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Roadway sections were evaluated based on LOS results calculated using V/C ratios for each segment of 

roadway.  Although the roadway LOS analysis measures a roadway’s capacity to meet traffic demand, it 

does not account for operational congestion generated by intersection or weaving-area delays.  The 

roadway segments that were considered to have an impact were those that were determined to operate at a 

LOS D or worse.  For these segments, potential mitigation measures may be proposed and evaluated to 

assess improvements to the roadway segment and a corresponding intersection when applicable.   

3.13.6.7 2010 Conditions - Curbside Operations 
The July 16, 2010 airline schedule, obtained from the HNL Airport Gate Management System was used 

as the design day schedule to represent the flight activity that can be anticipated at the Airport for a busy 

day of the peak month.  Passenger peaking characteristics on the arrivals and departures level curbsides 

were developed and are presented in Graph 3-1.  As shown, both the departures level peak hour and 

arrivals level peak hour occurs between 11:09 a.m. and 12:08 p.m.  Additional details on curbside 

modeling results, including distribution of originating and terminating passengers by terminal, are 

provided in Appendix J. 

Graph 3-1:  2010 Originating and Terminating Passengers at the Curbside 

Source:  Ricondo & Associates Inc, January, 2012 
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Table 3-8 presents the results from the curbside analysis based on output from the VISSIM simulation 

models.  In the year 2010, the inner curbside roadway at the Interisland Terminal (IIT) experiences some 

consistent congestion during the peak hour, with the baggage claim B section of the curbside operating at 

an average LOS C for the peak hour while the curbside baggage claim C operated at a LOS D.  The 

detailed curbside data revealed that the two curbsides operated at a LOS D or better for approximately 50 

minutes of the peak hour, with the curbsides operating at LOS E or worse for the remaining 10 minutes.  

The simulation showed that as the traffic volume on the outer roadway increased, so did the congestion on 

the inner roadway, due to the difficulty vehicles had trying to exit onto the outer curbside roadway. 

Under 2010 conditions, the departures level peak hour traffic was able to move without significant 

constraints, with the exception of the Interisland Terminal inner curbsides.  These curbsides experienced 

congestion consistently during the peak hour, operating at a LOS C or D for 48 percent of the time and at 

LOS E or worse for 21 percent of the peak hour, when the conditions at the two curbsides are averaged.  

The remainder of the departures level curbsides operated at a LOS A for much of the peak hour.  As 

shown in Table 3-8, the inner roadway curbsides operated at an average of LOS D at Lobby 2, and LOS C 

at Lobby 3 over the entire peak hour.  These are considered acceptable operating levels of service for a 

terminal curbside during peak hour conditions.  Table 3-8 also provides the existing peak hour curbside 

utilization rate and LOS for each of the departures level inner and outer roadway curbsides.  

Table 3-8:  2010 Curbside Analysis 
  Arrivals Level 
  Inner Outer 

Terminal 
Bag 

Claim Utilization LOS Utilization LOS 
IIT B 127% C 41% A 

 C 136% D 95% C 
IAB  32% A 115% E 
OST D 27% A 26% A 

 E 25% A 81% B 
 F 8% A 3% A 
 G 52% A 10% A 
 H 73% A 40% A 
  Departures Level 
  Inner Outer 

Terminal Lobby Utilization LOS Utilization LOS 
IIT 2 139% D 8% A 

 3 125% C 10% A 
OST 44 43% A 40% A 

 5 11% A 15% A 
 6 0% A 5% A 
 7 34% A 11% A 
 8 18% A 13% A 
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3.13.6.8 2010 Conditions - Intersections 
The Aolele Street/Paiea Street intersection is the primary on-Airport signalized intersection within the 

study area; Figure 3-9 illustrates the existing intersection configuration.  During peak activity periods at 

the Airport, typically coinciding with the terminating passenger peak hour, the Aolele Street/Paiea Street 

intersection experienced increased vehicle delay and congestion.  As the simulation progresses through 

the peak hour, vehicle queues extend along westbound Aolele Street from the IIT to the Aolele 

Street/Paiea Street intersection.  This vehicle queue along westbound Aolele Street is generated by 

congestion in the weaving area (see Figure 3-8 for location of weaving area), and at the intersections at 

Rodgers Boulevard and the recirculation roads.  As a result, the overall intersection operates at a LOS E, 

with vehicles from the north, south and westbound approaches experiencing delays when trying to travel 

westbound on Aolele Street.  Table 3-9 provides the intersection turning movement volumes, delays and 

LOS analysis results for signalized intersections, where intersection analysis was conducted.  Turning 

movements at all intersections, including those that are not signalized, are accounted for in the traffic 

model. 

Table 3-9:  2010 Aolele Street/Paiea Street Intersection LOS Analysis Results 
   2010 

Intersection Approach Movement Volume Delay LOS 
Aolele and Paiea Left 588 73.1 E 

 Through 108 48.9 D 
 

Northbound 
Right 80 30.7 C 

 Left 375 41.7 D 
 Eastbound Through 361 47.9 D 
      
 Left 18 94.9 F 
 Southbound Right 229 70.3 E 
      
 Through 237 76.3 E 
 Westbound Right 28 96.6 F 
 Total Intersection  1996 59.9 E 

3.13.6.9 2010 Conditions - Roadways 
LOS for the on-Airport access and circulation roadways is a function of vehicle throughput volume and 

roadway capacity.  Table 3-10 presents the existing conditions LOS analysis conducted, including the 

assumed lane capacities for the target roadways.  All roadways operated at LOS A, except for the segment 

of Aolele Street at the westbound merge, which operated at LOS E. 
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Table 3-10:  2010 Circulation Roadway Level-of-Service Results 
Arrivals Level 

2010 

Location 
Number 
of Lanes 

Capacity 
per Lane  

(veh/hr/ln) 

Link 
Capacity  
(veh/hr) Volume V/C LOS 

H1 WB Off Ramp 1 800 800 473 0.59 A 
H1 EB Off Ramp 1 800 800 237 0.30 A 
Aolele St.  WB (at merge) 1 1,200 1,200 1,189 0.99 E 
Aolele St.  EB at Lei Stand 1 1,000 1,000 54 0.05 A 
Ala Auana Str. 1 1,000 1,000 313 0.31 A 
Aolele St.  EB before parking exit 1 1,000 1,000 188 0.19 A 
Aolele St.  EB after parking exit 3 1,000 3,000 847 0.28 A 
Aolele St.  EB after return road 3 1,000 3,000 737 0.25 A 
Aolele St.  WB (west of intersection) 2 1,000 2,000 748 0.37 A 
H1 On Ramp 2 1,200 2,000 641 0.32 A 
NB Rodgers Boulevard 2 1,000 2,000 18 0.01 A 
SB Rodgers Boulevard 2 1,000 2,000 133 0.07 A 

Departures Level 
H-1 WB 2 1,200 2,400 518 0.22 A 
H-1 EB 1 1,200 1,200 494 0.41 A 
Weave 3 1,000 3,000 1,012 0.34 A 
Bypass 2 1,200 2,400 531 0.22 A 

3.14 Water Quality 
The Federal Water Pollution Control Act, as amended (commonly referred to as the Clean Water Act), 

provides the authority to establish water quality standards, control discharges, develop waste treatment 

management plans and practices, prevent or minimize the loss of wetlands, and regulate other issues 

concerning water quality.  A National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit is 

required for point-source discharges into navigable waters of the U.S. under Section 402 of the Clean 

Water Act.  In most cases, the NPDES program is administered by authorized states.  

