........,... . . 
connections to the wonpotable system. 

K,UY 



Response: The Barbem Point Naval Air Station Rdmelopment C 
lmdoweddevelop to be informed of this q ~ e m a t  for flaw preveMion 
assemblies. Your will be conveyed to hfr. William Bass, Executive Director sf the 
Barbem Point Navd Air Station Rdevelogsmmt Commission, via &is letter. 

Sbodd you have my questions, p i w e  contact the w h i p &  at 471-9338 or by fixsidle 
mission at 474-5909. You may dss direct your questions to M. y Hofim, Base 

Conversion Manager at 474-5949. 

Copy to: 
Mr. William M. Bas, Executive Director 
Barben Point N M  Rdevelspment Co 

o W a  Bodevwd, Suite 308 
Qpolei, HI 96707 

Ms, Lesley Matsmato 
Belt CoIlim Hawaii 
680 M a  Moms Bsultv~d, First Floor 
Honoldu, ED 968 13-5406 



JEREMY HARRIS  
l d  TOR 

GEORGINA M VUEN 
W E P U T I  O I R E e T O R  

DEPARTMENT O f  COMMUNITY A N D  SOCIAL RESOURCES 

C ITY A N D  C O U N T Y  OF HONOLULU 
STANDARD FINANCE BUILDING 

5 15 S O U T H  K I N G  STREET 
HONOLULU.  WAWAlB SbBB) 

ELDERLY AFFAIRS DlVlSlORI 
H O N O L U L U  e O M Y d P T E C  O M  I C I N G  

Sru FLOOR: I ~ O C B P  ~ ~ 3 . 4 9 6  r 

WORKHAWAII D l Y l S l O N  
S r w  c L o o a  reosr ~ ~ 3 . 4  r a0 

S P E C l A L  P R O J E C T S  S E C T I O N  

HONOLULU COUWTY e o Y w r r C C  ON r n ~ s r ~ r u s  OF WOYEN 

YIIOR'S C O Y M I ~ ~ C E  F O ~  PERSONS W I I N  B I S A ~ I L I T I P S  

October 12, 1998 Y A V O R ' S   MILD CARE ABVISORI  SOARB 

2 i r ~  F L O O R :  t a O B )  S t 7 - 6 1 6 4  

Mi. Fred Mhato (Code 2 3 1 m  
Pacific Division 
N a d  Facilities Engineering Command 
258 Makaiap Drive, Suite 10e) 
Pearl Harbor, HI 96860-3 134 

RE: 

This is in remmnse to vour letter of August 26. 1998 forwardinn for our review and 

The Department of Community Services for the City and County of Hoaeotdu has 
reviewed the aforementioned document and offers the following comments: 

With tespget to adverting and/or alleviating possible adverse impacts that m y  
result from changes in demographics due to planned programs for the ItaomeIws, 
to include f d e s  with children, please be informed that the Department of 
Community Services, in and of itself, as well as through its Partners In 
consortiurn comprised of over forty (40) homeless service providers, hiPs been and 
will continue to be diligent in its efforts to promote a continuum of services that 
is in the best interests of the service clientele and at-large community. Our 
commitment in these regards is basad on the premise that the provision of 
facilities and land at BPNAS is a neGessary measure towards alleviating 
homelessness in the City and County of Honolulu. 

If you have any questions or require further ~Mfications concesnisng our comments, 
please direct your inquiries to our department's Office of Special Projests at (808) 527-6264 

Thank you for the opportunity to wmment on the BPNAS Draft Environmental Impact 
% tatemen t. 

Sincerely, 



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
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Ms. Abeha M. Shaw, Director 
a t  sf C 0 - h ~  md Social Resomces 

City and County of HomoHuHu 
7 15 South King Street 
Honolulu, HI 968 14 

Dear Ms. Shaw: 

ACT S T A T E E W  FOR THE 
E U S E  OF NAVAL 

~~ you for your let?er of' October 12, 1998, regarding the subjed 

"at-large  come^.'" Should we meed er wistmce or information9 we will 

contact your d q  ewt9s OEcc of Special Projects. 

Director 
Enviromental P l e g  Division 

Copy to: 
Ms. Lesky Makmoto 
Belt C o I h  Hawaii 
680 N a  Moma Bou1evad, Fkt  Floor 
HonoIulu, HI 968 13-5406 



DEPARTMENT OF DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION 

C I T Y  A N D  C O U N T Y  O F  H O N O L U L U  
650 SOUTH K H G  ST%EET. 2ND FLOOR 

HONOLULU. HAWAII 96813 
hone: (8081 6tS4564 0 Fox: IF34381 523-4567 

JEREMY HARRIS 
MAYOR 

RANDALL K. FUdLXL. ABA 
QIMCPOR 

ROLAND D. L W Y .  3 4 . .  ABA 
D W W  WRECTOR 

Mr. Fred Minato (Code 23 1FbQ 
Pacific Division 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 

of the Navy 
pa Drive, Suite 100 
r, Hawaii 9%468-3 134 

Dear Mr. Minato: 

. ... Subject: D d t  Environmental Impact Statement @IS) for the Disposal and 
Reuse of Navd Air Station, rs Point, Hawaii 

This responds to the sub~gct draft EIS for the propod reuse of the 
Navd Air Station. 

on our review of the draft EIS, we offer the following comments. 

We request that the final EIS include a current proposal or plan for the transfer of 
lands to various public agencies. The transfer of lands to the City3 D 
Parks and Reemtion will have significant positive, sociocultural irn 
inc opportunities for public access to the shoreline. The transfer will dm have 
significant fiscal impacts on the City related t~ the development of the l d  and 
regional infrastructure systems. Since this information has recently become available 
through the BPNAS Infrastructure Committee, we believe the inclusion of some of that 
information in the find IEIS would be valuable. 

%hank you for the opportunity to comment on the subject document. 





DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
PACIFIC DIVISION 

NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND 
(MAKALAPA. HI) 

PEARL HARBOR. HAWAII 96860-7308 

Ser 23 1l 
el DErn 4533 

Mr. Randall K. Fujiki, Diretor 
ent of Design and Construction 

City md County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 2"* Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

Bear Mr. Fujiki: 

Subj: B ENVIRONMENTAL W A C T  STATEMENT 
DISPOSAL AND REUSE OF NAVAL AIR STATION, 

' T h d  you h r  your letter of October 8,1998, regarding the subject document. Your comnamts 
and our responses are provided below: 

Comments: We q u e s t  that the Fhal EIS include a cunrmt proposal or plan for the 
lands to various public agencies. The thansfer of l a d s  to the City's Department of P 
Recreation will have significant positive, socioculW impacts in tams of increased 
opportunities for public access to the shoreline. The transfer will also have significant fiscal 

L,,Px impacts on the City related to the development of the local and regional kh t ruc tu re  systems. 
mation has recently become available through the Bafbers Point Naval Air 

tructure Committee, we believe the inclusion of some of that Somation in the 
Fhal EIS would be valuable. 

Response: The environmental impacts of property disposal will be the same, regardless of the 
method of property conveyance. For ahis reason, the information you requested will not be 
added to the final document. However, if you have any specific questions or rquire additional 
irafomation regarding the plans for transfer to the City, pf- contact Ms. Genie Wery of our 
real estate department at 471-3217. 

Director 
Environmental P l h g  Division 

Copy to: 
Ms. Lesley Matsumoto 
Belt Coiins Hawaii 

\. . . . . . . 
WAW" 680 Ma Moana Boulevard, F h t  Floor 

Honolulu, %II. 968 13-5406 



DW.NEMEN? OF EMV6RQWtW%N'Bbig SERVBCES 

CITY AND COUNW OF HONOLULU 
e86 SOUTH KHG STREET 

HWOLWW HI 96863 

September 1 1, 1998 

Mr. Melvin N. Kaku 
Director 
Environmental Planning Division 
Dept. of the Navy 
Pacific Division 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
Pear! Harbor, Hawaii 98860-7360 

Dear Mr. Kaku: 

Subject: Draft Environmental lrnpsd Statement (DEtSB 
The Disposal and Reuse of Naval Air Station BNAS) 

CHERYL K. OKBBW-8EPL W. 

De@ay Wrecpes 

ENV 98-1 76 

We have reviewed the subject DEIS and have no comments to offer at this time. 

Should you haws any questiows, please contact Mr. Alex Ho, Environmental Engineer. st 
523-41 50. 

KENNETH E. %PRAGUE 
Director 



DEPARTMENT OF T H E  NAVY 
PACIFIC DIVSSION 

NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND 
(MAKALAPA. HI) 

PEARL HARBOR. HAWAII 96860-7300 

Ser 23Ti 4512 

Dr. Kenneth E. Sprague 
Director 
City and County of Honolulu 
Department of Environmental Services 
650 South King Street 
Honolulu, HI 968 13 

Dear Dr. Sprague: 

Subj: DDIPAP;T ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEhENT PEHS) FOR 
TEE DISPOSAL AND REUSE OF NAVAL APW STATION, 
BARBEaS POINT 

Tharmk you for your letter of September 11, 1988, regarding the subject 

document. We acknowledge that 'the Department of EnviromenbaI Services has 

reviewed the DEIS and has no coments  at this time. We appreciate your timely . .w 

response. 

Sincerely, 

Director 
Environmental $1 

Copy to: 
Ms. Lesley Matsmoto 
Belt Collins Hawaii 
680 Ala Moma Boulevard, First Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813-5406 



DEPARTMENT Of FAGILIBPE MAINTENANCE 

C I T Y  A N D  C O U N T Y  O F  H O N O L U L U  

Mr. Fred Minato 
Pacific Division 
Navaf Facilities Engineering Command 
Pearl Harbor, Hawaii 98868-7308 

Dear Mr. Minato: 

Subject: Environmental Brnpact Statement for the 

We offer you OUP comments to the Environments% Impact Statement for the Barbers Paint 
Naval Air Station. 

1. The roadways, drainage systems and other infrastructure should meet 
standards set by the appropriate City agencies should the Department of 
Facility Maintenance be required to accept the maintenance of those 
facisities. 

2. We wish to review the design drawings and related studies. 

If you have any questions, please cail Ms. Laverne Higa at 527-6246. 

Very truly yours, 

w 
Jonathan K. Shimada, PhD 
Director and Chief Engineer 

IRb REPLY REFER 90: 

PRO 98-196 
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Dr. Jonathan K. Shhada 
Director and Chief Engineer 
Department of Facility Maintenance 
City smnd County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 1 1" Floor 
Honolulu, MI 96813 

Dear Dr. Shimada: 

Subj: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ACT STATEMENT @EIS) FOR THE 
DISPOSAL AND REUSE OF NAVAL AIR STATION (NAS), B 

?"ha& you for your Ietter of October 6,1998, regarding the subjeet document. We acknowledge 
that it is your position that the roadways, $rainage systems and other infrastructure should meet 
standards set by the appropriate City agencies should the Department of Facility Maintenance be 
required to accept the maintenance of those facilities. Your position will be incorporated into 
Section 1 -9, Pennit Requirements and Related Coorcfin~tzon . 

=...rd Your request to review the design drawings and related studies is being forwarded to 
Mr. William M. Bass, Executive Director of the Barbers Point Naval Air Station Redevelopment 
Commission. This commission is responsible for implementing the MAS Barbers Point 
Community Redevelopment f i n  (Helber Hastert and Fee, Planners, Mach 1997) and its 
menhents .  

Should you have any questions, please contact the undersigned at 471-9338 or by facsimile 
transmission at 474-5909. You may also direct your questions to Mr. Randy H o h a n ,  Base 
Conversion Manager at 474-5949. 

Sincerely, 

Director 
Environmental Planning Division 

Copy to: (See next page) 

V&.&L 



Copy to: 
Mr. William M. Bas, Executive Director 
B&m Point Naval Air Station 
Rdevelopment Commission 
Campbell Square 
Z 001 kila Bogllevmd, Suite 308 
Eipolei, Hawaii 967'907 

Ms. Lesley Ma&moto 
Bdt @oI%hs Hawaii 
688 Ma Msma B o u l e v ~ ,  F h t  Floor 
Honolulu, HI 968 13-5486 



DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND PERMITTING 

C ITY A N D  C O U N T Y  O F  HONOLULU 
B S O  SQUTW KING STREET e WONOLULU. H R W R l l 8 0 1 1 1 3  

PHONE: l 1 1 0 E )  S 2 3 - A 4  t A  F A X :  I11011l S 2 7 - 6 7 4 3  

JEREMY HARRIS 
YAVOll 

October 12, 1998 

JAR1 NAOE SULLIVAN 
D1nCcPOn 

98-0661 f (ST) 
'98 EA Comments Zone 4 

Mr. Fred Minato 
Pacific Division 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
258 Makalapa Drive, Suite 100 
Pearl Harbor, Hawaii 96860-3134 

Bear Mr. Minato: 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS): 
Disposal and Reuse of Naval Air Station (NAS), Barbers Point 

Ewa, Qahu, Tax Map Keys: various 

. . . , . . . . . . . &<,&' We have reviewed the above-referenced Draft EIS received ow 
August 31, 1998, and have the following comments: 

Section 1.9 - PERMIT REQUIREMENTS AND REXATED COORDfNATfON 

This section does not address the County permits that are required 
' such as Special Management Area (SW) Use Permits for developments 

within the SMA. 

Section 5.6 - CONSISTENCY WITH fsAND USE PLANS, POLICIES AND 
CONTROLS 

The final EIS should be revised to address whether the Local 
Redevelopment Agency (LRA) will be pursuing compliance with the 
City and County of Honoluluts land use regulations. We note that 
State ownership and oversight may qualify planned uses as "public 
uses and structures." However, the LRA may wish to comply with 
these regulations in the event that such lands are to be leased, or 
sold to private or non-profit entities. 



Mr. Fred Minats 
Page 2 
October 12, 1998 

Should you have any questions, please contact Steve Tagawa of our 
Coastal Lands Branch at 523-4817. 

Very t r u l y  yours, 

ctsr of Planning 
nd Permitting 

ce: Melvin N. Kaku, Environmental 
Planning Division 



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
PACIFIC DIVISION 

NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND 
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a1 ~ 1 8 8 %  

Ms. Jan Naoe Sullivan 
Director of Planning and Permitting 
Department of P l h g  and Permitting 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South Gng  Street 
Honolulu, HI 968 13 

Dear Ms. Sullivan: 

Subj: D W T  E66VWONNLEPJ%AL IMPACT S T A T E m m  @IS) FOR 
DISPOSAL AND REUSE OF NAVAL AW STATION (NAS), B 

Thank you for your letter of October 12, 1998, regapding the subject document. In response to 
your comments, we provide the following: 

Comment: SECTION 1.9 - PEWIT R E Q W M E W S  RELATED COODHE\TATHON. 
This section does not address the County permits that ape required such as Special Management 
Area ( S W )  Use Permits for developments within the S W .  - ,-" 
Response: Section 1.9 is not intended as a comprehensive listing of all required permits and 
approvals for the redevelopment of NAS Barbers Point. As the disposal of the base is a fderal 
action, we have focused on those approvals required by federal law. 

Comment: SECTION 5.6 - CONSISTENCY WITH LAMI USE PLANS, POLICES 
C OLS. The Final EIS should be revised to address whether the Local Redevelopment 
Authority (LM)  will be pursuing compliance with the City and County of HonoluIu's lmd use 
regulations. We note that State ownership and oversight may qualify planned uses as "public 
uses and structures.'~owever, the L M  may wish to comply with these regulations in the event 
that such lands are to be leased, or sold to private or non-profit entities. 

Response: This issue is beyond the scope of the EIS and is not within the Navy's jurisdiction. 
We suggest that you communicate directly with Mr. William M. Bas,  Executive Director, 
Barbm Point Naval Air Station Redevelopment Commission at 664-3540. 