In Hawaii, the NPDES program is administered by the Hawaii Department of Health.  The State of 

Hawaii requires an industrial facility discharging storm water associated with industrial activities to 

obtain an NPDES permit.  HNL is currently operating under NPDES Permit Number HI S000005 under 

administrative extension since the Hawaii Department of Health, Clean Water Branch, was unable to 

complete its processing by the expiration date of June 1, 2011.  The permit has been administratively 

extended until a final determination is made.  

As a requirement of this permit, the Airport must prepare a Storm Water Management Program Plan in 

compliance with State of Hawaii Water Quality Standards, HAR §11-54, and Water Pollution Control, 

HAR §11-55.  The HNL Storm Water Management Program Plan addresses procedures to mitigate 
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surface and storm water runoff at HNL (HDOT-A, 2011a).  The Storm Water Management Program Plan 

requires all construction projects at HNL that disturb one acre of land or greater, or cause the discharge of 

dewatering and/or hydrotesting fluids into state waters, to obtain a General Construction Activity Storm 

Water permit authorizing the discharge of storm water associated with construction activity.  

HDOT-A owns and operates a Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (Small MS4) as part of 

HNL.  HDOT-A’s Small MS4 falls under the definition of a small municipal separate storm sewer system 

as defined in 40 CFR Part 122.26(b)(16).  The NPDES program requires HDOT A to have a permit for 

discharge of storm water from the Small MS4 to state waters.  The existing NPDES Permit Number 

HI S000005 covers the Small MS4 at HNL.  The HNL Storm Water Management Program Plan addresses 

the requirements of this permit to limit, to the maximum extent practicable, the discharge of pollutants to 

and from the HNL Small MS4 to protect water quality in compliance with the Clean Water Act and State 

of Hawaii Water Quality Standards, HAR §11-54, and Water Pollution Control, HAR §11-55. 

An additional consideration is whether or not intrusive site activities would encounter groundwater.  

Groundwater resources within the project area are located within two aquifers in the Moanalua Aquifer 

System (Mink and Lau, 1990).  Groundwater beneath HNL is not currently used as a drinking water or 

irrigation water source.  There is groundwater contained in the upper caprock that ranges in salinity from 

sea to fresh water.  The groundwater depth of the caprock within HNL ranges from about 6 feet to 10 feet 

below ground surface.  The groundwater is recharged by infiltration of irrigation water, incidental rainfall, 

springs in the basalt aquifer at the edge of the coastal plain, and by upward flow into the caprock from 

artesian wells in the underlying basalt aquifer.  The basaltic lavas that underlie the caprock contain 

groundwater, the upper portion of which is the fresh water aquifer.  The project area is located south of 

the Hawaii Department of Health Underground Injection Control line; therefore, the underlying aquifer 

would not be an eligible drinking water source in the future.   

3.15 Wetlands 
Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands, requires Federal agencies to minimize the destruction, 

loss, or degradation of wetlands resulting from their actions.  The terms “wetlands” used in this EA refers 

to wetlands as defined within the Clean Water Act and under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers.  Wetlands are areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or ground water at a frequency 

and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of 

vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions.  Wetlands generally include swamps, 

marshes, bogs, and similar areas. 

Within HNL property, jurisdictional wetlands include the eastern reach of the Kaloaloa Canal (riverine 

wetland) and portions of Keehi Lagoon (estuarine and marine wetland).  The southern reach of the 
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Manuwai Canal and portions of Mamala Bay, which are on Joint Base Pearl Harbor property, are also 

jurisdictional wetlands (CCH-DPP, 2012; USFWS, 2012b) based on ebb and flow of the tide within these 

portions of the Manuwai and Kaloaloa Canals.  The development areas of the Proposed Action are not 

within these wetlands (Figure 3-11). 

3.16 Additional State of Hawaii Required Resource Areas 
The following subsections provide a discussion of resource areas for existing conditions within the 

project area that are required only by the State of Hawaii under Hawaii Revised Statutes – Chapter 343. 

3.16.1 Geology and Soils 
The Hawaiian Archipelago is a chain of seamounts and islands in the North Pacific extending 1,616 miles 

west by northwest from the largest island of Hawaii.  Volcanic rocks are the dominant rock type and 

consist of basaltic flows, caldera and dike complexes, and pyroclastics.  Sediments include limestone 

reefs and dunes, beach and dune sands, and alluvium deposited near present day and ancient shorelines 

typical of tropical to subtropical atoll cycles.  Some ancient limestone reefs and dunes are found inland 

due to climatic and sea level fluctuations. 

The island of Oahu was formed by two volcanoes, Koolau and Waianae.  The older Waianae volcano was 

formed from a caldera and rift zones found on the western portion of the island.  These flows range from 

2.5 to 3.1 million years old and are overlain by the 1.8 to 2.7 million year old flows of the Koolau volcano 

(Doell and Dalrymple, 1973).  Less than 600,000 years ago during the Pleistocene period, a violent series 

of approximately 50 eruptions in the south interrupted the erosional period.  Tuff and pyroclastics known 

as the Honolulu Formation were deposited by these eruptions as recently as 12,000 years ago (Lanphere 

et al., 1980).  Fringing and barrier coral reefs and beach sediments (lithified calcareous dunes) formed 

during the later volcanics and are interlayered with rocks of the Honolulu Formation.  Deposition of 

calcareous sediments continued through the Pleistocene period, but was greatest during a warm, 

interglacial period around 500,000 years ago.  Limestone reefs formed during this period, when sea level 

was about 120 ft higher than present, are now found inland as "emerged" reefs (Stearns, 1985).  The 

constantly fluctuating sea level during the Pleistocene period created shore platforms and cut notches into 

ancient reefs and lithified dunes leaving behind evidence of up to 35 ft high sea level stands (Stearns, 

1985).  Examples of ancient shorelines are found throughout the Hawaiian Islands, but are most 

prominent on Oahu. 
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HNL is located on the seaward margin of the Honolulu Coastal Plain on the southern coast of Oahu.  The 

coastal plain is relatively flat and ranges in elevation from 0 ft to approximately 25 ft above msl.  The 

majority of HNL, including the development areas of the Proposed Action, is former marshlands that 

were reclaimed with man-made fill materials.  The southwestern, seaward portion of this large lowland 

coastal plain was created by the deposition of sediments eroded from the basaltic Koolau and Waianae 

ranges.  The coastal plain deposits or caprock are composed of terrestrial alluvial sediments, marine 

sediments and coralline limestone.  The caprock is composed of clays, sands, silts, gravels, and calcareous 

coral reef deposits that have generally low permeability.  HNL is constructed mostly on mixed fill 

material overlaying a submerged coralline reef platform.  Basaltic materials are found beneath the 

coralline reef platform. 

Soils within the project area are classified as mixed fill land by the U.S. Department of Agriculture Soil 

Conservation Service (USDA, 1972) (Figure 3-12).  Mixed fill land consists of areas filled with materials 

dredged from the ocean or hauled from nearby areas, garbage, and general material from other sources.  

Soils within the development areas of the Proposed Action consist primarily of imported dredge materials 

and terrestrial fill overlaying native clay and coralline limestone gravel.  Underlying fill materials range 

up to approximately 15 ft of dredge spoil and terrestrial fill that is primarily sandy silt and gravel.  

Underlying the fill is a mixture of lean and fat clays with sand, silt, gravel, shell, coral, and lithic 

fragments known as clay mélange.  The clay mélange ranges from approximately 2 ft to 12 ft in thickness.  

Beneath the clay mélange is native clay which ranges in thickness from 1ft to 5 ft.  The native clay is lean 

to fat, dark brown to bluish-gray, laminated, and imbedded with dark gray silt and traces of seed and plant 

debris.  The base of the native clay is at or just below msl and overlays coralline limestone gravel. 

3.16.2 Land Classification, and Compatibility with Public Policies, Plans, and Controls 
HRS Chapter 343 requires an EA be prepared for actions occurring on state lands, any use within a 

shoreline area as defined in HRS §205A-41, or any use within any historic site as designated in the 

National Register or Hawaii Register.  The following sections discuss land use considerations and 

management programs under State of Hawaii requirements that are applicable to the Proposed Action.  

Federal requirements are addressed earlier in this Chapter in Section 3.4, Compatible Land Use, and 

Section 3.9, Historical, Architectural, Archaeological, and Cultural Resources. 

3.16.2.1 State Owned Property 
HNL is on state owned property; therefore, in accordance with HRS Chapter 343, this EA is being 

prepared to evaluate potential impacts. 
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3.16.2.2 Special Management Areas 
Special Management Area requirements of the State of Hawaii and the City and County of Honolulu are 

addressed earlier in this Chapter in Section 3.4, Compatible Land Use. 

3.16.2.3 Ceded Lands 
The Admission Act of March 18, 1959 (PL 86-3, 73 Statute 4) was enacted by the U.S. Congress and 

signed into law by the President, which dissolved the Territory of Hawaii and established Hawaii as the 

50th U.S. state.  Under this statute, lands formerly owned by the Territorial government were transferred, 

or “ceded,” to various public and private entities.  HNL property, including the development areas under 

the Proposed Action, is within designated ceded lands (CCH, 2006). 

3.16.3 Cultural Practices 
Per HRS Chapter 343, Act 50 SLH 2000, an interview with Roddy Kamawaelualani Kawehi Akau was 

held on October 26, 2011.  Mr. Akau is a direct descendant of one of the original settlers of Moanalua 

ahupua’a (land division), within which HNL is located.  Mr. Akau believes that although the lower or 

makai reaches of the ahupua’a have experienced extensive change and development, transforming from a 

culturally significant agrarian ecosystem to a highly commercial, industrial job center, the original seeds 

and character of this ahupua’a remain below the surface today.  Mr. Akau maintains that whatever is 

envisioned for development should proceed only by following proper protocol; that is, all elements need 

to be in sync in terms of being technically sound and with cultural respect, to create a strong foundation to 

succeed. 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/United_States_Congress
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Territory_of_Hawaii
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CHAPTER FOUR – ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND MITIGATION 

4.1 Introduction 
The potential environmental effects resulting from implementation of the Proposed Action and the No 

Action alternatives are presented in this chapter.  These alternatives are summarized below and discussed 

in detail in Chapter 2 of this Environmental Assessment (EA). 

• Proposed Action Alternative – Construct a Mauka Concourse, demolish the existing Commuter 
Terminal, realign and widen Taxilanes G and L, cover the Manuwai Canal near Taxiway A, 
relocate cargo/maintenance facilities and construct an employee parking lot, construct a 
replacement cargo facility, construct a replacement commuter terminal, and construct a 
Consolidated Rental Car Facility (CONRAC). 

• No Action Alternative – no improvements to the Passenger Terminal buildings or Taxilanes 
G and L would occur, the existing cargo/maintenance facilities would remain in place, and 
existing separate rental car facilities would remain in place. 

The analysis of potential effects on environmental resources discussed in this chapter includes an 

overview of impacts, methodology, thresholds of significance, and potential construction and operational 

impacts.   

Potential impacts are discussed in relation to the study areas and study years (2015 and 2020) defined in 

Chapter 3.  As noted in Section 1.7, all components of the Proposed Action are scheduled to be completed 

by October 2016.  At the time this EA was initiated and through the period when most of the 

environmental analyses were conducted, all components were scheduled for completion in 2015.  

Consequently, the environmental analyses that considered specific time frames, such as aircraft noise, 

traffic, and operational air quality analysis, were based on the study years 2015 (the date of project 

completion) and 2020 (reflecting a five year future condition).  The use of 2015 and 2020 as the study 

years for environmental analyses is still considered valid, despite the revised project schedule.  According 

to the aviation demand forecast for HNL, aircraft operations would increase 1.2 percent from 2015 to 

2016, which would not result in a notable change for the environmental analyses.  Further, to assess the 

potential significance of any environmental impact, conditions with the Proposed Action are compared to 

conditions without the project (No Action).  In the case of environmental analyses that are based on time 

frames, the comparisons are made for each time frame (e.g., Proposed Action 2015 compared with No 

Action 2015) to determine whether a significant environmental impact would occur.  For these reasons, 

the use of 2015 and 2020 as the study years provides the ability to adequately assess the potential for 

significance of environmental impacts.   

Potential cumulative impacts resulting from the incremental effects of the alternatives when added to the 

effects of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions are also analyzed.  Where necessary, 
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mitigation measures are discussed that would reduce or eliminate anticipated environmental impacts of 

each of the alternatives. 

The analysis of potential effects on environmental resources was conducted in accordance with guidance 

provided in Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Orders 5050.4B, National Environmental Policy Act 

(NEPA) Implementing Instructions for Airport Actions, and 1050.1E, Environmental Impacts: Policies 

and Procedures.  The following environmental resources are not present within the project area and 

therefore would not be affected by the Proposed Action Alternative or the No Action Alternative: 

• Farmlands – the nearest farmlands on Oahu are located 3 miles north west of HNL. 

• Wild and Scenic rivers – there are no designated Wild and Scenic Rivers in the State of Hawaii, 
and there are no rivers or streams on the Nationwide Rivers Inventory within 15 miles of HNL. 

The following environmental resource categories are evaluated in this Chapter: 

FAA Required Resource Areas 

• Air Quality; 
• Coastal Resources; 
• Compatible Land Use; 
• Construction Impacts; 
• Department of Transportation Act: Section 4(f); 
• Fish, Wildlife, and Plants; 
• Floodplains; 
• Hazardous Materials, Pollution Prevention, and Solid Waste; 
• Historical, Architectural, Archaeological, and Cultural Resources; 
• Light Emissions and Visual Impacts; 
• Natural Resources and Energy Supply; 
• Noise; 
• Secondary (Induced) Impacts; 
• Socioeconomic Impacts, Environmental Justice, and Children’s Environmental Health and  

Safety Risks; 
• Water Quality; 
• Wetlands; and 
• Cumulative Impacts. 

Additional State of Hawaii Required Resource Areas 

• Geology and Soils (included only in Chapter 3); 
• Land Classification, and Compatibility with Public Policies, Plans, and Controls; and 
• Cultural Practices. 

4.2 Air Quality 
Two sets of federal guidelines, or requirements, determine the need for, define the type(s) of, and 

establish the extent of an air quality assessment required for airport-related actions and projects.  These 

include FAA Orders 1050.1E and 5050.4B, and the federal Clean Air Act (CAA) General Conformity 

Rule (40 CFR Parts 51 and 93).  Guidelines for preparing an air quality analysis under the NEPA are also 
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contained in the FAA’s Air Quality Procedures for Civilian Airports and Air Force Bases (FAA, 1997 

and 2004b), referred to as the “FAA’s Air Quality Handbook and its Addendum.”  The requirements in all 

of these documents were followed in preparing the air quality assessment for the Proposed Action at 

HNL. 

FAA Order 1050.1E, Appendix A, Paragraph 2.1, states that an air quality assessment prepared under 

NEPA should include an analysis and conclusions of a Proposed Action’s impacts on air quality; and 

further directs that, when a NEPA analysis is needed, the Proposed Action should be assessed by 

evaluating the effects on the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).  FAA Order 5050.4B 

further provides that, for NEPA purposes, environmental analyses must determine if the air quality 

impacts of any reasonable alternative would exceed the NAAQS for the time periods analyzed.  For 

General Conformity requirements under the CAA Amendments, only the proposed or preferred 

alternative need be analyzed.   