Should you have my questions, please contact the undersigned at 47 1-9338 or by facsimile 
trimmission at 474-5909. You may dso direct yaw questions 60 Mr. Randy H o f i m ,  Base 
Conversion Manager at 474-5949. 

copy to: 
Mr. William M. Bass, Ex%u%ive Director 
B h e m  Point Naval Air Station 
Rdevelopmemt Commission 
Cmpbdl S q m  
1001 skila Boulevad, Suite 368 
hpolei, HI 96767 

Ms. Lesley f i tsmoto 
Belt Collins Hawaii 
680 Ala M o m a  Bouilevard, First Floor 
H0no1u1~, HI 968 % 3-56886 
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September 24, 1998 

Mr. Fred Minato (Code 23 1FM) 
Pacific Division, Naval Facilities 

Engineering Command 
258 Makalapa Drive, Suite 100 
Pearl Harbor, Hawaii 96860-3 134 

Dear Mr. Minato: 
'4..&J 

Draft Ebvironmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
for the Disposal and Reuse of the 

Naval Air Stati~n (NAS). Barbers Point. Hawaii 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the subjmt DHS. We 
would welcome the return of the base to civilian control, particularly in view of its scrattgic 
position in the Ewa region zlrad its potentially significant future benefits to the tamound'w 
communities as well as to Oahu's community-at-large. We hope to remain an actively 
involved and c o d t t e d  participant in this process. 

W e  the primary purpose of the DEIS is to address the transfer to civilian use, we 
take this opportunity to discPfss the relationship of the Naval Air Station Barbers Point 
Community Redevelopment Plan with current City and County plans and policies. 

The Ewa Development PlanDP) indicates that "projects involving a significant zone 
change will be required to submit an Environmental Assessment to help the Department [of 
Planning and Pemitting] determine whether the project involves a significant environmental 
effect an8 if the project is supportive of the vision for Ewa9s development." (Sec. 5.4.1, 
p. 5-9) 



Mr. Fred Miream 
Pacific Division, Navai Facilities 
Engineering Command 

Sepernka 24, 1998 
Page 2 

In addition, the DP requires h t  the Enviwmenal Assessment (W)/Enviwmen&l 
Impact Statement @IS) for projects which are 25 acres or more include a Project Master 
Plan which sb11 help "the Planning Dep ent 80 determine whether the project s u p p a  
h e  vkiow, policies, principles, and guidelines of the Ewa Development Plan. " (Section 
5.4.2, p. 5-12) 

In some cases, projects which have a%mdy prepad an M E I S  will not be required 
to prep= a mew EA in support of their zone change applimti~n. (Section 5.4.1, p. 11) 

The DHS for the Disposal and Reuse of the NAS, Barkn Point provides largely 
adqmk infomation for the disposal of surplus Navy properties. However. the DEB does 
na provide adequate infomation and analysis to permit the full detemimaion of comistemy 
wi& vision and implementing kind use and public facilities policies sf the DP, and does not 
co with the requirements for coverage, scope, and ~ ~ n t e n ~  for the Project Master Plan 
required under the DP. 

As a consequence, the City will reserve the right to require projects submiffing zone 
change appiiaaiom or sf 25 acres or more as part of the reuse sf  B a r k s  Point NAS surplus 
Erncis to submit a Supplmena1 M E I S  in order to provide the level of idomation required 
under the DP. 

The DES  indicates that most of the Barbers Point NAS plan csri~cides with City 
General Plan and Ewa Development Plan policies. However, we nete the following and 
request clarification where appropriate. 

ckweml Plan 

1. The DES states h% the preferred alkmtive would encourage the visitor 
industry. How would it do that? 

2.  The General Plan calls for directing major economic activity to the secondq 
urban center of bpoIei. We achswledge that the B a r k s  Point NAS 
Rdevelopment Plan will contribute tts that. However, we aIso note &at other 
attemtives to the proposed action may have offered greater employment 
oppom~ties  and have &e potential ts suppoa a greater po~aian sf the mgionBs 
popaaiatisn. 



Mr. Fred Minaao 
.,<U~ Pacific Division, Naval Facilities 

. Engineering Command 
September 24, 1998 
Page 3 

Ewa Develo~ment Plan 

I .  We strongly request that all efforts be made to make all, or as much s f  the 
shoreline as possible, available and developed for public use as a park. The 
B&n Point NAS Redevelopmnt Plan is gemrally in mnfa 

2. The DEIS notes that the preferred alternative daes not provide active 
recreation in the rnauka areas. However, we do intend to provide active 
recreation facilities in the lands designated "Recreation" in the northeast area 
s f  the land. 

3. The DEIS notes that landscape buffers and roadway patterns do not always 
separate residential and light industrial uses. We would hope that the design 
for the actual implementation will achieve more of this. 

4. The City requests the opportunity to participate in the development of detailed 
urban design principles and guidelines as well as the creation of development 
standards for the eventual development s f  facilities. 

We Rope these comments are helpful in preparing the Final EIS. Should there be any 
questions regarding ow mmments, please contact Luwell Chun of our staff at 527-6015. 

Y Q U ~  very truly, 

PT0:ft 

c: Mayor Jeremy Harris (35186) 



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
PACIFIC DIVISION 

NAVAL FACILITIES ENGBNEERING COMMAND 
(MRKALAPA. HI) 

PEARL HARBOR. HAWAII 96860-730t3 

650 South f i g  Street, Eighth Fbor 
Honolnla, HI 968 2 3 

Dear Mr. Chishi: 

ACT S T A E M m  @IS) FOR TEE 
E U S E  OF NAVAL P O N  

Thank you for your letter of September 24,1998, regarckg h e  subject docment- You we 
wrrect in achowldging thzt the primary purpose of the Drafi EIS C O ~ C ~ ~ S  h e  'bansfer to 
civilian we9' and is not intended to satis@ &e-=rqu2mm@ of the Ewa DeveHopment Plm. h y  
additional Somation requ id  by your dep ent for 66prject.s involving a significant zone 
chmgeS' to determine whether h e  project "kvoHvts a significant m+mental effect md if the 
project 6s supportive of &e vision for Ewa9s dwel~palwmt" should be adhessed to the local 
rdevelwmmt authority, the Barbers Point Navd Air Station Rdeveiopment C ~ m i s s i o n .  
Mr. William M. B a s  is the Executive Director a d  can be reached at 664-3540. We willl 
forward this letter to his attention. 

The following rewomes are provided in answer to yogar questions regarding the relationship of 
the Draft EIS to the G a a a l  Plan and the Ewa Development Plan: 

Comment: The Dmfi EIS states &%st the preferred alternative would meowage the visitor 
industry. How would it do that? 

Response: The Stak-prefmd dtemative hcludes proposed developments that would host 
events involving a d  at-tmchg visitors. Examples include the motor sports raceway complex 
md an htmibtiond sports cmfm, This Somat ion  will be hsacludd h Section 5.6.1.1. 

Comment: The General Pllm cdls for directing major e m n o ~ c  activity to the secondq urban 
cater  of hpolei. We xbowl&ge h t  the Babers Point Naval Air Station Redevelopment 
Plan will com.bute to that. However, we also note that other dtmatives to the proposd action 
may have oEad greater m p l o p e n t  oppo ties a d  have the potential to support a greater 
portion of the region's population. 

.-- Response: We concur that &ere are other redevelopment alternatives which could offer greater 
potential empBopent oppo ties md we evaluated several such alternatives in this EIS. As 
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identified in Section 4.6.2.2, Employment, the Large Airport alternative may provide the greatest 
number of increase in jobs - 9,300; the State-preferred alternative provides the least potential for 
jobs, 3,600. Section 5.6.1.1, Consistency with Land Use Plans, Policies and Controls - City and 
County of Honolulu General Plan, merely identifies whether or not the alternative redevelopment 
plans are consistent with the General Plan. 

Ewa Development Plan 

Comment: We strongly request that a11 efforts be made to make all, or as much of the shoreline 
as possible, available and developed for public use as a park. The Barbm Point Naval Pair 
Station Redevelopment Plan is generally in conformance with this. 

Response: No response requested. 

Comment: The Dmfi EIS notes that the preferred alternative does not provide active recreation 
in the mauka areas. However, we do intend to provide active reereation facilities in the lands 
designated "Recreation" in the northeast area of the land. 

Response: Thank you for the correction. The Large Airport alternative should be identified as 
. . .  . . . . .  . . . . . .  ....... ., ....... *.&.,- the alternative that does not provide active recreation facilities in the mauka areas (rather than 

the State-preferred alternative). 'This has been corrected in the Final EIS. 

Comment: The Draft EIS notes that landscape buffers and roadway pattern do not always 
separate residential a d  light industrial uses. We would hope that the design for the actual 
implementation will achieve more of this. 

Response: Specific landscape buffers and roadway patterns can be considered by the Barbers 
Point Naval Air Station Redevelopment Commission, the local redevelopment authority 
responsible for implementing reuse. This letter will be forwarded to Mr. William M. Bass, 
Executive Director of the commission. 

Comment: The City requests the opportunity to participate in the development of detailed urban 
design principles and guidelines as well as the creation of development standards for the eventual 
development of facilities. 

Response: Your request will be forwarded to the Executive Director of the Barbers Point Naval 
Air Station Redevelopment Commission. 

Thank you for your comments and your staffs assistance in this EIS process. Should you have 
my questions, please contact the undersigned at 471 -9338 or by f a c s ~ l e  transmission at 



474-5909. You may also direct your questions to Mr. Randy B o f h m ,  Base Conversion 
Mmaga at 474-5949. 

Sincerely, 

Director 
Envimmenta1 Planning Division 

copy %o: 
Mr. William M. Bas, Executive Dimtor 
Babes  Point Naval Air Station 
Redevelopment Commission 
CmpblI Sq 
%OBI oEBa Bora~ev%~%d, Suite 308 
KapoHei, HI 96767 

Ms. Lesley Ma%mgsto 
Belt Collins Hawaii 
680 Ala Mama Boukvud, F h t  Floor 
Honolulu, 968 13-5406 



P O L I C E  D E P A R T M E N T  

C I T Y  A N D  C O U N T Y  O F  H O N O L U L U  
801 SOUTH BERETANlA STREET ' 

HONOLULU. HAWAII 96813 - AREA CODE (808) 529-31 1% 

o u a  R E F E R E N C E  CS-DL 
October 2, 1998 

L E E  O .  O O N O W U E  
C t4 I E  F 

W I I L L I A M  1. C L & R U  

M I C H A E L  C A R V A L M O  

D E P U T Y  C H B E F S  

Hr. Fred Minato 
(Code 231 FM], P a c i f i c  Division 
Naval F a c i l i t i e s  Engineering Command 
258 Makalapa Drive, S u i t e  100 
Pear l  Harbor, Hawaii 96866-3134 

Dear M r .  Minato: 

Thank you f o r  t h e  oppor tuni ty  t o  review t h e  DEfS f o r  t h e  Disposal  and R e v s e  of 
Naval A i r  Statiein Barbero Point ,  Hawaii. Our ccimenta a r e  a s  follows: 

With t h e  except ion  of  t h e  "No Action" a l t e r n a t i v e ,  a l l  s f  t h e  o t h e r  
a l t e r n a t i v e s  w i l l  impact t h e  se rv icee  provided by t h e  Honolulu P o l i c e  
Department. There w i l l  bg an inc rease  i n  c a l l a  f o r  s e r v i c e  when t h e  s i z e  of 
t h e  a rea ,  t h e  number of r e s i d e n t s ,  a s  w e l l  aa t h e  o t h e r  a n t i c i p a t e d  uses  f o r  
t h e  a r e a  a r e  considered. Incorpora t ing  t h e  p r inc ip lee  o f  crime prevention 
through environmental deeign may he lp  i n  minimizing cr iminal  a c t i v i t y .  There 

"c.xd w i l l  a l s o  be  an i n e v i t a b l e  inc rease  i n  vehicular  and pedes t r i an  t r a f f i c  i n  and 
around t h e  a rea ,  which w i l l  impact t h e  need f o r  a d d i t i o n a l : p a t r o l  a c t i v i t y .  

In  add i t ion ,  an inc rease  i n  c a l l s  f o r  service becauee of f u g i t i v e  d u s t  and 
no i se  complaints dur ing  any cons t ruc t i sn  a c t i v i t y  w i l l  be expected. 

I f  t h e r e  a r e  any ques t ions ,  p lease  c a l l  m e  a t  529-3175 o r  Major Cary Tokunaga 
of D i s t r i c t  8 a t  674-8961. 

A s s i s t a n t  Chief 
Administrat ive Bureau 

cc: Major Cary Tokunaga, Distr ict  8 
Managing Director 
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Mr. Lee B. Donohue, Chief 

City and County of' Hon01uBu 
$01 Sou& Beretmia Street 
HonoBulu, HI 968 13 

Dear Mr. Donohut: 

you for your Better of October 2,1998, regarding the subject document. We recognize 
that r&eveHopmemt of NAS Babes  Point &I% result .in XB increase in services provided by the 
Honolulu Police Dep at. This was analyzed md disclosed in the BEIS. 

hmporating principles of crime prevmfion though envkamenbl design to minimize criminal 
activity can be considered $mirag the redevelopment phase of the project. A copy s f  this letter is 
being f o w d d  to Mr. William M. Bass, Executive Director of the Barbers Point Naval Air 
Station Redevelopmmt Comission. k. 

Should you have any questions, piease contact the undersigned at 4-71-9338 or by facsimile 
mission at 474-5909. You may also direct your questions to M. Randy H o h m ,  Base 

Conversion Manager at 474-5949. 

Dkafm 
Emvimmentali Planning Division 

copy to: 
h4.r. Wi6kim M. Bas ,  Executive Director 
B z b e ~  Point Naval Air Station 
Redevelopment Commission 
CmpbelI Square 
100% KmsEla  Boulevard9 Suite 308 
Kapolel, HI 96707 

Ms. Lesley Matsmoto 
Bdt Collins Hawaii 
680 Ala Moma Boulevard, First Floor 
Hsno%uiiu, ED 868 13-5406 



Commander, PacSc Division 
fl Naval Facilities Engineering Command 

P a l  Harbor, Hawaii 96860-'7300 

Attn: Mr. Pied Minato (Code 23 1W) 

Dear Sir: 

I testified about Barbers Point at the public hearing at Washington Intermediate School on October '7, 
1998 and would like to follow up my comments with a few additional points. As the land at Barbers 
Point is returned to the state, I am c o n m e d  about its rich concentration of ancient sites. 

I am a co-author of a book on the Hawaiian sites of O'ahu, scheduled for publication in April with the 
University of Hawaii Press. I was a photographer and writer for the book, which has taken ten years to 
produce. Over those ten yeas, I have visited and photographed over 125 Hawaiian sites on this island. 
Although I am not an archaeologist, I am an expert at this point at what remaiins on the island, just 

use I have seen most of it. 

Although individual sites remain, very few integrated complexes of sites remain on this island. In fact, 
aside from the sites at Lualualei, I cannot think of another complex as extensive and well preserved. 
The sites at Barbers Point include a wide range of features, including some probably used by the ali'i 
(chiefs) and some used by the maka'hana (commoners). It is the fact that most of these sites Eie within 
an integrated complex that makes them especially valuable. 1 understand that some features will be 
placed on the National Register of Historic Places, and receive additional legal protection. However this 
piecemeal approach will not protect the entire complex. In my opinion, it is the entire complex that 

--+' 
must be placed on the National Register, not just individual sites. 

None of the maps showing potential divisions of land at Barbers Point appears to make preservation of 
the complex of sites a priority. Because the land where the main complex of sites is located will be 
parceled out to a number of agencies, it will become impossible to assure the integrity of the complex. 
Some of the sites appear to have been labeled "expendable" in the allocation of land. 

The complex is especially valuable because it is the last major concentration of ancient cord sites 
anywhere, on any island. Barbers Point, I am sure you are aware, is an emerged waflsor, like much sf 
the rest of the 'Ewa plain. Emerged seabeds containing ancient sites do not exlst on the other islands 
according to a geologist 1 have spoken with. Because these sites are made of coral, they are doubly 
precious, and must be protected at all costs. Consider what has already been lost to development on the 
'Ewa plain: Ko'olina, Campbell Industrial Park, and the Deep Draft Harbor. Now, right next to Barbers 
Point, the complex of sites at One4uJa has been recently bulldozed in the construction of the "wa 
Marina. What remains at Barbers Point is the gnlv significant complex ~f ancient coral sites left on the 
plain, or anywhere else. 

Please amend the draft EIS to create an archaeological preservation zone, with adequate buffers of land 
around the complex. 

.csd 

2'742 Terrace Dr. 
Honolulu, MI 96822 
Jbecket@lava.net 
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pmces.s of review and apprcbvd that property recipients must folksw if any to 

will bc in comgliance with tht She sf Hawaii's historic presewation 1 
"he SHPO, as the State Historic 
6E. lkwa.6'~ historic psavati 
Section 106 review. Part of the land being conveyed through the Natiod Pa& S e c e  to the 
State Department of Land and NaauraH Resources is being set side for a Haitage Barle that wifl 
preserve a large mbtr of these sites and comp1dxes. 

Should you have m y  questions, please antact the mdehsipd at 471-9338 or by 
transmission 474-5909. You may also direct your questions to Mr. Randy Ms 
CQnv&on lifhzlger at 474-5949. 

Director 

copy to: 
Ms. Lesley l!vk&umom 
Bdt CoUins Hawaii 
680 Ala Moana Bsulmard, First Floor 
HoP~oI~u, KI 968 13-5406 
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Leeward Oahu Transportation Management Association 

- 

October 12,1998 

Mr. Fred Minato (Code 23 i FM) 
Pacific Division 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
258 Makdapa Drive, Suite 180 
Pearl Harbor, HI 96860-3 134 

Dear h4r. Minato: 

Re: Drafk Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for she Disposal and Reuse of Naval 
Air Station Barbers Point 

We have reviewed the DEIS, focusing on the effects of the BPNAS redevelopment on the 
regional transportation system. We offer the following comments for your consideration. 

1. The DEIS seems to minimize the potential magnitude of tmfic impacts on the regional 
system Rom redevelopment alternatives that will result in: 

a) a resident popuiation 20 times greater than baseline conditions; 

a,fl 
b) the addition of between 1, I38 to 1,767 more housing units to the existing 1,090 

wits; 
c) the addition of roughly 2 1,807 to 32,189 average daily trips (ADT) over the 

existing 27,380 ADT; and 
d) increases of 738- 1,863 percent in civilian job opportunities (3,600-7,000 jobs 

under the State-preferred alternative to 9,300- 18,000 jobs with the Large Airport 
alternative). 

On page 2-1 7 (Sec. 2.8 Summary of Potential Impacts), it is noted that "With the exception 
of mfic impacts associated with special attractions, e.g, large events . . ." all signficant 
impacts resulting from the increased demands of the BPNAS redevelopment can be mitigated 
to a level of insignificance. Further, pages 2-24 to 2-26 of Table 2.8- 1 (Summary of Impacts 
and Mitigation for All Alternatives) indicates that for roads and traffic: 

1. No mitigation is required for the increases in average daily trips (ADT); 

2. Based on the analysis of four intersections, no significant traffic impacts are expected 
with the planned roadway improvements and the noted intersection improvements. 
(Note: Table 4.1.7 lists only three intersections, not four as indicated on p. 2-24.) 

3. Even with recommended mitigation, there will be significant impacts during major 

=d - c +  .....,,. . 
events/special attractions. 

94-229 Waip;aha Depot Road, #407 Waipahm, Hawaii 96797 
Telephone Nrrmber (808) 677-RIDE Facsimile Nmber (808) 676-4741 

A-6-1 39 



Surprisingly, there is no mention of my planned widewing of Fort Barrette Road between 
BPNAS md the Kaplei Parkway to link with the planned widening between Kapolei 
Parkway and the H-1. This project would be a prime candidate to receive airport h d i n g .  

2. 
redevelopment alternatives on the regfond 

6 generated by other planned (md existing) devdopmen& in the Ew8 region, 
including the new campus for the University of Hawaii - West Ohu.  

However, this can be accomplished with the cooperation md p d c i p a ~ o n  of the BPNAS 
Redevelopment @O ssion in a cmmt effort to develop a  vised Ewa Regiod 
tation Master Plan, which wi1H supercede the 1892 regiod study. To date, the Co 

c a d  1md we data to the City Deg porntion Services for 
indusion in the study, The csmdmt wi11 be ~ ~ n g  Imd use firecasts for the region based 
on a & ~ o d  or mo&fied development propsds and iden~eing changes and/or deficiencies 
in the h e  master plan. The study wi11 dm assess the eEectiveness of improvemen& recorn- 
mended to address identified deficiencies. 

'l2xm.k you for the oppo ty to offer these eo ts. Shodd you have my questism, please 
feel free to 4 1  me at 677-9433. 

We look forward to receiving a copy of the FEE. 

I3&lyn T. ~ u d a  
Executive Director 
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Ms. Dmlyn T. Bunda 
Executive Director 
Leeward O h  Transporktion Management Association 
94229 Waipahu Depot Road, Suite 407 
Waipahu, MH 96797 

Dear Ms. Bun&: 

Subj: DRAFT EI'WRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (DEHS) FOR TEE 
DISPOSAL AND REUSE OF NAVAL AIW STATION (NAS), B 

Thank you for y o u  letter of October 12,1998, regarding the subject document. In response to 
your comments, we offer the following: 

~ ~ D I m e n b :  The BEIS seems to minimize potential magnitude of traffic impacts on the regional 
system fiom redevelopment alternatives that will result in: 

<.x.s, a. a resident population 20 times greater &an baseline conditions; 

b. the addition of 1,138 to 1,767 more Rousing 

c. the addition of 21,807 to 32,189 average dsfily trips (ABT) over the existing 27,300 ADT; 

d. increases of 738-1,863 percent in civilian job opportunities (3,600-7,QQjobs under 
State-preferred alternative to 9,300-1$,QO0 jobs with Large Airport alternative. 

Surprisingly, there is no mention of any planned widening of Fort Barrette Road between NAS 
Barbers Point and the Kapolei Parkway to link with the plannd widening between Gpolei 
Parkway and the Parkway and the H-1. This project would be a prime candidate to receive 
airport funding. 

Response: The tmfZc analysis assumes that planned future major roadways in the adjacent areas 
of the Ewa District will be present. These include connectiom to the planned major North-South 
Road facility as well as connections to Kalaeloa Boulevard, to h e  planned City of Kapolei 
roadway network, and to the planned Ewa Marina madways. With these assumptions, the traffic 
projected as a result of Phe reuse alternatives can sufliciently be handled with the mitigation 
identified in the DEIS. 

*:*&v 
Mitigation of Fort Barrette Road is not anticipated because of the planned future major roadways 
(identified in the previous paragraph) and the following: 



a. Most of the new development meas me located in the eastern and western areas of the 
N&& B&m Point. Most of the $IS$fic &om these areas would likely use roadway C O H B I B E ~ O ~ S  

other than Fort Barrette Road. 

b. There is little reme p l m &  in the Ccntrd Area located at the souhem end of hrbers 
Point Access Rod,  md most of the planned reuse would not contribute to major incre~es  in 
weekday peak hour traffic (relative to the No Action dtemative). 

@. m e  new rodway mmat iom fa N m  hrbem Point would &e%y attract use by a portion 
c that now uses Fort Barrette R o d  to travel to/&orn the Navy housing areas 

to the east and west of the Central Area. 

With &e above-noted asmptiom, the effect is that e is anticipated to increase 
approesxhafely two to seven percent above the P o  Action altmahve on Fort Barrette Road. w e  
believe such a slight increase does not require mitigation. 

Csmment: What the DEIS does not address is the emulative impact of h e  additional traffic 
gmmted by the rdevelopment dtmatives on the regional ortation system when coupled '.. . 
with all of the traffic generated by other p l m d  a d  existing devdoprnma in the Ewa region, 
ineluchg the new campus for the University of Hawaii - West Q&u. However, this em be 
awomp%ishd with the moperatiow and participation of the B d e s  Point Naval Air Station 
Rdevelopmmt Commission h 8 current effort to develop a revised Ewa Regional 
T m  Master Plm, which will supe 1992 study. To date, the Commission has 
SWP ortation Services for ineiusion 
in the study. The comulkant will be refining fmd use f o ~ c m &  for the region based on additional 
or modified developme% proposals and idesatitjmg changes mdor deficiencies in the base 
matm plm. The study will dso assess the eEediveness of hprovemeats recornended to 
address idmtified deficiencies. 

Response: The DEIS incoporated the available regional 
avail&fe at tbe time the study was bekg conducted. Projects o 

dO~UKit3lb Were h % ~ ~ 0 ~ 6 E i b d ,  8 

ell of evduation f a  this DEIS, As you me.ond9 the Ewa Regional 
Trmqombon Master Plan is currently being revised and will include planned projects in the 
region. These types of p g docmenh, which will be prepared with the coopemtion of the 
Bube~s  Point Naval Air Station Redevelopment Cofe;lPKtission, wi%I reflect cumulative impacts of 
the region md hsacoqomte the trmsportatim planning needs. 
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Should you have any questions, please contact the undersigned at 471-9338 or by facsimile 
transmission at 474-5909. You may also direct your questions to Mr. Randy Hofffnan, Base 
Conversion Manager at 474-5949. 

Sincerely, 

Director 
EnviroaunenM Blaming Division 

Copy to: 
Ms. Lesley NIatsunaoto 
Belt Collins Hawaii 
680 Ala Moma Boulevard, F h t  Floor 
Honolulu, HI 968 13-5406 
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Ser 23 4517 

Dear Mr. Eng: 

you for your 1etter of October 8, I998 and your supplmmM letter of October 14, % 998, 
regarding the subject doemat .  Hw mponse to your questions a d  en@ the following 
expimatiom me provided: 

Comment: In Table 2.8-1, page 2-24, we wonder why there is a major difieregace in average 
daily trips (ADT) between the no action dtmafive (12,251) and the baseline conditions 
(27,368). *- 

Response: The baseline condition ~ m e n &  ADT when the base was being utilized in 1995. 
The No Action alternative represents the ~T anticipated after base closure and should the 
Navy retain s q % m  p r p d m  in a w e a e r  s t a b .  h this No Action dtmative, only the 
N a v y - r e a d  areas and excess pmpef61es beg., U.S. Coast Guard) would be utilized. 

Comment: We believe that a more thorough analysis of mfie gmcmtipsga would show a need to 
c g m m t d  from base reme alternatives (espwidly the akpo~?.) by improvema& 

to Fort BmMe Road, Table 4.1-7 Possible TmfEc Mitigation Measures ~h to be expanded to 
migigate the impact of base reuse on regional systems. This mdd be by c o o ~ ~ h a h g  
with and pdcipathg in the Ewa Highway omtion Master PI=. 

a. &b of the reuse d t m a ~ v a  includes addi~ond roadway mmwtions between the 
roadways within the N M  Barbers Point md the planned fku-e major madways in the adjacent 

of the Ewa District. n e s c  hclude w m a ~ o m  to the pkmned major N Q ~ - S o u h  road 
facility as wdl as c o m w t i ~ m  to blaeloa Boulevmdp the p l m d  City of Ibpolei roadway 
network9 a d  the p E m d  Ew8 h h k a  roadwap. 

b. Most of the new deve%opmmt areas we located in the eastern and western areas of the "L . 
NAS Barben Point. Most s f  the c &om these areas would l k d y  we roadway csmec~sm 
other than Forl Barrette Road. 
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c. There is little reuse planned in the Centrid Area located at the southern end of B 
Point Access Road, and most of the planned reuse wouid not contribute to major increases in 
weekday peak hour 4raffic (relative to the No Action alternative). 

d. The new roadway connections to NAS B a r b  Point would likely attract use by a portion 
of the existing traffic that now uses Fort Barrette Road to travel t o l h m  the Navy housing 
to the east and wesf of the Central Area. 

The effwt of the hove assumptions is that traffic will increase approximately two to seven 
percent above the No Action alternative on Fort Barrette Road. Such increases do not require 
mitigation. These evaluations incorporate the anticipated effects of the proposed 

The traffic analysis conducted for this EIS will be fommded to the Barbers Point Naval Air 
Station Redevelopment Commission, for future eonsiderations by affected agencies and 
interested parties. in the future, the participating @es developing the Ewa Highway 
Transportation Master Plan should coordinate with the Commission to address regional r o d  
system issues. 

Comment: We believe it is inaccurate to state tkat reuse would have no significant impact just 
- rJ because all alternatives use less water ahan would be expected &om large tract Imd use on Oahu 

(page 4-80). 

Response: This sentence will be changed to read as follows: "Since all of the proposed land use 
alternatives would require less water thasl that exgectea &om similar-sized developments on 
Oahu (assuming single-family housing development, which requires the las t  mount of water 
per unit area), reuse would have no significant impact." 

Comment: In the section on cumulative impacts @age 4-78), we believe that government must 
commit its fiscal resources if m e  is to proceed and that the significant adverse fiscal impacts 
would be more than offset by the benefits of the development. This is the basis for most land 
development whether c o n d d  by government or by the private seetor. 

Response: The second paragraph in Section 4.6.4 will be revised as follow: "Recognizing the 
importance of goveament commitment of fiscal resource, significant adverse cumuldve 
impacts on government fiscal resources could occur ifgovement agencies commit to acting as 
the developer for the larger proposed project without private investment." 

We received your letter of October 14,1998, clarifLing that AhIlPPbdl peak volumes were 
appropriately used to determine mitigative transportation measures rather than simply using 
ADTs. Your input in this process is appreciated. 



Should you have my questham, please contact the undersigned at 471 -9338 or by facsimile 
ission at 474-5969. You may also direct yew questions to P4.r. h d y  Horn=, Base 

Conversion Manager at 47-4-5949. 

Director 
Eniromen&l Planning Division 

Copy to: 
MS. Lesley Ma&moQ 
Belt Collins Hawaii 
680 Ala ~ o m 8  Boulevard, First Floor 
Honolulu, HI 968 13-5406 
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Mr. Fred Mnato (Code 23 IW 
Pacific Division 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
258 hRakalap Drive. Suite 100 
Pearl Harbor, HI 96860-3134 

Subject: &use of Naval Air Station Barbers Point 

Dear Mr. Mnaro: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review an8 comment on the Draft ErrGronmsntal Impact Statement for 
she Dispssal and Reme ~f Naval Air Station, E M m s  Point. Hawaii. We do not m ? J y  have my utility 
gas lines within Bahrs  Point Naval Air Station. We look forward to working with you on developing a 
p m ~  gas utility dimibution system for the area once a re-use alternative hsas been Accted. 

Our company hsas been purchased by Citizen's Ulilities and is no longer affiliated with Bm. F u m  
c ~ m p n d e n a  should be sent to our new mailing ad 

The Gas Company 
P.O. Box 3m 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96802-3000 

lf you have my questions or q u i r e  additional information, please d l  me at (808) 594-5354. 

THE GAS COMPANY 
5 15 Karnakee ~trAt=n;b41B~arrall 9681 4 "- m .  -.mnn L . .  -., , , , . *-"A- 



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
PACIFIC DlVlSBON 

NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND 
(MAKALAPW. HI) 

PEARL HARBOR. HAWAII W60-93W 
5090P. 1 F% 8C 'Yl &..:.% 

Sn 23T-  4511 

Eric M. K m ~ w m m  
En@ne&wg Services 
The Gas Gompmy 
P.8. Box 3000 
Honolulu, HI 96802-3000 

Dear Ma. K s h i w m m :  

Thank you for your Iettm of September 10, 1998, regarding the subject docwent. We 
acbowldge that The Gas Cornpay currently does not have my utility gas lines within N M  
B d m  Point and that you plan om participating with the deve8opmmt of a proposed gas utility 
distribution system for the me8 once a re-me alternative hs selected. Please note &at fkature 
c o m d c a ~ o n s  mnceming development of propcasd gas utility distribution systems should be 
directed to the B d e n  Point Navd Air Station Rdevelopmmt Commission. The Executive 

=ion is Mr. William M. Bass who can be reached aet 674-3540. 

Thank you for expB that your compmy has been paafchad by Cibizn9s Utilities and is no 
longer dEliated with B W .  We will use the above noted address to fomsd htwe infomation 
c a n c e g  the EIS to your attention. 

Sincerely, 

Director 
Environmental P1 

copy to: 
Ms. Lesley Mdsmoto 
Belt CoHb Hawaii 
680 A a  Moma Brsulevmd, F h t  Floor 
Honolulu, %%% 96813-5406 



Mr. Fred M h t o  (Code 23 1FM) 
Pacific Division, Navd Facilities Command 
258 Makalapa Drive, Suite 1 
Pearl HarboraS&w9i5 996860-3 B 34 
(808) 471-9338 

@efdpac.nadac. navy. mil 

Re: Transmittal htter 

Bear Mr. 0, 

Herewith is a copy of the letter that I faxed to you on October 10, 1998. This copy is 
identical to the letter that I f a d  you. If you have my questions, pleme contact me at (808) 394- 
0980. 