The CAA Amendments require federal agencies to ensure that their actions conform to the appropriate 

State Implementation Plan (SIP).  Conformity is defined as demonstrating that a project or action 

conforms to the SIP’s purpose of eliminating or reducing the severity and number of violations of the 

NAAQS, and achieving expeditious attainment of such standards.  Federally funded and approved actions 

at airports are subject to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (U.S. EPA’s) “General Conformity” 

regulations.  The General Conformity Rule only applies in areas that U.S. EPA has designated 

non-attainment or maintenance.  A non-attainment area is any geographic area of the U.S. that 

experiences a violation of one or more NAAQS.  A maintenance area is any geographic area of the U.S. 

previously designated non-attainment for a criteria pollutant pursuant to the CAA Amendments of 1990 

and subsequently re-designated to attainment.  The U.S. EPA reports there are no designated 

non-attainment or maintenance areas for criteria air pollutants in the State of Hawaii 1.  Therefore, a 

general conformity analysis and determination is not required for the Proposed Action at HNL. 

4.2.1 Overview of Impacts 
Pursuant to FAA's Air Quality Procedures for Civilian Airports and Air Force Bases, because the number 

of aircraft operations at, and the aircraft fleet mix serving HNL would not change under the Proposed 

Action Alternative or the No Action Alternative, an operational emissions inventory was not prepared and 

is not required under NEPA 2.  The air quality analysis and results for the short-term emissions associated 

with the construction of the Proposed Action are included in Section 4.5.1.  In response to comments 

received from the Federal Bureau of Prisons regarding changes in operations near the Federal Detention 

                                                      

1 see http://www.epa.gov/airquality/urbanair/sipstatus/reports/hi_areabypoll.html 
2 FAA's Air Quality Procedures for Civilian Airports and Air Force Bases (FAA, 1997 and 2004b). 
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Center an air emissions evaluation was conducted to determine whether the Proposed Action Alternative 

would have an effect on air quality.   

Neither the No Action nor the Proposed Action alternatives would result in significant adverse impacts.  

Under the No Action Alternative, the Airport Modernization Program at HNL would not be implemented 

and no construction would occur.  Under the Proposed Action, there would be no significant air quality 

impacts. 

4.2.2 Methodology 
Because the number of aircraft operations at, and the aircraft fleet mix serving HNL would not change as 

a result of the Proposed Action Alternative, a comprehensive operational air quality analysis is not 

required under NEPA.  However, to address concerns expressed by the Federal Detention Center during 

the consultation process for this EA, an air quality analysis was conducted to evaluate how a subset of the 

components of the Proposed Action would affect air emissions near the Federal Detention Center.  

Changes in aircraft ground operations near the Federal Detention Center would result from realigned and 

widened Taxilanes G and L, the Mauka Concourse, relocation of commuter airline operations from the 

existing Commuter Terminal to the Diamond Head Commuter Terminal, and relocation of cargo and 

maintenance facilities (see Section 1.5.1.3 and Tables 1-2 and 1-3).  The methodologies used and the air 

pollution emissions evaluation report for changes in aircraft ground operations on Taxilanes G and L are 

provided in Appendix D. 

The operational air pollution emissions evaluation was limited to aircraft and associated ground support 

equipment using Taxilanes G and L, the existing Commuter and Interisland Terminals, and the proposed 

Mauka Concourse because these areas would encounter changes in aircraft type and aircraft traffic under 

the Proposed Action and are near sensitive receptors (i.e. Federal Detention Center, military housing at 

Catlin Park and Earhart Village).  An air pollution emissions evaluation was not conducted for the 

Diamond Head Commuter Terminal because the number of commuter operations would remain the same 

at the Diamond Head Commuter Terminal as at the existing Commuter Terminal and the distance to 

sensitive receptors from commuter operations would increase under the Proposed Action.   

An air pollution evaluation was not conducted for the CONRAC because under both the Proposed Action 

and No Action alternatives the same number of passengers would be served by HNL; therefore, there 

would be no difference in the demand for rental vehicles under the Proposed Action compared to the No 

Action Alternative.  The CONRAC would lead to an overall reduction in the number of automobile trips 

associated with quick turnaround activities currently conducted on local roads by rental car companies.  

The consolidation of rental car bus operations would reduce emissions as a result of a reduction in the 

number of rental car buses and a reduction in the distances travelled by those buses.  Although new 
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fueling facilities would be added, the overall fuel flow would be the same under both the Proposed Action 

and No Action alternatives; therefore, any emissions associated with fueling would be the same under 

both alternatives. 

For Taxilanes G and L, the Interisland Terminal, and the Mauka Concourse emissions estimates were 

prepared for the 2010 condition and for 2015 and 2020 conditions for the Proposed Action and No Action 

Alternative.  The primary inputs for the Emissions and Dispersion Modeling System used in estimating 

these emissions are the actual airport operations data from these locations for the 2010 condition, and 

airport operations projections at these locations for 2015 and 2020 under both alternatives.  Typical or 

common engine types for each aircraft model were assumed for the aircraft emissions.   

For purposes of evaluating the potential for short-term increases in emissions associated with construction 

of the Proposed Action, construction emissions were estimated to determine whether emissions associated 

with the Proposed Action would exceed levels of significance thresholds set forth in State of Hawaii 

Administrative Rules.  This analysis and the results are detailed in Appendix D and summarized in 

Section 4.5.1.   

4.2.3 Thresholds of Significance 
According to FAA Order 1050.1E, Appendix A, Paragraph 2.3, the significance threshold for air quality 

impacts is when a project or action exceeds one or more of the NAAQS for any of the time periods 

analyzed.  For the State of Hawaii, according to HAR §11-200-12, the significance threshold for air 

quality is when a project or action is anticipated to detrimentally affect air quality.   

For the purposes of this EA, expecting to exceed one or more of the NAAQS or State ambient air quality 

standards is based on an evaluation of the significance of net emissions rate increases under federal 

regulations (40 CFR §52.21) and State of Hawaii rules (HAR §11-60.1).  Both the federal and State of 

Hawaii regulatory significance thresholds for the prevention of significant deterioration of air quality are 

as follows: 

Significant means, in reference to a net emissions increase or the potential of a source to emit any of 
the following pollutants, a rate of emissions that would equal or exceed any of the following rates:  

CO: 100 tons per year (tpy) 
NOx: 40 tpy 
SO2: 40 tpy 
PM: 25 tpy of particulate matter emissions; 15 tpy of PM10 emissions 
O3: 40 tpy of VOCs 
Lead: 0.6 tpy 
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4.2.4 Operational Impacts (Years 2015 and 2020) 

4.2.4.1 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, the Airport Modernization Program at HNL would not be implemented.  

The number of aircraft operations at HNL would increase and the aircraft fleet mix serving HNL would 

still be expected to change over time as described in the forecasts, although the activity would not be 

accommodated as efficiently as under the Proposed Action.  Future emissions from aircraft operations and 

associated activity would change accordingly under the No Action Alternative.  An air quality analysis 

that was conducted for Taxilanes G and L comparing emissions for the 2010 Condition and comparing 

emissions for the future 2015 and 2020 No Action and Proposed Action Conditions (described in Section 

4.2.4.2) showed that emissions of all pollutants would be expected to be lower in the future, primarily due 

to lower ground support equipment emissions resulting from replacement with more efficient equipment.  