Mr. Fred Mnato (Code 23 H Fh4) 
Paci s i o ~  NavJ Faclities Co d 
258 apea Drive, Suite 108 
Pew? H h o r ,  hw&'i  96868-3 E 34 
(808) 47 1-9338 
fimt@fdpac.mdi~tc. navy. mil 

Re Public Cornat  on the Draft En~resmemd h p a a  Statemat @EPS) h r  the 
Disposal and Reuse of Navd Air Station (NM) Barbers Paint, hwai'f 

son School oFLaw stendent who wishes to emure that the Find Envim 
Impact Statement @%IS) f i r  NAS Barbers Point complies with she N ~ t i o d  EnGromemd 

e fim6Hiar with the remurces d NAS Barben Psin? wMe conducting 

Go., he. in 1996 and 1997. M e r  wvi the DEIS a d  aamdbg the public hearing sn 
October 7, 1998 at W a E n g o n  Interndate School, I have mncludd that the DEIS does not 
comply with NEPA for two reasons. First, the DEIS violates NEPA bemuse the DEIS does not 
contain an wdu~gsn of cumdative h p ~ c t s  on biota a d  coastal d a m  water quality. 
Secmnd, the DEIS A q w t e l y  ad& DEIS that d1 

actions and uses d be dl st fder  J 
e n ~ s m m t J  r e a h o m  and does not q u r w  this assumption. 

The DEIS does not dp she cumdative i e biota and mstd surface 
water qqus89iv, of past, p w actions in the Barbers Point 
watmshd. Therefore, the DEIS does no% wmply with BEPA. Title 40, Section 1508.7 sf the 
Code of Fderd kplatiom (40 CFR 8 1508.7) defines a wmulative impact as foUows: 

TmuBative irnpac? is the impad on the mGroment which results $?om the incremental 
impact sf the action when added to other past, present, and r w s ~ a b 1 y  fore h h r e  adions 
regardless sf what agency @dd or non-Fderd) or persow urndea&es such other actions 
Cumulative impacts cm result &am indiidudly minor but co%%eaive1y significant actions taking 
glace over a period sf time." ,. 



Public Conlrnent on NAS Barbers Point DEIS 
Submitted by Mark Taronc 

<w, The DEIS does not comply witR NEPA because based on the text of the DEHS, 
cumulative impacts were not considered when evaluating the impacts of the Barbers Point action. 
Under 40 CFR 5 1508.25, in determining "the scope of environmental impact statements, agencies 
shall consider . . .: (c) Impacts, which may be: (1) Direct; (2) indirect; (3) cumulative.'Yn the 
NM Barbers Point DEIS' evaluation of impacts on the marine biota and coastal water quality 
(Sections 4.2.2.3 and 4.1 .%, respectively), the cumulative impacts of past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable fbture actions in the Barbers Point watershed are never mentioned. This failure to 
even state the words "cumulatjve impacts7' strongly evinces that these impacts were never 
considered. Since non-consideration of cumulative impacts is a violation of M A  under 40 CFR 
5 1508.25, the instant DEIS with its overly narrow scope does not comply with NEPA. 

Even if cumulative impacts were considered, the BEIS still violates FEPA because the 
BEIS does not contain a discussion of the cumulative impacts on make biota and coastd surface 
water quality. Under 40 CFR 5 1502.16, a BEIS must have an enviromental co 
section that "include[s] discussions of . . . (b) Indirect effms a d  their significmce($l508.8)". 
40 CFW $1508.8 defines indirect effkcts as follows: 'Effects and impacts as used in these 
regulation are synonymous. Effects includes ecslogical (such as the e ~ ~ s  on natural resources 
and on the components, structures, and fbnctioning of affected ecosystems), aesthetic, historic, 
cultural, economic, social, or health whether direct, indirect, or cumulative." Thus, when indirect 
cumulative effects exist, they must be included in a DEIS. In the NAS Barbers Point DEIS, the 
cumulative effects of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions on marine biota and 
coastal surface water quality not only exist, but we also undoubtedly substantial. Marine biota - A@ and coastal surface water quality are obviously affected by activities in the entire watershed md 
activities in the watershed are obviously of sufficient intensity to substantially impact the marine 
biota and coastal surface water quality. This substantiality is proven by the instant DEIS' stating 
that actions on NAS Barbers Point alone will significantly increase surface water runoff' Surely 
if increases in runoff fiom this area alone are sipficant, the cumulative e&ts on surface water 
runoff fiom past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions in the entire watershed are 
significant. Therefore, under 40 CFR 5 1508.8, cumulative impacts on marine biota and coastd 
surface water quality must be included in the NAS Barbers Point DEIS. Since the instant DEIS 
includes no discussion of these impacts, the DEIS violates NEPA. 

The DEIS' faiiure to consider cumulative impacts and its lacking a discussion of 
cumulative impacts are violations of NEPA not ody because these omissions violate the specific 
federal regulations noted above, but also because these omissions violate the firndamentd goal of 
NEPA as set forth in the text of the Act itself. NEPA's fundamental goal, based on the text of the 
Act, is to promote efficient management of our nation's natural re~ources.~ Therefore, under 

' ''Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Disposal and Reuse of NAS Barbers Point", 
Department of the Navy, August 1998 at 4-57. 
2 Section 10 1 (a) of NEPA states: "The Congress . . . declares that it is the continuing policy of 
the Federal Government, in cooperation with State md local governments, and other concerned 

v,ys/ public and private organizations, to use all practicable means and measures, including financial 
and technological assistance, in a manner calculated to foster and promote the general welfare, 



WBbLic Ccaaawaea on NAS bhff Point DEIS 
Submimed by Mark Tamm 

PEP& the hat EIS musf promote efficient mmagement of marine biota and coastd surface 
waer q u a l i ~  in the Barbers Point area. Since these resources we greatly afFketed by actions 

.C_I 

t ~ o u ~ ~ l a t  the watmhd, the ody way to eficiently manage these two resouras is by mdr~aing 
the wmulativt impacts d actions thoughout the watershd. Thus, based kana NEPA's 
&nhcntal  god of eficimt resource mmgement, the instant DEIS must wmidtr the 
mmulafivt iwaas on marime biota and mastid surke-e water qudity. Since the DEIS does mot 
wmider these hp8ds, it i d a t =  mPg%. 

F d l y s  mmpKme with A is critical in s to B&m Point 
mastd mdace water quality because these remu p r h p s  she area% sod v d d l e  

AS B d w s  Point y attmet a subdmtid 
In aadditioq &er 

by a much grater 
&ways gentles the 

waters h provide and g a e d  r m a ~ o d  o p p m ~ b a .  
If' these waters are p u u t d  rces in the w a t d d ,  the 
resour=' vdue d t  d that the DE%S d u a t i o n s  

e biota a d  mastd 

The DEIS assumes that d% hbre actions md uses will be undefi&en in %W? mmplimm 
with state d fded mtd re@atiosas, and the DEIS 8 0 s  not qualify this satanent 

A's primary rnmh~sm for achieving its gods is public disclosure of i 
dates that the NAS B&as Point E I S  qud 

wmplimw wsumptbn by including idomt iow a h t  documwtd Golagions of rdevmt 

efm%Pimmmtd impacts rn 
dtematives which would 

Amaims."  hbEe Law 9 1 - 190 (1 970). 
42 U.S.C.A. $4321 et q. 
Trout U d ~ t &  v. Mortgs~ 509 F.2d 1276 (%h Cire. 1974). 

' - Id. at 1283. 



Public ~nnmcnt on NAS 
SulPPniaed by Ah* Tarone 

Even under this lenient reasonhlenam standard, the 1 O W  compliance assumption of the 
'h/ instant DEIS violates NEPA Assuming that all actions and uses will comply 1 W !  with all state 

md federal environmental regutations is not reasonable. Undoubtedly, 10Ph compliance is 
extremely improbable. Such an unreasonable assumption is a serious violation of 
assumption is not qualified. The assumption would, however, comply with 
&er making an assumption that a s p d e  regulation would be complied 
number d severity of violations of that regulation in the relevant state or county. This list 
w d d  only need to include violations that have been documented by the 
also would only need to include violations that m e d  in the recent 
Y-a 

An EIS should sfill be permitted to base its impact ments on a 1WA compbce 
assumption, but ox@ ifthat assumption is qualified by ineluding violation Xormation in the EIS. 
NEPA requires this qualification because: 1) a 1 on is not rcasonablq 2) 
lists of violations fiom appropriate regulators is not rdcmomeB and most importantly, 
3) these lists will allow decisionmakers and the public. to assess with much 
probable environmental impacts of an action. Discosure of such in6omtion 
CFR 1502.22@)(3) whish rquks 
Information whenever an EIS 
hxfomttion. An impact assessment b 
impact for which there is incomplete or unavailable information, and documented violations are 
analogous to existing credible scientiiie information. In addition, discloswe of violation 

' )u)ud,Y 

information is consistent with NEPA's bdamentd goal of promoting efficient resource 
management though public disclosure. Thus, if the NAS B 
1 W/o compliance assumption with violation information, the 

you fbr the o p ~ ~ t y  to submit written t . If you have any questions or 
would k e  to d i m s  any of the issues raised in this letter, please contact me at 394-0980, 
taron aii.edu or at the address listed at the of this letter. 

Sincerely, 



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
PACIFIC DIVlSlORB 

NAVAL FACICfTBES EMGfNEWIffO COMMANO 
(MAKALAPA. HI) 

PEARL HARBOR. HAWAll 

Ser 23 U, 
4S2Q 

REUSE OF NAVAL STATION @AS) B 

you ifor your letter of October 10,1998 regarding the subject docment. Y o u  letter stated 
&at the Dmfi EIS violates National EnGromead Policy A) because (1) '%%re Bmfi 
EB does not contain an evaluation of cmulahvc impacts on t biota and coastal surface 
water q4it-f' and (2) W e  Draft EIS ~ s ~ s  that dl htwe adom and uses -will be mdefiadcern 
in 100% mmplimce with 41 state and fskH%Oh en~romemM replatiom and does not qudib 
this a s w t f o n . "  Our rapomes to your cornen& are as follow: 

n e  cmulatke impacts on marine biota andl cozshSbl s d a ~ e  water quality are not anticipated to 
be si@ficmt. To c i ~ @  thb statement, ~tx2~6~6 4-23, Crnula~ve hpacts  (for biological 
rmoms), wiHH be revis% to add the fo%lowhg text: No ~ip$5kag~t mmuHative impacts are 
cmntic@aded Became ofregulatory requirernerz& designed to contro6 s fom wafer mnefland 
profec6 wager qudd'fys nest? inc%ude various rquiremenfs ofthe eieam water k& i?%chding 
Nafiond~H PoIHudo~~~lt Discharge EIP'minadio~ Sys~em permits and Best Manageme~11~ Practices (see 
section 5.62). 

h adt%tb~$ a new sation vd% be added to c I ~ @  ~mulative hpac8.s OW surface water quality. 
The new text wiIE r e d  as follows: 

S i p ~ 3 a n t  mmulative impacts on sufcmce water could ocmrfiom regional drai~age. 2%k issue 
& an unresokvd issue iden~.$ed in Section 4 7.4 Drainagee and m w t  be raolved by the heal 
Redwelopmegbt Authority a d  afectedpee~ies. Ail activities would have to conJom with 
appdiab1e fixferal and state laws end replatiom* 

The EIS evdwtes the potentid mental impacts based on reasonable assmptisnas. h this 
case, the reasonable ssu.mptim is that existing regulatory rq~remen& will be BoEIswd. To 
include a worst-case analysis that assumes repllatagory requirements are not followed, or that 
some subjective podon of the regulatory requirements is not foE10wd, would result in m 
encyclspdic document that is not required and should be avoided for NEPA purposes. 

it is dficu1t to m d e ~ b d  how the findings of such ma%yses would serve to 
v k ~ m e n t  at this Bmd we pl 



569QP. IF I QC B. 

Ser 2 3 1 T  4524 

Should you have any questions, please contact the undersigned at 471-9338 or by facrirnile 
transmission at 474-5909. You may also direzt y o u  questions to M. Rarady Hofi%n,  Base 
Conversion Manager at 474-5949. 

Director 
En*omental Planning Division 

copy to: 
Ms. Lesley Matsmoto 
Belt Collins Hawaii 
688 Aia Moana Boulevard, First Floor 
lCfonolulu, HI 968 13-5406 





DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
PACIFIC DIVISOON 

NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND 
(MAKALAPA. HI)  

PEARL HARBOR. HAWAII 96860-73W 

Mr. Douglas Tom 
Attn: CZM Office - 
Office of Planning 
P.O. Box 2359 
Honolulu, HI 96804 

Dear Mr. Tom: 

Subj: FEDERAL. CONSISTENCY WITH STATE OF HAWAII COASTAL ZONE 
MANAGEMENT P R O G M  

In accordance with the Fedml Coastal Zone Management Act, we q u e s t  your review and 
concurrence on our consistency determination for the proposed disposal and rewe of Naval Air 
Station (NAS), Barbers Point, Hawaii. Detailed in5ormation about the proposed reuse is 
contained in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement PEIS)  for the Disposal and Reuse of 
NAS Barbers Point, Hawaii, which is forwarded for your reference as enclosure (I). A separate 
copy of the DEIS has also been mailed to your office under separate cover for review under the 

-.%.& National Environmental Policy Act. 

In addition to this correspondence with your office, we have also initiated consultation 
proceedings with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife S e ~ c e ,  the National Marine Fisheries Sewice, arad 
State Historic Preservation Office, whose areas of concern also include resources in the coastal 
zone, which may be affected by the proposed action. 

The proposed action was assessed and found to be consistent with the State of Hawaii Coastal 
2bne Management Program to the maximum extent practicable. 

We appreciate your earliest consideration of the Navy's determination. Should you have army 
questions, point of contact is Mr. Fred Minato (Code 23 IFM) at 471-9338 or by facsimile 
transmission at 474-5909. 

Sincerely, 

.. . .... .. , . . . . . . . ~. . . . . . . - 
L!,y&W 

Encl: (See next page) 

Director 
Environmental Planning Division 



Ewcl: 
( I )  DBS for the Disposal md Reuse of 

NAS B h e ~  Point, Hawaii of August 1998 

Blind copy to: Q w h  mcl) 
Ms. Lesley Matsmoto 
Belt Collins Hawaii 
688 AEa Moma Boulevard, First Floor 
Honolulu, H 968 % 3-5406 



DEPARTMENT OF BUSINESS,: 
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT &TOURISM 

Mailing Address: P.0. Box 2359. Honolulu. Hawaii WCM 

Ref No. P-7855 
December 18# I b 8  

Mr. Melvin N. K d a  
Diredor 
Environmental Piaaning Division 
Department oftha Navy 
Pacific Division 
Naval Facilities Engineering Ccmmand. 
P d  Harbor, Hawaii 96860-7300 

Subject: Hawaii Coastal Zone Management ( 
Review h r  the D i o d  and Reuse 

\ , .  The Navy's proposed disposal of2,lOO acres of Navy pmpdes &Naval Air Station 
Barbers Point ckdared wuplu by the base closure, for subsequent reuse and redevelopment, has 
been ~cviewtd for censistenq with Hawaii's CZM Progran. We concur with your d W n a t i o n  
thaa the activity is consistent to the &mum extent prgcticable based on the following conditions. 

1. It is our understan- that the mitigation mcasures proposed in Chapter 4 oftfie 
Draft En\sironmd Impact Statement @IS] to minimize the identified impacts 
will be implementd. 

2. The EIS section on sensitive:habitats (Sec. 4.2.2.4, p. 4-58) states that impacts to 
the seasonal wetiand would include destruction of the wetland and possible 
induction of pollutants and silt due to runoff fiom construction activities and 
new developments. AGCordimg to the EIS, "impacts could be avoided by establishing 
buffer zones around the wetlands and by preyenting development in wetlands." 
It is our understanding that mitigation measures would be developed in consultation 
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

3. As indicated in the EIS (p. 4-59), wnsuttati~n initiated with tht Depactmmt of Eand 
and Natural Resources, Historic Preservation Division under Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preseavation Act, will be completed. 







DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
PACIFIC DIVISION 

NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND 
(MAKALAPA. HI) 

PEARL HARBOR. HAWAII 9686&7300 11015,4A8B . 

Ser 2321 3337 

Mr. Eugene T. Nitta 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
U.S. Department of Commerce 
2570 Dole Street, Room 106 
Honolulu, HI 96822 

Dear Mr. Ni tta: 

Subj: SECTION 7 CONSULTATION FOR TRANSFER OF SURPLUS PROPERTY 
AT NAVAL AIR STATION WAS), BARBERS POINT, HAWAII 

The Navy is writing to consult on the proposed conveyance of approximately 2,100 acres of 
surplus Naval property to the State of Hawaii for redevelopment, after the closure of NAS 
Barbers Point on July 2, 1999. The site is in the Ewa section of the island of Oahu. The 
federally listed green turtles are known to frequent the areas offshore but the beaches are not 
known to be turtle nesting habitats. More detailed information concerning the proposed disposal 
and reuse of surplus property is contained in enclosure (1) and is forwarded for your reference. 

+w' Separate copies of the enclosure (1) have also been mailed to your office under separate cover for 
review under the National Environmental Policy Act. 

The conveyance of Federal property from one federal agency to another or to the State of Hawaii, 
in itself, would not have an impact on threatened or endangered species. The conveyance 
documents will include a statement reminding the recipients of surplus properties that Federal or 
State consultation is required for any action that has the potential to impact federally or state 
listed species. 

We would appreciate your concurrence that the transfer of surplus Navy property would not have 
an impact on species under your purview. We want to thank you in advance for expediting the 
review action for this Section 7 consult. Should you have any questions, the points of contact are 
Mr. Tim Sutterfield (Code 232TS) for biology matters and Mr. Fred Minato (Code 23 1FM) for 
the proposed action at 471-9338 or by facsimile transmission at 474-5909. 

Sincerely, 

t q f J - &  MELVIN N. KAKU 

Director 
Environmental Planning Division 



Enc I: 
(1) Draft Enviromental Impact Statement for 

h e  Disposal and Reuse of NAS Barbers 
Point. Hawaii of August 1998 



UN,D STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
Nationel Oceanic end Atmospheric Administration 
NATIONAL MARINE FlSHERlES SERVICE 
Southwest Region 
501 West Ocean Boulevard. Suite 4200 - 

Long Beach, California 908024213 
PACIFIC ISLANDS AREA OFFICE 
2570 DOLE STREIX 
HONOLULU, HA WAU 9682223% 

November 25, 1998 

Mr. Melvin Kaku 
Director 
Environmental Planning Division 
Pacific Division 
Naval Facilities Engineering Cormnand 
Pearl Harbor, Hawaii 9b8bU-7300 

Dear Mr. Kaku: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the proposed transfer of 
surplus property at Naval Air Station (NAS), Barbers Point, 
Hawaii. Of approximately 3,722 acres at NAS Barbers Point, 2,100 
acres are proposed for conveyance to other federal, state, and 
local agencies after the closure of the NAS on July 2, 1999. I 
concur that this action is not likely to adversely affect listed 
species or critical habitat under the jurisdiction of the 

\w National Marine Fisheries Service, provided that any changes or 
improvements associated with the conveyance that increase 
potential storm water runoff over existing conditions, undergoes 
Section 7 evaluation at the appropriate time. 

This concludes the informal Section 7 consultation process for 
this proposed action. Consultation must be reinitiated if new 
information becomes available revealing effects of the action on 
listed species that were not previously considered, the action is 
subsequently modified in manner that causes an effect to listed 
species that was not considered, or if a new species or critical 
h a h i t ~ t  is desipnat~d ?-ha+ may be afferted hy the action. 

Please contact Mr. Eugene Nitta at (808) 973-2987 if you have any 
questions regarding this consultation. 

Sincerely, 

cc: FISWRxl - Nitta 
-.*w. 



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
PACIFIC DIVISION 

NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND 
(MAKALAPA. HI) 

PEARL HARBOR. HAWAII 968W73W 1 101 5.4A8B 
Ser i 3 2 /  3398 

1 6 SEP 1998 
Mr. Robert Smith, Ecoregion Manager 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Pacific Islands Office Ecological Services 
P.O. Box 501 67 
Honolulu, HI 96850 

Dear Mr. Smith: 

Subj: SECTION 7 CONSULTATION FOR TRANSFER OF SURPLUS PROPERTY 
AT NAVAL AIR STATION WAS), BARBERS P O W ,  HAWAII 

The Navy is writing to consult on the proposed conveyance of approximately 2,100 acres of 
surplus Naval property to the State of Hawaii for redevelopment, after the closure of NAS 
Barbers Point on July 2, 1999. The site is in the Ewa section of the island of Oahu. Two 
federally listed endangered plant species and one plant species of concern exist at the site, at least 
one federally listed endangered water bird frequents the site, and a federally listed bird species of 
concern may occur or range over the site. More detailed information concerning the proposed 

'w' disposaI and reuse of surplus property is contained in enclosure (1) and is forwarded for your 
reference. Separate copies of enclosure (1) have also been mailed to your office under separate 
cover for review under the National Environmental PoIicy Act. 

The conveyance of Federal property from one federal agency to another or to the State of Hawaii, 
in itself, would not have an impact on threatened or endangered species. The conveyance 
documents wilI include a statement reminding the recipients of surplus properties that Federal or 
State consultation is required for any action that has the potential to impact federally or state 
listed species. 

We would appreciate your concurrence that the transfer of Navy property would not have an 
impact on species under your purview. We want to thank you in advance for expediting the 
review action for this Section 7 consult. Should you have any questions, the points of contact 
are Mr. Tim Sutterfield (Code 232TS) for biology matters and Mr. Fred Minato (Code 23 1FM) 
for the proposed action at 471-9338 or by facsimile transmission at 474-5909. 

Sincerely, 

Director 
Environmental Planning Division 



Encl: 
(1) Draft Enviromental Impact Statement for 

the Disposal and Reuse of  NAS Barbers 
Point, Hawaii of August 1998 



United States Department of the Interior 

..>,w~ FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
Pacific Islands Ecoregion 

300 Ala Moana Boulevard, Room 3- 122 
Box 50088 

Honolulu. Hawaii 96850 

C 
In Reply Refer To: CMC 

Melvin Kaku 
Environmental Planning Division 
Department of the Navy 
Pacific Division 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
Pearl Harbor, Hawaii 96860 

Re: Section 7 Consultation for Transfer of Surplus Property at Naval Air Station WAS) Barbers 
Point, Hawaii. 

Dear Mr. Kaku: 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has received your September 16, 1998, letter 
requesting our concurrence under section 7 of the U.S. Endangered Species Act (Act) that the 

'C,-l proposed conveyance of approximately 2100 acres of surplus Naval property to the State of 
Hawaii for redevelopment following the closure of NAS Barbers Point on July 2, 1999, is not 
likely to adversely affect endangered and threatened species. At issue are the possible effects of 
the Navy's activities on two federally endangered plants, Chamaesyce skottsbergii var. 
skottsbergii (akoko) and Achyranthes splendens var. rotundata (no common name), and the 
endangered Hawaiian black-necked stilt (Himantopus mexicanus knuciseni). The plant species of 
concern, Capparis sandwichiana (maiapilo), also occurs on the projkct site. We have reviewed 
the information provided in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Disposal 
and Reuse of Naval Air Station Barbers Point Hawaii, as well as information contained in our 
files and offer the following comments. 

According to the State and Navy preferred alternative, all sites supporting Achyranthes splendens 
var. rotundata, Capparis sandwichiana, and the Hawaiian black-necked stilt will be transferred 
to the Service following closure. Thus, the Service concurs that the transfer of surplus Naval 
property to the State of Hawaii for redevelopment is not likely to adversely effect these species. 

However, according to our information, there are eight individuals of Chamaesyce skottsbergii 
var. skottsbergii on parcels that will be used by the State of Hawaii for residential, light 
industnal, recreational, or commercial use. Without adequate protection of these plants, we 
believe that such land uses may adversely effect Chamaesyce skottsbergii var. skottsbergii, and 
recommend that the Navy undergo formal consultation under section 7 of the Endangered 
Species Act. 

.w 



We are confident that our concern can be adequately and quickly addressed by incorporating 
measures to protect this species into the project design. We look f~rward to working with the 
Navy as soon as possible in order to determine mutually agreeable solutions prior to initiation of 
fomal consultation. Such p r i ~ r  agreements will expedite the f o m d  ilmultation process. 

h accordance with 50 C R  402.14, upon initiation of fomal consultation, the Navy should allow 
up to 90 days for the Service to conclude formal consultation and an additional 45 days for 
preparation of the biological opinion (unless we rnumal8y agree to an extension). 

As a reminder, the Act q u k  that after initiation of formal consultation, the Federal action 
agency make no irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources that limits future options. 
This practice insures that agency actions do not preclude the formulation or impIemenbation of 
reasonable and prudent alternatives that avoid jeopardizing the conthud existence of 
endangered or theatend species or destroying or modifying their critical habitats. 

If you have questions OK comment., please contact Assistant Field Supervisor 
and Wildlife Biologist Kevin Foster at (808) 54 1-344 1; f a :  54 1 -3470. 

Robert P. Smith 
Pacific Islands Manager 
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DEPARTMENT OF TI+€ N A W  
P~Ct f r c  D I V I S I ~  

WVU. FACILITIES ENGlNEERllr G COWUM' 

Mr. Robcrt smith 
Pacific Wands Ecoregion Manager 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Sewice 
300 Ala Moana Boulevard, Room 3- 122 
Box 50088 
Honolulu, M 96850 

Dear Mr. Smith: 

Subj: SECXION 7 CONSULTATION FOR THE TWWSl 'ER OF SURPLUS 
PROPERTY AT NAVAL AIR STATION, BARBEIS POINT, HAWAII 

Thank you for your Ictter of November 3, 1998, regard ng the abc w e  referenced Section 7 
Codtation. We appreciate your conctmmce that the proposed action is not likely to adversely 
e f k t  Achyrmthes qdendens var. rozunda, Cappad sc:nmvichip:uz, or the Hawaiian 
black-necked stilt, Kimonropus mericanrrr W e n i .  

x.;.. . . . . ..s 
.<%++ With respect to the eight acoko plants, Chamaesya~ sk jmbergzi mr. sbrtrbqii, tbat are I& 

outside of property which is scheduled to be tntnsfm~ to the U. S. Fish and wldEfk Savice 
(USFWS), you have requested that the Navy undergo f ,xxnal con.;ultation. We believe that 
formal codtadon is not rquired. We have reached r is concIrtsion for a n u m .  of reasons, 
including, but not limited to the following: 

a The p-ls located outside the proposed USFW S boundai ics, which are believed to 
contain akoko plants, are scheduled to be transfenad tc the Dcpa:lment of Hawaiian Homelands 
and the City and County of Honolulu. 

b. The Navy will transfer each of the subject parce Ls to the I. .S. Departmeat of Interior 
0. 

c. The U.S. D8I will thea convey the parcels, desi.gared for the Departmmt of Hawaiian 
Homelands, utilizing the Hawaiian Homelands Recovt ry Act. 

d Lands scheduled fbr conveyance to the City am County of Honolulu will be trmsfmcd to 
the National Park Strvice (NPS), under a public benet5 t conveyaace. The NPS will then dead the 
pmperty to the City and County of Honolulu 

e. Each of the conveyances from the U.S. DO1 will contain .: restrictive covenant with the 
W' foliowing wording: 

RECEIVED TINE NOV.25. 10:41Fm PRINT TINE NOV.25. 10:42RM 
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"Recipient is advised thzu the subject prop= contains m e  or m: e individ* of the 
d akoko plant (Chaesyce  sko#rbergii var- s 9, and that dditi~raal 

specimens may be dscovered in the future. Recipient agrees to abide by d1 
guidehes, relative to the proeon of m d a n g d  glan~s. FukDhel more, rec 
mnsult with the U-S. Fish and Wildlife Savice, prior to any &on on the subject 
gp0petys which might innpad tht &oko plants? 

As outlined above, the on involves the tran der s f  N2 9 Band to the U.S. DOI. 
U.S. DO1 will then state and local agencies. E:& d t y  acquiring this 
property must comply with the same guideIines applicable to the Navy, regarding thc gmtcctioma 
of threatened and cdmgerOB species. This fbt, =uplo 1 with the inclusion of d c t i v e  
cav-ts, will clearly Sord the akoko planas a d 0)f on equal to, or gnat=S t$m 
what they now enjoy. 

We believe Phar the act of in any impact to the 
&6k6 plan&. a $%Vt ask that YOU 

60ncUr with this finding. 

%odd y have any questions, please cantar3 Mr. Step lien Sm.itb ( M e  t32SS) at 471 -9338 or i 

ile tmnsmksisn at 47459B. 

r 
hviPsmc.nt%B Plam:i.ng Division 

RECEIVED TIME NOV.25. 10:41Fm 2 PRINT TIME N0V.Z. f0:42AM 



United States Department of the Interior 

-& FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
Pacific Islands Ecorcgion 

300 AIa Moana Boulevard, Room 3- 122 
Box 50088 

Honolulu. Hawaii %850 

In Reply Refer To: KWR 

Melvin N. Kaku 
Director, Environmental Planning Division 
Department of the Navy 
Pacific Division 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
Pearl Harbor, Hawaii 96860-7300 

Re: Section 7 Consultation for Transfer of Surplus Property at Naval Air Station, Barbers 
Point, Hawaii 

Dear Mr. Kaku: 

This responds to your November 24, 1998, letter in which you provided additional information on 
the proposed transfer of surplus property at Naval Air Station, Barbers Point, Hawaii, and 

- ..TY):TY): 
requested our concurrence that the proposed transfer is not likely to adversely affect the federally 
endangered plant species Chamaesyce skottsbergii var. skottsbergii (akoko). Based upon the 
Navy's assurance that each of the land conveyances will be made through the U.S. Department of 
the Interior POI),  we will concur that the Navy's action is not likely to adversely affect 
Chamaesyce skottsbergii var. skottsbergii, provided the U.S. Navy informs the appropriate 
bureau within the U.S. DO1 of its responsibilities to consult under section 7 of the U.S. 
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (Act), on the potential effects of the land transfer to 
the State of Hawaii and City and County of Honolulu on Chamaesyce skottsbergii var. 
skottsbergii. 

We continue to believe that the proposed residential, light industrial, recreational, or commercial 
uses of the lands in the fiture may adversely affect Chamaesyce skottsbergri var. skottsbergri. 
We, therefore, recommend that prior to the conveyance ofthe lands fiom the U.S. DO1 to the 
State of Hawaii and to the City and County of Honolulu the appropriate bureau within the U.S. 
DO1 initiate formal consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) under section 7 
of the Act. 

Provided the Navy informs the appropriate agency within the U.S. DO1 of its responsibilities 
under section 7 of the Act for Chamaesyce skottsbergii var. skottsbergii as described above, we 
concur with your determillation that the Navy's conveyance of surplus lands at Barbers Point to 
the U.S. DO1 is not likely to adversely affect Chamaesyce skottsbergii var. skottsbergii and that 

,.<&. 
the requirements of section 7 of the Act have been satisfied. However, the Navy's obligations 
under section 7 of the Act must be reconsidered if (1) new information reveals impacts of this 
identified action that may affect listed species or critical habitat in a manner not previously 



considered, (2) this action is subsequently modified in a manner that was not considered in this 
wsessment, or (3) a new species is listed or cribid habitat determined that may be aected by the 
identified action. 

If  you have any questions, please contact Assistant Field Supervisor Karen R ~ s a  (ph~ne: $088541- IS:... 

3441 ; fax: 8088541-3470). 

Sincerely, 

&& 
Robert P. Smith 
Pacific Islands Manager 





D E P A R T M E N T  OF T H E  NAVY 
PACIFIC DIVISION 

NAVAL FAClLtTlES ENGINEERING COMMAND 
(MAKALAPA. HI) 

PEARL HARBOR. HAWAII 9686G7300 
5750.33 
Ser 2331 39S1 

Mr. Michael D. Wilson 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
Department of Land and Natural Resources 
33 South King Street, Sixth Floor 
Honolulu, HI 968 13 

Dear Mr. Wilson: 

As you are already aware, the Department of the Navy (Navy) proposes to close Naval Air 
Station (NAS), Barbers Point in accordance with the 199% Base Realignment and Closure Act 
process. Of the total 3,722 acres at NAS Barbers Point, the Navy will retain about 1,130 acres 
and 492 acres will be transferred to other federal agencies. The remaining 2,100 acres have been 
declared surplus lands and will be disposed by various conveyance authorities for reuse and 
redevelopment as follows (enclosure (1 )): 

a. A portion of these surplus lands will be conveyed through the federal General Services 
Administration (GSA) to the Department of Hawaiian Homes Lands (DHHL) under the 

w,' Hawaiian Homes Recovery Act. 

b. Direct transfer of approximately 690 acres fiom the Navy to the State Department of 
Transportation (DOT) for general aviation. 

c. Public benefit conveyance of approximately 680 acres through the National Park Service 
to the State Department of Land and Natural Resources and the City and County of Honolulu 
(Department of Parks and Recreation Services) for parks and recreation. 

d. Public benefit conveyance for education through the federal Department of Education 
(DOE) of approximately five acres to Honolulu Community College and about 20 acres to the 
State DOE. 

e. Public benefit conveyance of approximately 30 acres through the federal Department of 
Health and Human Services to the City and County of Honolulu Board of Water Supply (BWS) 
for public health. 

f Direct transfer of 13 acres to the State Hawaii Housing Authority (HHA) for the homeless. 