Since the use of more efficient ground support equipment in the future would occur throughout the 

Airport, lower emissions would be expected and no significant impacts on air quality would occur under 

the No Action Alternative. 

4.2.4.2 Proposed Action 
Because the number of aircraft operations at, and the aircraft fleet mix serving HNL would not change as 

a result of the Proposed Action Alternative, a comprehensive air quality analysis is not required under 

NEPA.  However, an air quality analysis was conducted to evaluate how a subset of the components of 

the Proposed Action would affect air emissions near the Federal Detention Center.  The air pollution 

emissions evaluation report for changes in aircraft ground operations on Taxilanes G and L, adjacent to 

the Federal Detention Center, is provided in Appendix D and summarized in this section. 

Primary concerns expressed by the Federal Detention Center for the Proposed Action would be changes 

in emissions that could result from changes in aircraft taxiing operations on Taxilanes G and L and the 

type of aircraft operating at those locations.  The Proposed Action would accommodate these aircraft 

changes in order to maintain safe and efficient airport operations.  Emissions levels of organic gases from 

new aircraft engines are predicted to decline over current and historic levels as turbine and internal 

combustion engines become progressively more fuel efficient and less polluting (FAA, 2009).  Under the 

Proposed Action, newer and larger ADG V aircraft (i.e. Airbus A-330s and A-350s; see Section 1.3.2) 

would taxi on the realigned and widened Taxilanes G and L.  In contrast, under the No Action Alternative 

these newer and larger aircraft would be accommodated on other taxiways (see Section 1.5.1.3 and 

Tables 1-2 and 1-3).  The newer aircraft models anticipated to use widened Taxilanes G and L and the 

Mauka Concourse under the Proposed Action have more efficient engines and release less emissions than 

existing and older Boeing 767s, which would be phased out over time.   
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Table 4-1 shows Taxilanes G and L access by aircraft type under the Proposed Action and No Action 

Alternative for the years evaluated in the air pollution emissions study.  Table 4-1 shows the 3 terminals 

that are or would be accessed by Taxilanes G and L:  the existing Commuter Terminal, the existing 

Interisland Terminal, and, under the Proposed Action, the Mauka Concourse.  With the exception of 

SD3-60 cargo aircraft supporting the U.S. Post Office, under the Proposed Action, all commuter airline 

operations (CRJ200, C208b, and DHC8 aircraft) would be relocated off of Taxilanes G and L to the new 

Diamond Head Commuter Terminal by 2015; thus, these operations are not shown after 2014 on 

Table 4-1 for the Proposed Action. 

Table 4-1:  Taxilanes G and L Access by Aircraft Type -- Years Evaluated 

Aircraft Type 

Existing  
Commuter  
Terminal 

Existing  
Interisland  
Terminal 

Proposed  
Mauka  

Concourse 
Proposed Action    
Boeing 717, 737 -- 2010-2020 2015-2020 
Boeing 767 1/ -- 2010-2020 2015-2020 
Airbus A-330 -- -- 2015-2020 
Airbus A-350 -- -- 2015-2020 
CRJ200 2/ 2010–2014 -- -- 
C208b propeller 2/ 2010–2014 -- -- 
DHC8 propeller 2/ 2010–2014 -- -- 
SD3-60 propeller 2010–2014 2015-2020 -- 
No Action    
Boeing 717, 737 -- 2010-2020 -- 
Boeing 767 1/ -- 2010-2020 -- 
Airbus A-330 3/ -- -- -- 
Airbus A-350 3/ -- -- -- 
CRJ200 2010–2020 -- -- 
C208b propeller 2010–2020 -- -- 
DHC8 propeller 2010–2020 -- -- 
SD3-60 propeller 2010–2020 -- -- 
1/ phased out between 2015 and 2020 and replaced with Airbus A-330s or A-350s. 
2/ relocated off of Taxilanes G and L to the new Diamond Head Commuter Terminal by 2015 under the Proposed Action. 
3/ under the No Action Alternative, the Airbus A-330s and A-350s would not use Taxilanes G and L or gate at the 

Commuter Terminal or Interisland Terminal (they would use other existing taxiways and terminals at HNL). 

Table 4-2 shows Taxilanes G and L operations assumptions by aircraft type, alternative, and years 

evaluated, as well as total operations and operations for the other taxiways at HNL.  While the total 

number of aircraft operations at HNL are the same for each year evaluated, the type and distribution of 

aircraft taxiing operations on Taxilanes G and L and other taxiways at HNL are different under each 

alternative because different types of aircraft would operate on the realigned and widened 

Taxilanes G and L and at the Mauka Concourse under the Proposed Action compared to the No Action 

Alternative. 
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Table 4-2:  Taxilanes G and L Operations by Aircraft Type, Alternative, and Year 
  2015 Condition 2020 Condition 
Aircraft  
Type 

2010 
Condition 

Proposed 
Action No Action 

Proposed 
Action No Action 

Boeing 717, 737 36,692 35,282 35,282 35,887 35,887 
Boeing 757 1/ 13 – – – – 
Boeing 767 398 2,373 1,460 – – 
Boeing MD-11 1/ 165 – – – – 
Airbus A-330 2/ – 2,190 – 3,650 – 
Airbus A-350 2/ – – – 548 – 
Embraer 170-100 3/ 4,496 – – – – 
CRJ200 3/ 11,011 – 8,760 – 8,760 
C208b propeller 3/ 3,974 – 4,015 – 4,015 
DHC8 propeller 3/ 7,069 – 6,935 – 6,935 
SD3-60 propeller 4/ 1,388 1,388 1,388 1,388 1,388 
Other propeller 3/ 101 – – – – 

Taxilanes G and L: 65,307 41,233 57,840 41,473 56,985 
Other Taxiways: 198,362 231,867 215,260 241,827 226,315 

Total Operations: 263,669 273,100 273,100 283,300 283,300 
1/ phased out after 2010. 
2/ under No Action alternative, Airbus A-330s and A-350s would use other existing taxiways and terminals at HNL. 
3/ under Proposed Action, commuter operations would be relocated off of Taxilanes G and L to “Other Taxiways” and 

Diamond Head Commuter Terminal; commuter operations are not forecasted to grow in 2015 and 2020. 
4/ under both Proposed Action and No Action alternatives, U.S. Postal Service operations would not change and are not 

forecasted to grow in 2015 and 2020. 

Emissions emanating from all ground support equipment would be anticipated to decrease in the future as 

more efficient, less polluting equipment and cleaner fuels (e.g., ultra low sulfur diesel) replace older 

equipment.  Ground support equipment is mostly powered by diesel fuel and, as a result, the dominant 

emissions anticipated from these sources are PM and NOx.  Greater NOx emissions emanate from ground 

support equipment vehicles, such as baggage carts and maintenance trucks, than from idling or taxiing 

aircraft. 

Whereas NOx emissions primarily originate from ground support equipment, CO emissions at the 

terminals, aircraft parking aprons, and on Taxilanes G and L are dependent on aircraft movements and 

engine status (i.e. idling vs. taxiing).  During low thrust activities, such as idling and taxiing, higher levels 

of CO and lower levels of NOx commonly occur compared to the levels during higher thrust take-offs and 

landings on the runways.  During higher thrust activities, combustion is nearly complete and the emission 

levels yield higher NOx and lower CO.  VOC emissions related to aircraft are not only emitted during 

combustion, but also from resting losses from fuel tanks during the refueling of an aircraft 

(Schürmann et. al., 2007). 