The proposed redevelopment of the surplus lands is documented in the reports Naval Air Station 
Barbers Point, Community Redevelopment Plan and Naval Air Station Barbers Point, 
Community Redevelopment Plan, Amendment 1 that were approved by the Governor and the 

.. . . . . .:.x,&~ Barbers Point Naval Air Station Redevelopment Commission. This plan is referred to as the 
State-preferred alternative that is analyzed in enclosure (2) and is the proposed undertaking 
under Section 106 review. Please note the errata sheet on the inside cover page of Draft 



\.-. , . . . . . . ... . .-.- . ..... ..., 
5750J.B 
Ser 233/ 395% 

Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) (enclosure (2)). these emrs  will be corrected in the - 
Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). Excluded &om the Navy's Section 106 
consultation are those lands to be t r a n s f e d  to federal agencies since those properties will 
remain under federal control, and the transfer of l a d s  by GSA to DHNL. In the latter case, it is 
our understanding that compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 

A) will be handled separately. The receiving federal agencies have been provided 
information on historic prope~ies, if any, located within their respective lands and will be 
notified of their responsibilities under the W A .  

The Navy has completed archaeological armd architectural inventory surveys of NAS Barbers 
Point. The final Phase H and Phase I1 inventory survey reports (Tuggle and Tornonari-Tuggle 
1997a; and Wickler and Tuggle 1997) presenting our findings and significance evaluation have 
been forwarded to your office. A draft copy of the Q'Ware et al. (8996) Phase I1 inventory 
survey was also provided for your review. This report is undergoing revision and a final copy 
will be fowarded when available. Photodocmentation, in accordance with the specifications 
and standards of the Historic American Buildings Survey, has been completed for Category 1 and 
I1 buildings and structures. A complete set of photodocmentatispa will be forwarded to your 
office under separate cover. 

.......... ......: .\.<:::.: L -  

Figure ES-1 and Chapter Two of enclosure (2) present the details of the proposed reuse md 
redevelopment. Chapter 3, section 3.3 of enclosure (2) provides a s u m m q  of archaeological 
sites and historic stmchres that has been determined National Register eligible and are located 
on surplus lands. Chapter 4, section 4.3, and Tables 4.3- B and 4.3-2 present a comparison of the 
different alternative redevelopment with the affected archaeologicaI sites and historic structures. 
Again, please note the errata sheet on the inside mver page of the DEIS; these errors will be 
corrected in the FEIS. The above studies identified no historic properties in my of the parcels to 
be transferred to EEL4 (13 acres contain~ng only modem buildings), BWS, and State DOE (20 
acres of existing school). 

The Navy neither has an approval authority over the c o m ~ t y  development plan nor has arm 
involvement in its future implementation. Therefore, only the Navy's disposal action is subjtxt 
to ahis consultation. Informal consultation with Dr. Don Hibbard of your office was ccarried out 
in applying the Criteria of Effect ($800.9(a)). It was agreed in the informal consultation that the 
effect of the proposed disposal is considered as not adverse ($800.9(~)(3)) based on the 
following: 

a. The Navy will ensure that the direct transfer of surplus lands to the State DOT includes a 
protective covenant (enclosure (3)) to ensure the preservation and appropriate treatment of 
historic properties. 

b. The Navy will provide protective covenants to the sponsoring fderal agencies for 
inclusion in the deeds transferring surplus lands under public benefit conveyances 



5750.2B 
Ser n 3 1 3 9 5 7  

(enclosures (4a) and (4b) for parks and recreation and enclosure (4c) for education) to ensure the 
preservation and appropriate treatment of historic properties. 

c. Implementation of the community redevelopment plan will be in compliance with the 
State of Hawaii's historic preservation law (Chapter 6E, H.R.S.). The SHPO, as the State 
Historic Preservation Division, is the regulatory agency under Chapter 6E. The Hawaii's historic 
preservation review process is patterned after, but more stringent than, the Section 106 review. 

d. SHPO should contact and involve interested Native Hawaiian organizations in the 
management and stewardship of Hawaiian archaeological sites in the proposed Heritage Park. 

In accordance with 36 CFR§800.5(d), we are seeking your concwence with our finding of "no 
adverse effect. " 

Should you have any questions regarding these matters, please contact Ms. Elizabeth Gordon or 
Annie Griffin, Archaeologists at 471-9338 or by facsimile transmission at 474-5909. 

Sincerely, 

Director 
Environmental Planning Division 

Encl: 
(1 ) Disposal and Reuse Plan, Real Estate 

Drawing RE 98-003 
(2) DEIS for the Disposal and Reuse of 

Naval Air Station, Barbers Point, 
Hawaii of August 1998 

(3) Historic Preservation Covenant to 
State DOT 

(4) Historic Preservation Covenant Under 
Public Benefit Conveyances 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
PACIFIC DIVISION 

NAVAL FAClLlTlES ENGINEERING COMMAND 
(MAKALAPA. HI) 

PEARL HARBOR. HAWAII 9686~7300 

CERTIFIED MAIL 
C 

Ms. Cornelia Keatinge 
Historic Preservation Specialist 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
12136 West Bayaud Avenue, Suite 330 
Lakewood, CO 80226 

5750.2B 
Ser 233T- 4541 

e I DEC IW 

Dear Ms. Keatinge: 

As you are already aware, the Department of the Navy (Navy) proposes to close Naval Air 
Station (NAS), Barbers Point in accordance with the 1993 Base Realignment and Closure Act 
process. Of the total 3,722 acres at NAS Barbers Point, the Navy will retain about 1,130 acres 
and 492 acres will be transferred to other federal agencies. The remaining 2,100 acres have been 
declared surplus lands and will be disposed by various conveyance authorities for reuse and 
redevelopment (enclosure (1)). 

The proposed redevelopment of the surplus lands is documented in the reports NAS Barbers 
Point, Community Redevelopment Plan and NAS Barbers Point, Community Redevelopment 
Plan, Amendment 1 that were approved by the Governor and the Barbers Point Naval Air Station 
Redevelopment Commission. The Navy neither has an approval authority over the community 
development plan nor has an involvement in its fiture implementation. Therefore, it is only the 
Navy's disposal action that is the proposed undertaking under Section 106 review. 

Ln accordance with 36 CFRS800 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 as amended, 
we believe that the effect of the proposed disposal of surplus lands at NAS Barbers Point can be 
considered as not adverse (§800.9(~)(3)) based on the following: 

a. The preservation and appropriate treatment of those historic properties affected by the 
proposed reuse will be ensured by protective covenants (enclosure (Z)), that will be included in 
the deeds transferring surplus lands. 

b. Implementation of the community redevelopment plan will be in compliance with the 
State of Hawaii's historic pmscrvation law (Chapter 6E, H.RS.). The Hawaii State Historic 
Preservation Officer (SHPO), as the State Historic Preservation Division, is the regulatory 
agency under Chapter 6E. The Hawaii's historic preservation review process is patterned after, 
but more stringent than, the Section 106 review. 

Five public archaeological informational tours of NAS Barbers Point were conducted January 

'.m' 
1995 through April 1996 as part of the Navy's Section 106 consultation for the proposed 
disposal of NAS Barbers Point. Representatives h m  Native Hawaiian organizations (Ahahui 
Siwila Hawaii 0 Kapolei, Friends for Ewa, Friends of Kukaniloko, Ka Lahui Hawaii, Kualakai 
Ohana, Native Hawaiian Historic Preservation Council, and Office of Hawaiian Affairs) were 



among the attendees of these tours. The Navy received no comments &om these organizations 
on the tmsfer of lands as it affects Native Hawaiian cultural sites. 

Enc2osu-e (3) is a copy of the Navy's Section 806 consultation with the SPIPO. Enclosure (4) is 
a copy of the SHPO letter concuing with our 'ho adverse effect" determination. In accordance 
with 36 CFRg8OQ.5(d), we ahe submitting the summary documentation to you for comment. 

Should you have any questions regahding these matters, piease contact Ms. Elizabeth Gordon, 
PACNAVFACENGCOM Archaeologist (Code 233EG)) at (808) 471-9338 or by facsimile 
trammission at (808) 474-5909. 

Sincerely, 

Director 
Enviroramental Planning Division 

Encl: 
(I) Disposal and Reuse Plan, Real Estate 

Drawing RE 98-003 
(2) Historic Preservation Covenants 
(3) PACNAVFACENGCOM Consultation 

Letter 
(4) SHPO Review Letter 

. . .  . . . . . .  
q. ......... i.. 
,...a. 
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Preservation 

The Old Post Office Building 
1100 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW. 1809 Reply to: 12 136 West Bayaud Avenue, #330 
W n g l o n ,  DC 20004 Lakewood, Colorado 80226 

January 1 1,1999 

Melvin N. Kaku, Director 
Environmental Planning Division 
Department of the Navy, Pacific Division 
Naval Facilit~es Engineering Command 
Pearl Harbor, M 96860-7300 

R E F :  Proposed trc~nsfeers at Naval Air Station, Barbers Point, HI 

Dear Mr. Kaku: 

We have reviewed the documentation regarding the Navy's determination that the proposed 
+ekSukSu 

transfer of lands at the Naval Air Station WAS) Barbers Point, Hawaii will not adversely affect 
historic properties. This determination is based the Exception to the Criteria of Adverse Effect 
set out at 36 CFR §800.9(~)(3) based on the inclusion of preservation covenants within the 
transfer documents. We are pleased that the Navy has taken this approach to these transfer 
actions, and in general it appears that the preservation covenants will provide adequate long term 
protections for these properties. 

Since covenants are strictly construed in the event of a dispute regarding their enforcement it is 
critical that they be both clearly written and internally consistent. We suggest that each of the 
proposed covenants be reviewed by one of the Navy's real estate attorneys to ensure their 
enforcability before they are included in the final transfer documents. In particular, in Enclosure 
2a we are concerned about the vague descnption of the protecied yioprties in the first pmgraph 
and do not think that paragraph (3) is clearly written. Paragraph (1)(a) of Enclosure 2b restricts 
actions that may alter a "significant interior feature," however we are uncertain that this 
descriptive term alone provides adequate notice to a property owner of the limitations included in 
the covenant. Paragraph (1) b. of this same enclosure requires the property owner to "make every 
effort to retain and reuse, to the extent practicable, Buildings 92 and 1146." Although we 
strongly advocate the reuse. of these properties we'are concerned that the current language is too 
vague to support an enforcement action under the covenant. We believe that language 
'specifically permitting the.N,qtionql,Pa+ Scrvif&the right to delegate its responsibilities under 
the covenant is the better ~ai'io'akiares'i th; end note in both Enclosures 2b and 2c. The 
attachment to Enclosure 2b notes that Site No. 5098 is eligible under National Register criterion 
D, although it described as including two features that contain human remains. Is this a 
typographical error? The covenant included i ~ ~ n c l o s u r e  2d does not appear to be consistent 



regarding the required approvals prior to development activities. Paragraph (1) requires the prior 
approval of both the United States Department of Education and the Hawaii State Historic 

,. . w.5*.>:.. 

Preservation Officer (SHIPO) while paragraphs (3) and (4) only require approval by the SWO. 
Paragraphs (4) and (5) follow the language used in Enclosure 2a, paragraph (3) and Enclosure 2b, 
paragraph (1) b. respectively and our comments above apply. 

We q u e s t  that you modify the proposed covenants in light of our recommendations and 
resubmit them for OUT review. We look forward to working with you to conclude the Section 106 
process. If you have any questions or require fiuther assistance finalizing tRe covenants, you may 
contact Lee Keatinge of the Western Office of Planning and Review at (303) 969-5 1 10. 

Director 
Office of Planning and Review 



Land use development assumptions reflect the Naval Air Station Barbers Point Community 
Redevelopment Plan (Helber, Hastert & Fee, Planners, March 1997). Subsequent land use 
changes, as reflected in Naval Air Station Barbers Point Community Redevelopment Plan 
Amendment 1 (Helber, Hastert & Fee, Planners, December 1997), are addressed in the 
main text. 



SUBTOTAL: 1162 

Roars 1 own spa-: 117 
TOTAL IS9 

Sae Lit of*esump4iorn forthi Lard Uss TOW. 
Bmpasab: Sw, anashd nc40s regnldhe caItu(sllon5 h s d  on SwCIRC pOp0sak. 

TOTAL: 4,976,830 1.tU 
SF W a  

7 
c.: c.:. .... 
,:.:.:. <::::: 



HOUSlNa ..... ... . 
.... RUC.+&~ . . 

D M  ..... 

~ DHHL 
DHHL . .... ...... .... 0 12.00 4.00 Zonlnp 

-has ...... tm - ........-. . . .... -. . - ~- 
4a 

HHA HR-1 ~om*arn-.~<&s 
- Lv.BO 10.40 

Proposal ..-. 
~ .. ... ..... S W S ~ l l i  _ - - 

WA HR-1 Downlown Cq?munl(y W S  ..... PmpoSal. .... ..... M-5w .- .- s w s l m t i l i l - ~ -  - 
HHA .. HR-2 W - L e l m  R d l l  15 0 ... 3.00 12.00 ~ 0 n l n p  R-5 R-3.5- R--%- 149 - ... . -- .... 
HHA HR-a w - s e n ~ a p  20 2 3.60 14.40 Z o n h  R 4  R-3.5 17-3.5 3500 50% I 179 

PUBLIC FACIUllEt - -  PF a . ...... 

.+awr PF-1 E n t a v n  Wsmfety 7 0 140 5.0 - ~ l ( y m i a  NFORMAT~IONNEEMD . -. ... SW ~ X 1 2 / 5 ~ ~ ~ 1 7 0 9 / 1 7 1 C l h ~  

Q!'"L PF-~.. borntown vocaliona~ s d ~ a ~ ~  11 0 2.20 8.80 2- El... 1-2 &I 1 -. ... -. .. 
CtY ... Pi=-3 EbmemtaWma .. 14 0 2 . G 4 - r ~ ~ ~ ~ '  - Adud JNFORMATION NEE€ .... ... 

I 0  13 0 2.60 10.40 Cly hlo INFORMATION NEEDED 'W PF-4 FbeBphlerVPhinp S w s h s a t l 2  
SUBTOTAL: 

RoadslOpsn Sp.c4: 

TOTAL 
TOTAL: 8.671.1U 1.70 

SquamFl DVs 

Barbers Po'M 



." 
73 0 SSW BOW Cnylnh P 2  5% 

-- - - - -- - 
P s l  PadlcMI Sporb Cenln W.WO 2,MO I1 Sw.heS(l1-200raan. 

COMM€,RClALJ-UOXT IDWTRUL . 
pp 

C9mWRr CR '9.. - - 
- -- - - --- - - -- -. 

OWL CR-1 ~eo6v.lmll&&&& 188 0 21 20 M W  CRqlnb 
" 

a.m 30 -T 
54 0 1080 4320 Pw~anI 

2 9 8 0 0 -  -. - _--- CR-2 Me-uf 35 
c0narrsi.l C -- - _ - _  

DnnL Gl Dnndanmmnsrdd 3 0 060 240 - Z m a  B 1  k i - - - B l  1 Nm. 1M.W _ _ . _ = I  '5 - 
Cmm@sb%llndus CL 

- 
42 - - - - - .. -- - - .. -. -- 

DHHL =-I i h p i ~ i ~  - pp 42 o 840 3360 canucl dala :~ ,OW ~ , W O  zo wo ~ ~ ~ a c r e  672.000 446 3 %  --- -. 

SUBTOT& 
R D e d  6 Open ewm: 

TOTAL: 



Roads: 158 SquatuFt DVh s q u r s ~  ws 
TOTAL: 2141 TOTAL: 4 . 0  1,EM 

3qlum~1 ws 
see Un oflSwumplbns forthb Land Use TaM. 
Pmpaak See attached notea r s p a d i  c P l w l a t h  bascd on s p *  pmposak. 

Ba&n Point €IS 



1. PACIFIC INTERNATIONAL SPORTS CENTER 
City of Honolulu Facilities Proposal 
90 acre parcel 
(150 acre parcel was later requested) 

Proposed Facilities: Estimated Size: 
Closed (SF) Open (SF) 

Administrative Complex 27,740 
Events Planning and Development Center 
Sports Hall of Fame 
& Visitor Center 
Athlete residences* 
Dining Facility 
Sporis Performance Clinic: 
a. Sporis Medicine & Technology 
b. Aquatics Center 
c. Multi-purpose gymnasium 
d. Training & Competitive Exhibition Arena** 

SF not specified 
45,000 
55,000 

(Similar to UH arena) 
e. Education Center 5,400 
Subtotal: 349,390 13.000 

Parking (at-grade) for 2500 cars @ 360 sffcar 900,000 
(or 21 acres) 

"400 residents in 200 rooms (2 per bedroom) 
**City planner L. Chun stated the arena would hold 10- 15,000 people However, the arena was 
not presented to or approved by the Reuse Committee. It is not included in the EIS analysis. 

Information provided by C & C of Honolulu, Planning Dept. /document dated W12496 
Total SF does not include items listed above for which specific SF was not provided. 

Barbers Point EIS 

*.. :.... 
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2: BASEBALL CENTER 
Mitsunaga & Assoc.: EIS 

<.+M State of Hawaii 
Approx. 80 acre parcel shown in diagram 

Proposed Facilities: Estimated Size: 
Square Feet Acres 

Fields: 
4 baseball fields 
1 'stadium" field 
2 practice infields 
5 tennis courts 
3 basketball courts 
Multi-use plaza 

Facilities: 
5,000 seat grandstand 
Multi-purpose building 
Batting cages 
Maintenance Building 
Qbservation Towers 
Dormitory 

Not specified 
Not specified 
Not specified 
Not specified 
Not specified 
Not specified 

Not specified 
10,000 
15,000 
3,200 
2,000 
22,200 

Parking: 
. ... '..<,- ... . Diagram only; No figures provided within the EIS Not specified 

52,400 75 
Total: Square Feet Acres 

mentioned 

Total SF does not include items listed above for which specific SF was not provided. 

.. ... ....... .,<' 
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2A. BASEBALL CENTER 
City of Honolulu (L.Churs) 
1 10 acre parcel request 

Proposed Facilities: Estimated Size: 
Square Feet Acres 

Community & Practice Facijities: 
4 baseball fields 
team meeting facilities 1 restroom 
3 outdoor basketball courts 
6 tennis courts 
2 softball fields 

Competitive Facilities: 
Baseball stadium for 15,000 persons Not specified Not specified 

Parking: 
Parking (5000 spaces at-grade) 41 

5,000 82 
Total: Square Feet Acres 

NOTE: 
It is likely that the Baseball Center (#2) would share parking with the International Sports Center (#I). 
It is also likely that an arena, if built, would be shared with the lnternationa! Sports Center. 
(However, the International Sports Center may need to have a sport other than baseball in its arena). 

hformation provided by C & C of Honoluju, Planning Dept. /document dated 3/12Y96 
Total SF does not include items listed above for which specific SF was not provided. 

Barbers Point EIS 

. . .  w,5p 

Proposal Summary Sheet 



3. FIELD SPORTS COMPLEX 
. . . *. . . . . . ... 

City of Honolulu Facilities Proposal 
5 10 Acre parcel requested 

Proposed Facilities: Estimated Size: 
Square Feet Acres 

Community & Practice Facilities: 
4 baseball fields 
team meeting facilities / restroom 
3 outdoor basketball courts 
6 tennis courts 
2 softball fields 

Competitive Facilities: 
Baseball stadium for 15,000 persons Not Used Not Used 

Parking: 
Parking (5000 spaces at-grade) 41.30 

5,000 82 
f otal: Square Feet Acres 

u.w,' 
Information provided by C & C of Honolulu, Planning Dept, /document dated 3/12/96 
Total SF does not include items listed above for which specific SF was not provided. 

.. . ..<<.@ 
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4. FESnVAL CENTER 
City of Honolulu Facilities Proposal 
65 acre parcel requested 

Proposed Estimated Size: 
Facilities: Square Feet Acres 

Outdoor Amphitheatre: 
Performance Shell 1 .OO 
Seating (fixed for 6000Aawn for 9000) Not Specified 24.10 
Support facilities 9,600 0.22 

Landscaped Public Gardens: 
Gardens & Lawns 
Pavilions 
Concessions/Restroorns 
Performer Staging building 

Parking: 
At-grade 3500 spaces 29.70 

25,608 65 
Square Feet Acres 

Information provided by C & C of Honolulu, Planning Dept. / document dated 3/12/96 
Total SF does not include items listed above for which specific SF was not provided. 

Barbers Point EIS 
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5. HERITAGE CENTER 
',?@ .. .. .... 

City of Honolulu Facilities Proposal 
470 acre parcel requested 

Proposed Facilities: Estimated Size: 
Square Feet Acres 

Administrative Facilities 
Registration & Events Coordinator 
Offices for 4 4 prof'l staff 
Conference Room 
Restroom & Storage 

Heritage Education Center 
Classrooms & Demonstrations 
Auditorium for 300 
Restrooms 
Storage / Utilities 

Recreation Facilities: 
Interpretive sites 
Outdoor instruction 

Small Group Camping /Picnicking: 
. . .. .. ,... Picnic Grounds 
,.'W Campgrounds 

Preserve / resource Areas 

Parking & Circulation 
At-grade for 1,200 cars 
Roadways & Buffer Areas 

Not specified 
720 8.00 

18,560 170 
Total: Square Feet Acres 

MOTE: 
*Only areas specified in documents provided are included in totals. 
**Information provided by C & C of Honolulu; document dated 3/72/96. 
"*Auditorium is a simple outdoor amphitheatre unless listed as "amphitheatre" on plan. 

.. . .... >. T& . . . . . . 
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6. PACIFIC ROWING REGAlTA 
City of Honolulu Facilities Proposal 
220 Acre parcel requested 

Proposed Facilities: Estimated Size: 
Square Feet Acres 

2,000 Meter Racing Channel 
Channel /w water 
Walkways 

Boat Staging and Storage 
Boathouse 
Floating Launching Docks 
Boat repair yard 

Spectator Facilities 
Spectator Seating for d 5,000 
Media Facilities 
Post-Race Ceremony and Processing 
Team and Family Picnic Areas 

Parking 
Atgrade for 5,400 cars 

234,5QO 
30,0061 
30,000 

Not specified 

335,100 127 
Total: Square Feet Acres 

Without Spectator facility: 40,600 

NOPE: 
"Only areas specified in documents provided are included in totals. 
**Information provided by C & C of Honolulu; document dated 3/?H96. 

Barbers Point EIS 
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7. OCEAN RECREATION DISTRICT 
City of Honolulu Facilities Proposal 

UYV~P, 340 acre parcel requested 

Proposed Facilities: Estimated Size: 
Square Feet Acres 

A: OCEAN CENTER 50.00 
Ocean Sport Staging Area 
Boat & Canoe ~aunch Ramps Not specified 
Reception Area (outdoors) 0.28 
Boat Trailer Parking (60 cars) 1.38 
Boat & Canoe Staging Area 0.92 
Ocean Center 
Water feature 1 .OO 
Ocean Center Building* 13,200 
Parking & Circuiation 
At-grade for 800 cars 7.00 
Subtotals: 13,200 

B. WHITE PLAINS BEACH PARK 160.00 
Beach Zone 
Field Areas: 
Campgrounds 50.00 

. .  . . . . 
(.. . . . ..., ' C < > W  

Picnic & games 40.00 
Rest rooms 2000 
Pavilions 1440 
Roadways, buffers, & drainage 30.00 
Parking for 3,400 cars 28.00 
Subtotals: 3,440 148 

C. NlMlTZ BEACH PARK 130.00 
Beach Zone 12.00 
Field Areas 
Large Group Picnic Area 50.00 
Family Picnic Area 30.00 
Roadways, Buffers, & Drainage 23.00 
Parking for 1,800 cars 15.00 
Subtotals: 130.00 

NOTE: 
Only areas specified in documents provided are included in totals. 
Information provided by C & C of Honolulu; document dated 3/12/96. 

* Includes an instruction center, equipment rental center, snack bar, and 5500 sf restaurant. 

Barbers Point El% Proposal Summary Sheet 



8. M A M I  PARK HAWAII (Marine Park) 
Facilities Prop~sal 

Proposed Facilities: 
Swim-through aquarium 
Waterpark 
Botanical gardens, aviary, tideltouch p ~ o i s  
Parking: 
MeetingICommercial space: 

Banquetlfunction areas 
Food and gift facilities 

Theatre 
Weasearch facilities 

TOTAL: 

Acre: Est. SF*: 
15 No estimates 
5 given for 
25 outdoor 
25 construction 
5 326,700 

"Estimated SF = acreage developed Q 75% and 2 stories, 
Rounded to 330,000 SF. 75% coverage possible because 
parking requirements are contained within the 25 acre parcel. 

Barbers Point EIS 
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9. AUTO RACEWAY COMPLEX 
:.<,= Facilities Proposal 

Brag Strip 
Road Course 
Dirt oval arena 
Off road course 
repair and machine shops 
retail space 
parking lot 
spectator "amenities" 
Driving School 
Auto-related flea market (occasional) 

Proposed annual attendance: 
See SMS table for dailyipeak attendance 

5000 ft 
1 to 2-112 miles long 

113 mile 
5 acre 

150,000 SF 
200,000 SF 
1,200 car 
See below 

Spectator Facilities for 15,000 for 10,000 
'Sample facility from Graphic Standards 
Concessions 

. * .  Toilets 
Team lockers1toilets 
Dressinghnterview rooms 
Employee areas 
Truck docWreceiving 
Storage 
Administrative offices 
Lobby 
Ticketing 7,000 4,667 

82,400 54,933 

Above SF estimates do not include seating areas. 

.. . . . . . . . . 
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10. HECO PROPOSAL 

2QQ,QQO MW coal-fired generators 
24Q MW oil-fired generator 
acre site request 

1 plant = 35 acres 
2 plants = 78 acres 

Assumption: 2 plants could be constructed on site provided. 

Barbers Point EIS Proposal Summary Sheet 



W' 
11. HOMELESS PROPOSAL 

DOWNTOWN: 

PHASE 1 DEVELOPMENT 
Units: Bldg: SF: 

32 2,594 Clinic (Not counted; replaced in phase 11) 
Community services 
Family housing 
Single male housing 

PHASE lI DEVELOPMENT 
Est. acreage based on drawing submittal (Exhibit 19): 

Acre: *SF: *SF development based on 25% site coverage @ 2 stories. 
3.09 67,200 a. Group Housing and Health Center 

b. Community facilities 
Future gym, library, day care center, classrooms & playground. 
Note: 50% of "community facilities" acreage 
indicated as a recreation area. 

NW SITE: 65 acre 
Housing Other: 

Acre: Acre: DU SF Use 
15 0 120 0 Rental housing 

<mv" 

Assume Habitat request (SFIMF) 
0 7 0 300,000 Support services 1 story, scaled from drawing 
0 2 0 0 garden 1 story, scaled from drawing 
0 4 0 200,000 community center 
8 0 100 0 rental housing Assume density = R-3.5 
15 0 187 0 permanent housing Assume density = R-3.5 
0 4 0 0 parkhecreation 
0 10 0 0 agriculture 
38 27 406 500,000 

. . ... .. . . . . . . . . . >:,- 
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12. LIFE SAFETY ACADEMY & HFD SERVICES 

1709,36,1710 

DOWNTOWN: 

Existing / New 
Use: Building SF: Acre: 
Structure: Fire Station Fire Station ? 
Helicopter Tender Storage Building New ? 
Dormitory for 120 persons Building 39 ? 
Classrooms, auditorium, administrative, kitcher New 3 
Housing and servicing HFD helicopters, Hanger 111 ? 
off ice space, and equipment / storage 

TOTAL: 

Mentioned in Reuse Wan: 

Buildings to be used: Square Feet: 

Building 36 
Building 1709 
Building 171 0 
Total: 

Barbers Point EIS Proposal Summary Sheet 



LIST OF ASSUMPTIONS: 

t.2.&,.&z The following assumptions were used in developing the land use tables for all Alternatives 

ALL DEVELOPMENT 
Estimated development is for buildings only. It does not include parking. 

COMMERCIAL I RECREATION DEVELOPMENT: 

1 When proposals were available for parcels labeled CommercialIRecreation, that data 
was used to develop land use tables for analysis within this EIS. 

2 Allowable SF based on a probable zone in the LUO was not an appropriate method for this analysis. 
"Outdoor recreation" is primarily allowed in the IMX-1 category, and its maximum FAR=1.75. 
The level of development produced using an FAR of 1.75 was not consistent with the description of 
Commercial I recreation uses in the Naval Air Station Barbers Point: Community Redevelopment Plan. 

3 No other basis for determining potential land use for these parcels was supplied to the EIS consultant. 

RESIDEN'rIAL AND HOMELESS: 

1 Downtown residential development is apartments; 

%,& 
2 Apartment assumptions: Net area = 75% gross; Average apartment = 1200 SF 
3 Outside Downtown: R-5 if DHHL (typical for surrounding area) and R-3.5 if homeless (higher density). 
4 Downtown homeless residential combines housinglpublic facilities components. 
5 Downtown homeless residential is based on HHA proposal for all alternatives. 
6 Parking for dwelling units = 2 cars per dwelling unit. 
7 See proposal summary for details on homeless proposal for Preferred Plan. 
8 Zoning was used on Alternatives A, 6, and C for homeless housing. Proposal not appropriate for 

these alternatives because the size of land available was dramatically different than the proposal. 

INDUSTRIAL USE: 

1 Allowable SFIacre is indicated. At FAR=1, development would be 43,560 SFIacre. 
2 PKF 1996 data , provided by SMS consultants: Actual industrial development = 15,000 to 25,000 SF 

per acre in Honolulu. 20,000 SFIacre was used, which is about 50% of allowable development, 
was used as the number for likely industrial development levels in this area before the year 2020. 

PARKS 
1 Information for park development provided by C & C of Honolulu, Planning Department. 
2 Where specific descriptions were not available, the P-2 Preservation District was used. 

The maximum building area for a P-2 district was 5% of the zoning lot. 
An assumption was made that buildings in a P-2 district would be a maximum 1 story in height. 
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3 When located within a public park, the Amphitheatre is assumed to be a small facility with no extra parking 
associated with its development.The City's proposal (similar to Waikiki Shell) is only included on 
commercial/rec parcels. k..x..- 

HERITAGE CENTER 
Estimated development is calculated based on size of site and "amphitheatre" listing. City data is for 
a 170 acre site, so a site of 85 acres would be half, or 50%, of the listed development. 
The amphitheatre is included only when specified. 

VOCATIONAL SCHOOL (DHHL) 

Vocation training schools could be located in a B-1 or 1-2 district. Although some types of schools 
are not permitted in the €3-1 district, this designation was used because the level of development 
allowed in an 1-2 district is not likely to be developed in this area. Using the maximum FAR for a 
€3-1 district still resulted in a high level of development, but not other basis was available for determining 
determining the potential level of development. 'Therefore, allowable under €3-1 was used. 

MAXlMllM SITE COVERAGE 
This information is provided if needed for rainwater runoff calculations. It does not impact the 
level of development calculations for a parcel. 

PRISON SITE 
"Possible prison site" was not used. 