The results of the air pollution emissions evaluation for Taxilanes G and L using the Emissions and 

Dispersion Modeling System are summarized in Table 4-3.  The evaluation provides summaries of total 

annual emissions for all regulated pollutants, reported in tons per year, for the 2010 condition and for 
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2015 and 2020 under both the No Action and Proposed Action alternatives.  The analysis also estimated 

the net changes in emissions for each pollutant (the difference between the Proposed Action and the 

No Action Alternative in each year).  These net changes in emissions were then compared to the 

significant rate thresholds as defined by State and federal rules to ascertain significance. 

For the 2015 Condition, comparison of the Proposed Action to the No Action Alternative for 

Taxilanes G and L shows that emissions of all pollutants would be lower with the Proposed Action.  For 

the 2020 Condition, comparison of the Proposed Action to the No Action Alternative shows small 

increases in NOx and SOx for the Proposed Action, but these increases would be insignificant when 

compared against the regulatory significance rate thresholds.  The remaining pollutants (CO, PM, VOCs) 

would be lower under the Proposed Action compared to the No Action alternative.  Compared to the 2010 

Condition, emissions for all pollutants on Taxilanes G and L in the future would be lower for the 

2015 Condition and the 2020 Condition under both alternatives. 

Table 4-3:  Taxilanes G and L Air Pollution Emissions:  2010, 2015, and 2020 Conditions 
Air Pollution Emissions (tons/year) 

Scenario CO 
Nitrogen Oxides 

(NOx) 
Sulfur Oxides 

(SOx) PM VOCs 
2010 Condition 946.8 112.9 24.3 3.8 42.0 

2015 No Action 679.3 79.9 21.5 2.9 35.1 

2015 Proposed Action 536.4 74.1 21.0 2.4 27.3 

2015 Net Change -142.9 -5.8 -0.5 -0.5 -7.8 

Threshold 100 40 40 25 40 

2015 Significant Increase  No No No No No 

2020 No Action 547.1 65.7 21.1 2.4 25.8 

2020 Proposed Action 488.2 77.4 22.8 2.2 17.1 

2020 Net Change -58.9 +11.7 +1.7 -0.2 -8.7 

Threshold 100 40 40 25 40 

2020 Significant Increase  No No No No No 
 

In summary, the study results indicate that emissions resulting from changes in aircraft operations at 

Taxilanes G and L and associated ground support equipment operations under the Proposed Action 

Alternative compared to the No Action Alternative would be not be significant, due to a combination of 

changes in aircraft mix and planned use of larger aircraft, as well as due to lower ground support 

equipment emissions resulting from replacement with more efficient equipment. 
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In addition, for the proposed Mauka Concourse with 2nd level boarding, HDOT-A would install central 

power (400 Hz) and pre-conditioned air in an effort to reduce aircraft emissions from either ground-based 

auxiliary power units (APUs) or on-board APUs. 

Under the Proposed Action, aircraft refueling operations would continue at refueling hydrants installed at 

the Mauka Concourse.  Commuter airlines at the Diamond Head Commuter Terminal would continue to 

fuel aircraft as they do today at the existing Commuter Terminal – hydrants would be provided for two of 

the commuter airlines, and trucks would transport fuel directly to the remaining commuter aircraft parked 

at the aircraft parking aprons.  Therefore, when comparing the Proposed Action to the No Action 

Alternative, the types of fueling operations would remain the same and the same procedures to maintain 

high levels of safety would be followed. 

Due to its location and size, the proposed CONRAC could reduce the natural air flow from trade winds 

into the open-air ticket lobbies, a situation currently experienced at HNL due to the existing multi-story 

parking garages (Figure 1-2).  HDOT-A plans to install large ventilation fans in the affected ticket lobbies 

as mitigation for the existing ventilation concerns caused by the parking garages, and would also install 

these fans under the Proposed Action as mitigation for ventilation concerns caused by the proposed 

CONRAC. 

4.2.5 Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases 
Although there are no federal standards for aviation-related greenhouse gas emissions, it is 

well-established that greenhouse gas emissions can affect climate3.  The Council on Environmental 

Quality (CEQ) has indicated that climate should be considered in NEPA analyses.  As noted by CEQ, 

however, “it is not currently useful for the NEPA analysis to attempt to link specific climatological 

changes, or the environmental impacts thereof, to the particular project or emissions, as such direct 

linkage is difficult to isolate and to understand.” 4 

Because passenger growth and flight operations growth would be the same under the Proposed Action 

and the No Action Alternatives, the Proposed Action would not increase aviation related greenhouse gas 

emissions compared to the No Action Alternative.  A reduction in non-aviation related greenhouse gases 

would be anticipated under the Proposed Action compared to the No Action Alternative due to the 

consolidation of rental car bus operations under the CONRAC project component.   

                                                      

3 see Massachusetts v. E.P.A., 549 U.S. 497, 508-10, 521-23 (2007). 
4 Draft NEPA Guidance on Consideration of the Effects of Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, CEQ (2010).  

http://ceq.hss.doe.gov/nepa/regs/Consideration_of Effects_of GHG_Draft_NEPA_Guidance_FINAL_02182010.pdf 
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4.3 Coastal Resources 

4.3.1 Overview of Impacts 
The No Action Alternative would not result in changes to existing conditions at HNL, and therefore 

would not result in direct or indirect impacts on coastal resources.  All of HNL, and therefore all 

components of the Proposed Action, are within the jurisdictional area of the State of Hawaii Coastal Zone 

Management (CZM) Program.  An evaluation of the Proposed Action was completed which indicated it 

would be consistent with the State of Hawaii CZM Program, and that there would be no anticipated 

short-term or long-term impacts to coastal resources. 

4.3.2 Thresholds of Significance 
The FAA has not established thresholds of significance for impacts to coastal resources.  However, for the 

purposes of this analysis, the Proposed Action would have potential for significant coastal zone impacts if 

it would have an adverse effect on coastal zone resources, or would be inconsistent with the State of 

Hawaii CZM Program. 

4.3.3 Operational Impacts (Years 2015 and 2020) 

4.3.3.1 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, the Airport Modernization Program at HNL would not be implemented.    

The No Action Alternative would not result in any changes that would defer appropriate action taken in 

consideration of Airport activities or for purposes compatible with normal Airport operations on existing 

coastal resources; therefore, the No Action Alternative would not have any significant impacts to coastal 

resources. 

4.3.3.2 Proposed Action 
Hawaii’s Coastal Zone Management (CZM) Program, is described in Hawaii Revised Statutes Chapter 

205A.  Chapter 205A provides the basis for protecting, restoring and responsibly developing coastal 

communities and resources.  The entire state of Hawaii is located within the Hawaii Coastal Zone.   

The Proposed Action involves demolition and construction of passenger terminal facilities and areas of 

the airport with airfield pavements that have already been disturbed or are paved.  Pursuant to 

paragraph 3.2 in Appendix A of FAA Order 1050.1E, the various components of the Proposed Action will 

not change the manner of use or quality of land, water, or other coastal resources, or limit the range of 

their uses.  Appendix E of this Final EA contains an analysis of the proposed project on the CZM for the 
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State of Hawaii.  Based on the information contained in this appendix, the Proposed Action is consistent 

with the Hawaii CZM 5.  

4.4 Compatible Land Use 
HNL adheres to current State and County land use designations. 

4.4.1 Overview of Impacts 
The No Action Alternative would not result in changes to existing conditions at HNL, and therefore 

would not result in direct or indirect impacts on land use.  Under the Proposed Action, there would be no 

change in land use and no impact on land use designations. 

4.4.2 Thresholds of Significance 
According to FAA Order 1050.1E, Appendix A, Paragraphs 4.1 and 4.3, the significance thresholds for 

noise are used when evaluating impacts under the Compatible Land Use resource area.  In addition, 

according to FAA Order 1050.1E the following other factors could have land use consequences: 

community disruption, business relocations, induced socioeconomic impacts, wetland impacts, floodplain 

impacts, and critical habitat alterations. 

4.4.3 Operational Impacts (Years 2015 and 2020) 

4.4.3.1 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, the Airport Modernization Program at HNL would not be implemented.  

HNL adheres to current State and County land use designations.  The No Action Alternative would not 

result in any changes that would cause a significant noise impact, or defer appropriate action that is being 

taken to consider and control the use of land adjacent to or in the immediate vicinity of the Airport to 

activities and purposes compatible with normal Airport operations, or be inconsistent with existing land 

use designations or plans.  Therefore, the No Action Alternative would not have any significant land use 

impacts. 

                                                      

5 The State of Hawaii Department of Business, Economic Development and Tourism (DBEDT) Planning Office is 
responsible for concurring with the CZM consistency.  DBEDT received a copy of the published Draft EA during 
the public review period.  However, DBEDT will evaluate the proposed project’s consistency with the CZM upon 
receipt of a federal triggering action such as application for a U.S. Army Corps of Engineers permit under the 
Clean Water Act.  HDOT-A will submit a CZM consistency review application following a determination by the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers about the type of permit necessary for the Manuwai Canal portion of the proposed 
project. 



Airport Modernization Program at HNL  Environmental Consequences and Mitigation 
Final Environmental Assessment  January 2013 

4.4.3.2 Proposed Action 
As discussed in Section 4.13, Noise, the Proposed Action would not result in exceeding the significance 

thresholds for noise; therefore, there would be no impact on compatible land uses based on noise levels.  

The following other factors which could have land use consequences were also evaluated for the 

Proposed Action, as detailed below: 

• Community disruption:  The Proposed Action is entirely within the HNL boundaries and would 
not disrupt the surrounding community. 

• Business relocations:  The Proposed Action would only require business relocations for existing 
airport tenants, which support the relocation.  These relocated tenant facilities would be in close 
proximity to their existing locations, would be an improvement to existing facilities or locations, 
and would be compatible with the existing land use designations.  Therefore, the Proposed Action 
would not have significant impacts to land use as a result of these business relocations. 

• Induced socioeconomic impacts:  The Proposed Action would not result in either direct or 
induced socioeconomic impacts, as discussed in Section 4.15.1, Socioeconomic Impacts, and 
Section 4.14, Secondary (Induced) Impacts.  Therefore, the Proposed Action would not impact 
land use as a result of socioeconomic impacts. 

• Wetland impacts:  The Proposed Action development areas do not contain wetlands and would 
not impact wetlands, as discussed in Section 4.17, Wetlands.  Therefore, the Proposed Action 
would not impact land use as a result of wetlands designations. 

• Floodplain impacts:  The Proposed Action would not result in floodplain impacts, as discussed in 
Section 4.8, Floodplains.  Therefore, the Proposed Action would not impact land use as a result of 
floodplain designations. 

• Critical habitat alterations:  The Proposed Action development areas do not contain designated 
critical habitat and would not impact designated critical habitat, as discussed in Section 4.7, Fish, 
Wildlife, and Plants.  Therefore, the Proposed Action would not impact land use as a result of 
altering critical habitat areas. 

In accordance with FAA Order 1050.1E and 49 USC 47107(a)(10), Appendix F contains a Land Use 

Assurance Letter, documentation supporting HDOT-A’s assurance to FAA that appropriate action, 

including the adoption of zoning laws, has been or will be taken, to the extent reasonable, to promote land 

use compatibility.   

The Proposed Action would be consistent with community planning since it is consistent with the City & 

County of Honolulu’s Primary Urban Center Development Plan (Plan) (CCH-DPP, 2004b), which 

identifies HNL as an area suitable for a mix of commercial/industrial uses and high-density, high-

intensity development.  The Plan also encourages moderate expansion of visitor facilities and continued 

viability of transportation districts in the Airport area.  In addition, the Proposed Action would be 

compatible with goals identified in the Plan to promote compatibility with the surrounding urban and 

natural environment at HNL, as described within other sections in this Chapter.  Applicability of the 

Proposed Action to State of Hawaii public policies, plans, and controls is also included in Section 4.19.1, 

Land Classification, and Compatibility with Public Policies, Plans, and Controls. 
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4.5 Construction Impacts 
Under the No Action Alternative, the Airport Modernization Program at HNL would not be implemented.  

Therefore, no construction impacts would occur.  Because construction impacts would not occur under 

the No Action Alternative, the following discussions only pertain to the Proposed Action. 

Under the Proposed Action, construction activities may create some increases in dust and equipment 

emissions, noise, and storm water runoff.  Construction activities also could potentially impact Airport 

operations for those project components near operating taxiways and runways.   

For the Proposed Action, a summary of anticipated construction impacts relating to each resource area 

and Airport operations is provided in the following subsections.  Impacts resulting from construction and 

demolition activities would be temporary.  With the use of best management practices required of all 

construction contractors working at HNL, as detailed in the following subsections, under the Proposed 

Action there would be no significant construction impacts.   

Air quality, noise, and water quality impacts and mitigation measures for non-construction activities are 

discussed in detail under their own resource areas within this chapter. 

4.5.1 Air Quality 
Under the Proposed Action, construction and demolition of facilities would be anticipated to have the 

following short-term and minor air quality impacts during the construction period: 

a) Fugitive dust would be generated by construction and demolition operations.  Proper use of best 
management practices, such as use of sprayed water and dust fencing, would help mitigate the 
impact of this fugitive dust from becoming airborne or migrating off-site. 

b) Engine exhaust emissions would result from construction and demolition activities, such as: 
• use of diesel-powered demolition and construction equipment; 
• movement of trucks containing construction materials; 
• use of asphalt and concrete paving equipment on taxiways and aprons; and 
• construction-worker commutes. 

Some of these engine exhaust emissions could be reduced by limiting idling of earthmoving 

equipment and trucks to no more than 5 minutes. 

Estimated emissions associated with construction activities under the Proposed Action are discussed in 

detail in Appendix D and summarized in Table 4-4.  The analysis indicates that emissions of each of the 

pollutants associated with construction activities would not exceed the established General Conformity de 

minimis thresholds or State of Hawaii significance thresholds for all applicable pollutants and 

construction years. 
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Table 4-4:  Estimated Construction Emissions – Proposed Action 
Construction Emissions (tons/year) 

Year CO VOCs NOx SOx PM10 PM2.5 

2013 6.873 13.976 15.734 0.140 5.237 0.561 

2014 20.525 32.132 30.503 0.919 11.963 1.229 

2015 27.638 31.980 34.743 1.271 14.053 1.481 

2016 13.852 16.380 16.729 0.697 5.677 0.698 

Significance Threshold 1/ 100 40 40 40 15 N/A 

Exceeds threshold  
in any year? 

No No No No No No 

Notes: CO = carbon monoxide; VOC = volatile organic compounds; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; SOx = sulfur oxides;  
 PM10 = particulate matter less than 10 microns; PM2.5 = fine particulate matter; N/A = not applicable. 
1/ Hawaii Administrative Rules (HAR §11-60.1). 
Source: Ricondo & Associates, Inc., October 2012.   
Prepared by: Ricondo & Associates, Inc., October 2012. 

4.5.2 Noise 
The Proposed Action would involve excavation, grading, demolition, and other typical construction 

activities.  These construction activities would temporarily increase ambient noise levels in the immediate 

vicinity of the activities.  Grading and scraping operations are the noisiest, with such equipment 

generating noise levels as high as 70 dBA to 95 dBA within 50 feet of their operation.  Existing noise 

levels from aircraft operations exceed these construction equipment noise levels, and distance rapidly 

attenuates noise levels. 