RACEWAY COMPLEX 
Not considered if listed as '"ossible" and located within airport boundary. 
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SCALE IN METERS 
300 600 1200 

- - I NORTH SCALE IN FEET 

Figure B-1 
LAND USE DEVELOPMENT ASSUMPTIONS--CENTRAL AREA 

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

Prepared by Belt Collins Hawaii 
October 1997 
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SCALE IN METERS 
1200 2400 4800 
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Figure B-2 
LAND USE DEVELOPMENT ASSUMBTIONS4STATE APPROVED PLAN 

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

Prepared by Belt Collins Hawaii 
October 1997 
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d 
NORTH SCALE IN FEET 

Figure 8-4 
LAND USE DEVELOPMENT ASSUMPTIONS-ALTERNATIVE B 

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

Pmpared by Belt Collins Hawaii 
October 1997 



. . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Commercial Recreation 

Pa* and Recreation 

Sports Oriented Parks CommerciaVLight lndustrlal 

Homeless Residential Publlc Facllitles 

SCALE IN METERS 
LAND USE DEVELOPMENT ASSUMPTIONS-ALTERNATIVE C 

EIS for the Disposal and Reuse sf 

NORTH SCALE IN FEET 



Average Daily Operations at Kalaeloa Airport (2020) 

State-Preferred Alternative 
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CH-47 6.79 
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PA31/c.cOt 51 .Cl 
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BELL 11.64 
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Average Daily Operations at Kalaeloa Airport (2020) 

Small Airport Alternative 



TOTAL TOTAL RW 0 4 ~  - -.----- -RUT 0 4 ~ -  - - - - - - - - - - - - -  RUT H ~ L  - - - - - - - e m - -  - - - -  RUY H22R - - -  
DAILY DAILY I T I N .  ITIN. LOCAL LOCAL I T I N .  I T .  I T I N .  LOCAL I T I N .  LOCAL 

A/C OPS. DEPART'S. 4LD2 4LD3 4LD5 4RD1 MLD1 H4LD4 H4LD5 H4LD3 H22RD2 H22RD1 
DAYTIME: 
C-130 9.70 4.85 0.00 0.00 1.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
C-26 1.94 0.97 0.00 0.00 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
CH-47 13.58 6.79 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.34 1.63 3.75 0.41 0.66 
HH-65A 9.70 4.85 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

PA31/C402 102.82 51.41 0.00 8.05 0.00 23.58 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
C172/PA28 380.24 190.12 46.59 28.53 0.00 86.49 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
BELL 23.28 11.64 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.81 7.33 0.00 1.98 1.16 0.35 

TOTDAY: 541.26 270.63 46.59 36.58 1.23 110.07 0.81 7.67 1.63 5.73 1.57 1.01 

NIGHT : 
C-130 0.30 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
C-26 0.06 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0,OO 0.00 0.00 
CH-47 0.42 0.21 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.05 0.12 0.01 0.02 
HH-65A 0.30 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

PA31/C402 3.18 1.59 0.00 0.25 0.00 0.73 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Cl72/PA28 11.76 5.88 1.44 0.88 0.00 2.67 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
BELL 0.72 0.36 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.23 0.00 0.06 0.04 0.01 

TOT NITE: 16.74 8.37 1.44 1.13 0.04 3.40 0.03 0.24 0.05 0.18 0.05 0.03 

24-HR TOT 558.00 279.00 48.03 37.71 1.27 113.47 0.84 7.91 1.68 5.91 1.62 1.04 



TOTAL TOTAL ---.------ RUY 22R - - - - -  
DAILY DAILY ITIN. I T .  I T I N .  

A/C OPS. DEPART'S. 22RD2 22RD3 22RD4 

DAYTIME: 
C-130 9.70 4.85 0.54 0.00 0.00 
C-26 1.94 0.97 0.11 0.00 0.00 
CH-47 13.58 6.79 0.00 0.00 0.00 
HH-65A 9.70 4.85 0.00 0.00 0.00 

PA31/C402 102.82 51.41 
C172/PA28 380.24 190.12 
BELL 23.28 11.1% 

TOTDAY: 541.26 270.63 

NIGHT: 

6-130 0.30 0.15 
C-26 0.06 0.03 
CH-47 0.42 0.21 
HH-65A 0.30 0.15 

PA31/C402 3.18 1.59 
Cl72/PA28 11.76 5.88 
BELL 0.7'2 0.36 

TOT MITE: 16.74 8.37 

24-HR TOT 558.00 279.00 

LOCAL 
22RD5 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

0.22 

0.01 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

O d O l  

0.23 

5RUY 22L- -RUY 11- - - - -  RUY H4R - - - -  - 
LOCAL I T I N .  I T I N .  LOCAL 
22LD1 1185 H4RD1 H4RD2 

.-- RWY H22L - - - -  
I T I N .  LOCAL 

H22LD2 H22L01 



TOTAL TOTAL -RW 04R- - - - - - - - - - -  RWY 0 4 ~  - - - - e m - - - -  - - - - - - m e  RW H4L - - - - - -  - - -  RWY H22R - - -  
DAILY DAILY LOCAL I T I N .  I T I N .  I T I N .  LOCAL I T I N .  I f l N .  LOCAL If IN. LOCAL 

A/C OPS. LAND'S. 4RA1 4LA2 4LA3 4LA4 4LA5 H4LA2 H4LA3 H4LA1 H22RAl H22RA3 
DAY1 IME: 
C-130 9.70 4.85 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.09 1.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
C-26 1.94 0.97 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.62 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
CH-47 13.58 6.79 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.04 0.34 3.75 0.00 0.66 
HH-65A 9.70 4.85 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

PA31/C402 102.82 51.41 23.58 8.05 0.00 12.07 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
C172/PA28 380.24 190.12 86.49 28.53 46.59 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
BELL 23.28 11.64 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.16 7.33 1.98 ' 0.81 0.35 

NIGHT: 
C-130 0.30 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.10 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
C-26 0.06 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
CH-47 0.42 0.21 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.06 0.01 0.12 0.00 0.02 
HH-65A 0.30 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

PA31/C402 3.18 1.59. 0.73 0.25 0.00 0.37 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Cl72/PA28 11.76 5.88 2.67 0.88 1.44 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
BELL o . n  0.36 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.23 0.06 0.03 0.01 

TOT NITE: 16.74 8.37 3.40 1.13 1.44 0.49 0.04 0.10 0.24 0.18 0.03 0.03 

24-HR TOT 558.00 279.00 113.47 37.71 48.03 16.27 1.27 3.30 7.91 5.91 0.84 1.04 

CROSS CHECK: 279 = 279 



TOTAL TOTAL RW 2 2 ~  - - - - - - -  -Rw 22L- -RUY 29- - - - - -  RUY H4R - - -  - - - -  RUY H22L - - - -  
DAILY DAILY ITIN. ITIN. LOCAL LOCAL ITIM. ITIM. LEAL ITIN. LOCAL 

A/C OPS. LAND'S. 2 W  22RM 22RA5 22LA1 29A5 H4RA2 H4RA1 H22LAl H22LA3 
DAYTIME: 
C-130 9.70 4.85 0.00 0.00 0.18 0.00 0.54 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
C-26 1.94 0.97 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.11 0.00 , 0.00 0.00 0.00 
CH-47 13.58 6.?9 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

HH-65A 9.70 4.85 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.15 1.21 0.24 0.24 

PA31/C402 102.82 51 -41 
Cl?2/PA28 380.24 190.12 
BELL 23.28 11.64 

MIGHT: 
C- 130 0.30 0.15 
C-26 0.06 0.03 
CH-47 0.42 0.21 
HH-65A 0.30 0.15 

PMl/C402 3.18 1.59 
C1?2/PA28 11.96 5.88 
BELL o . n  0.36 

TOT NIfE: 16.74 8.37 



Average Daily Operations at Kalaeloa Airport (2020) 

Large Airport Alternative 



TOTAL TOTAL ---------.s RW 041 - - - -  - - - - - -  .RUY O4R- 
DAILY DAILY I T I M .  I T I M .  I T I M .  LOCAL LOCAL 

A/C OPS. DEPART'S. 4LD2 4LD3 4LD5 4LD4 4R01 
DAYTIHE: 
C-130 9.70 4.85 0.00 0.00 3.09 1.03 0.00 
C-26 1.94 0.97 0.00 0.00 0.62 0.20 0.00 
CH-47 13.58 6.79 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
HH-65A 9.70 4.85 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

PA31/C402 102.82 51.41 0.00 8.05 12.07 0.00 23.58 
Cln/PA28 380.24 190.12 46.59 28.53 0.00 0.00 86.49 
BELL 23.28 11.66 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

TOTDAY: 541.26 270.63 46.59 36.58 15.78 1.23 110.07 

NIGHT: 
C-  130 0.30 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.10 0.03 0.00 
C-26 0.06 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.00 
CH-47 0.42 0.21 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
HH-65A 0.30 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

PA31/C402 3.18 1.59 0.00 0.25 0.37 0.00 0.73 
C172/PA28 11.76 5.83 1.44 0.83 0.00 0.00 2.67 
BELL 0.72 0.36 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

TOT MITE: 16.74 8.37 1.44 1.13 0.49 0.04 3.40 

24-HR TOT 558.00 279.00 48.03 37.71 16.27 1.27 113.47 

--.-------ma RW H4L - - - - - - - - - -  
I T I M .  I T I N .  I T I M .  LOCAL 
H4LDl H4LD4 H4LD5 H4LD3 

.--- RWY H22R - - - -  
I T I M .  LOCAL , 

H22RD2 H22ROl 

CROSS CHECK: 279 = 



TOTAL TOTAL ----..----- RWY 22R - - - - - - - - - - - - -  -RUY 22L- 
DAILY DAILY TIN. ITIN. ITIN. LOCAL LOCAL 

A/C OPS. DEPART'S. 22102 22RD3 22RD4 22RD5 22LD1 
DAYTIME: 
C-130 9.70 4.85 0.54 0.00 0.00 0.18 0.00 
C-26 1.94 0.97 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 
CH-47 13.58 6.79 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
HH-65A 9.90 4.85 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

PA31/C402 102.82 51.41 1.42 0.00 2.13 0.00 4.96 
Cln/PA28 380.24 198.12 5.03 8.22 0.00 0.00 95.27 
BELL 23.28 11.64 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

TOT BAY: 541.26 270.63 7.10 8.22 2.13 0.22 19.43 

NIGHT: 
C-130 0.30 0.19 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 
E-26 0.06 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
CH-47 0.42 0.21 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
HH-65A 0.30 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

PA31/C4SE 3.18 1.59 0.04 0.00 0.07 0.80 0.13 
C1?2/PA28 11.76 5.88 0.16 0.25 0.00 0.00 0.47 
BELL 0.R 0.36 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

- -  RUY #4R - - -  
ITIN. LOCAL 

H4R01 H4RB2 

- -  RUY H22L - - -  
I T I N .  LOCAL 

H22LD2 H22LD1 

TOT NITE: 16.94 8.37 0.22 0.25 0.07 0.01 0.60 0.10 0.04 0.01 0.01 

24-HR TOT 558.00 279.00 7.32 8.47 %.20 0.23 20.03 3.25 1.25 0.25 0.25 



TOTAL TOTAL -WY 04R- - - - - - - - - - -  ~ u y  0 4 ~  --------- - - - - - - - -  RUY H4L - - - - - -  - - -  RUY H22R - - - -  
DAILY DAILY LOCAL ITIN. ITIN. ITIN. LOCAL ITIN. I T I N .  LOCAL I T I N .  LOCAL 

A/C OPS. LAND'S. 4RA1 4LA2 4LA3 4LA5 4LA4 H4LA2 H4LA3 H4LA1 H22RA1 H22RA3 
DAYTIME: 
C-130 9.70 4.85 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.09 1.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
C-26 1.94 0.97 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.62 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
CH-47 13.58 6.79 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.04 0.34 3.75 0.00 0.66 
HH-65A 9.70 4.85 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

PA31/C402 102.82 51.41 
Cl72/PA28 380.24 190.12 
BELL 23.28 11.64 

TOT DAY: 541.26 270.63 

NIGHT: 
C-130 0.30 0.15 
C-26 0.06 0.03 
CH-47 0.42 0.21 
HH-65A 0.30 0.15 

PA31/C402 3.18 1.59 
C172/PA28 11.76 5.88 
BELL . 0.72 0.36 

TOT MITE: 16.74 8.37 3.40 1.13 1.44 0.49 0.04 0.10 0.24 0.18 0.03 0.03 

24-HR TOT 558.00 279.00 113.47 37.71 48.03 16.27 1.27 3.30 7.91 5.91 0.84 1.04 

CROSS CHECK: 279 = 279 



TOTAL TOTAL 
DAILY DAILY 

A/C OQ8. LAND'S. 
DAYTIME: 
C-130 9.70 4.85 
C-26 1.94 0.97 
CH-47 13.58 6.79 
HH-65A 9.70 4.85 

--------a" RWy 22R --- - - - - - - - -  - 
I T I W .  I T I W .  I T I W .  LOCAL 
22RA2 22RA3 22RA4 22RA5 

,RWY 22L- 
LOCAL 
22LAl 

- --  RuY H4R -- - - - - -  RUT H22L - - -  
I T I N .  LOCAL I T I N .  LOCAL 
H4RA2 H4RA1 H22LA1 H22LA3 

PA31/C402 102.82 51.41 
Cl72/PA28 380.24 190.12 
BELL 23.28 11.44 

NIGHT: 

C-130 0.30 0.15 
C-26 0.06 0.03 
CH-47 0.42 0.21 
HH-45A 0.30 0.15 

~ ~ 3 1 / ~ 4 0 2  3-18 4.59 
C172/QA28 11-76 5.88 
BELL o . n  0.36 

TOT NITE: 16.74 8.37 

24-HR TOT 558.00 279.00 



AGREEMENT between the STATE DEP-MENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
and the BARBERS POINT REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 

L.<=<, 

 his AGREEMENT is made and entered into this ~/~l.day 
of r04' lf0W , 1999 by and between the state Department of 
Transportation, by its Director of Trasportation, hereinafter 
nDOTu and the Barbers Point Redevelopment Commission, by its 
chairperson, hereinafter nBPRC.ll 

WITNESSETH: 

Whereas, the United States Navy proposes to convey portions of 
Naval Air Station Barbers Point to DOT for use as a state 
airport, to be called Kalaeloa Airport. 

Whereas, Kalaeloa Airport has an existing 8,330 foot runway 
running from the northeast to the southwest, designated as 
Runway 4R. 

Whereas, the Naval Air Station Barbers Point Redevelopment Plan 
adopted by the BPRC and dated March 1997 depicted Runway 4R as 
being only 8,000 feet long, with a road around the southwest end 
of Runway 4R and southwest corner of the future Kalaeloa Airport, 
hereafter "perimeter road. " 

Whereas, the Federal Aviation Administration, hereafter "FAA," 
has certain review and approval functiaps as to DOT airports, and 
the FAA's design criteria for Runway 4R1s runway safety area and 
object free area, in Runway 4R1s present configuration, do not 
allow a perimeter road open to the public. 

Whereas, the DOT twice request FAA to waive these design criteria 
to allow the construction of a perimeter road open to the public, 
but the FAA denied these requests. 

Whereas, the Kalaeloa Airport Layout Plan provides for a bikepath 
and potential 2-lane perimeter road outside the Kalaeloa Airport 
boundary fence, and the FAA conditionally approved this layout 
plan on October 2, 1998, but expressly provided in its approval 
that the public could not use any road within Runway 4R1s runway 
safety area or object free area. 



Whereas, design options for; a perimeter road open t o  the public 
. . .. ,,. i nd ihde ,  'a '~BPRC: .app,roved 26.f 6at'.:wi.d6 r igh t  -&-way fo r  a future  y.p:5:... 

.. : . . . . . .  
. . . 
..... . ic per he ter road., ,outs-i.& the.' G.lae&da,: Airport boundary 

. . . . . .  . :  . . . .  
. . 

.. : . 
, . - f ence.~"~.nd, adjacent ' t a t h e  sh6rei ine -in t b a  ' 4 0 foot  wide shoreline 

. . . . . . 
.> . . . . . .  . :  . . ; .  ...+;e$back ,.area, . . . . .  ;..:kub.,, e c t  t o  t h i s  &morandumo~ agreement s t e m s  

. . . . . .  . . .  
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%... Whereas, t h e  FAA interpre ' ts  ; f ederql l a w s  t o  prohibit  the 

. . . . . . . . . . .  , 
~ .- 

. . 
. .  : 7 ,  . 

. . , .  use of airpo.6.t reventies on . faG.ili ties. o r  .s'ervices outside public 
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.. . . . . . .  ..Now thereforei '  the. DOT and: 8PRC: agree as follows : .. 
. . . . . . 

. . .  . . < .  . . .  
+ ' .  
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. . . .  
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. . . . . .  
, . 
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BARBERS POINTS STATE DEPARTMENT OF 
REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION TRANSPORTATION 

Chair . . Director of Transportation 

January 2 1 ,  1999 January 21, 1999 
Date Date 
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