Much of the grading and repaving efforts associated with widening Taxilanes G and L may occur at night.  

However, the most significant noise-producing construction activities would be anticipated to occur 

during the day and would be incorporated into cumulative noise production (i.e. combination of aircraft, 

ground support equipment vehicles, and highway vehicle noise).  Receptors located adjacent to HNL are 

currently experiencing similar ambient noise levels from existing HNL operations. 

According to HAR §11-46-4 for Class C zoning districts including HNL, if construction noise exceeds a 

level of 70 dBA for more than 10 percent of the time within any 20 minute period at measurement points 

beyond the property line, then a Community Noise Permit is required.  This 70 dBA threshold is 

applicable for both daytime and nighttime operations within Class C zoning districts.  To mitigate 

potential noise impacts, contractors are required to use reasonable and standard practices, such as using 

mufflers on diesel and gasoline engines and using properly tuned and balanced machines.  HDOT-A can 

also require additional noise mitigation by contractors, such as a requirement to place temporary noise 

barriers or restrictions on certain kinds of construction activities to certain times of the day.  Use of these 

mitigation measures combined with the distance from the various construction sites to the HNL property 
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boundary is anticipated to reduce noise levels below the 70 dBA permit threshold at the HNL property 

boundary.  However, if it is determined that noise levels from construction activities below the 70 dBA 

threshold cannot be achieved for some activities, then HDOT-A would apply for and obtain approval for a 

Community Noise Permit from the Hawaii Department of Health prior to conducting those activities. 

4.5.3 Water Quality  
A National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit is required for point-source 

discharges into navigable waters.  In Hawaii, the NPDES program is administered by the State of Hawaii 

Department of Health.  HNL is currently operating under NPDES Permit Number HI S000005 under 

administrative extension.  As a requirement of this permit, HNL has prepared a Storm Water Management 

Program Plan, which addresses procedures to mitigate surface and storm water runoff (HDOT-A, 2011a) 

and addresses compliance with State of Hawaii Water Quality Standards, HAR §11-54, and Water 

Pollution Control, HAR §11-55.  This plan requires all construction projects at HNL that disturb one acre 

of land or greater, or cause the discharge of dewatering and/or hydrotesting fluids into State waters, to 

obtain a General Construction Activity Storm Water permit authorizing the discharge of storm water 

associated with construction activities.  A City & County of Honolulu grading permit is also required as 

part of the NPDES permit process. 

To prevent degradation of surface water quality and ensure compliance with State water quality standards, 

project-specific best management practices would be employed during construction.  Project-specific best 

management practices to control the discharge of sediment and other pollutants include, but are not 

limited to, the use of sediment traps/inlet protection, installation of silt fences, and temporary stabilization 

of areas graded and barren of vegetation.  Fueling activities and staging of hazardous materials are 

restricted to areas away from drainage features.  Material management practices would also be used to 

reduce the risk of spills or other accidental releases of substances to storm water runoff.  Upon project 

completion, permanent erosion control measures are then applied, and areas cleared or graded during 

construction are stabilized with perennial vegetation or pavement. 

4.5.4 Public Transit Services 
HNL is served by two City & County of Honolulu bus routes: Route 19 and Route 20.  These two routes 

travel on Nimitz Highway and Rodgers Boulevard, with stops at the second level of the Interisland 

Terminal and Overseas Terminal.  Public transit services would not be impacted by the Proposed Action 

since all roadways used by these two routes would remain open during construction. 
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4.6 Department of Transportation Act:  Section 4(f) 

4.6.1 Overview of Impacts 
Neither the No Action nor the Proposed Action Alternative would result in impacts on Section 4(f) 

resources due to direct or constructive use impacts.  Under the No Action Alternative, the Airport 

Modernization Program at HNL would not be implemented and no construction would occur.  Under the 

Proposed Action, there would be no direct or constructive use of existing park properties or other 

Section 4(f) resources.  None of the existing parks in the vicinity of the Airport are managed for a quiet 

setting.  Therefore, no significant direct or indirect impacts on Section 4(f) resources would occur. 

4.6.2 Methodology 
Direct impacts were determined to occur if acquisition or physical development of Section 4(f) resources 

would result from the Proposed Action Alternative.  Indirect impacts (i.e. constructive use) of Section 4(f) 

resources were determined by evaluating the projected noise effects that could substantially impair or 

diminish the activities, features, or attributes of Section 4(f) resources. 

4.6.3 Thresholds of Significance 
FAA Order 1050.1E, Appendix A, Paragraph 6.3, states that a significant impact would occur when a 

proposed action either involves more than a minimal physical use of a Section 4(f) property or is deemed 

a “constructive use” subsequently impairing the Section 4(f) property, and mitigation measures do not 

eliminate or reduce the effects of the use below the thresholds of significance (e.g., by replacement in 

kind of a neighborhood park).  Substantial impairment occurs when impacts are sufficiently serious that 

the value of the site in terms of its prior significance and enjoyment are substantially reduced or lost due 

to a proposed project (23 CFR §771.13[P][2]). 

• A direct impact would constitute actual use of a Section 4(f) resource, including land acquisition 
and/or physical development of a Section 4(f) resource as a result of the project. 

• Constructive use of a Section 4(f) resource would occur where a property identified as being 
managed for a quiet setting would suffer substantial impairment as a result of the project.  

4.6.4 Operational Impacts (Years 2015 and 2020) 

4.6.4.1 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, the Airport Modernization Program at HNL would not be implemented 

and no construction would occur.  Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no actions at HNL 

that would induce growth or otherwise affect the demand for recreational resources.  Similarly, because 

there would be no expansion of HNL facilities, there would be no potential for such expansion to directly 
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or indirectly affect parks or other recreational resources.  Accordingly, the No Action Alternative would 

have no significant impacts on Section 4(f) resources. 

4.6.4.2 Proposed Action 
Implementation of the Proposed Action would not directly impact the parks and recreation areas 

identified in Section 3.5 or result in increased patronage of these areas.  The Proposed Action would not 

require the acquisition or actual use of property within the surrounding parks and recreation areas.  

Therefore, no direct use would occur. 

Keehi Lagoon Park is located east of the Airport, east of Lagoon Drive.  The Proposed Action would not 

change the noise exposure from aircraft using the runways at HNL.  Therefore, there would be no indirect 

or constructive use of this resource.  No other Section 4(f) protected properties are located in the vicinity 

of HNL. 

4.6.5 Construction-Related Impacts 
Temporary changes to the noise environment during construction would not impact Section 4(f) 

resources.  As discussed in Section 4.5.2, Noise, construction-related noise would be temporary in nature 

and no indirect impacts on Section 4(f) resources would occur under the Proposed Action or No Action 

alternatives. 

4.7 Fish, Wildlife, and Plants 

4.7.1 Overview of Impacts 
The No Action Alternative would not result in changes to existing conditions at HNL, and therefore 

would not result in direct or indirect impacts on fish, wildlife, and plants.  There is no evidence of 

federally-listed species or their habitat on those portions of HNL where development under the Proposed 

Action would occur.  Therefore, under the Proposed Action no significant direct or indirect impacts on 

fish, wildlife, and plants would occur. 

4.7.2 Methodology 
A Biological Assessment was prepared as part of this EA that evaluates the potential impacts to 

federally-listed threatened and endangered species and designated critical habitat (Appendix G).  To 

determine the listed species potentially affected by the Proposed Action, publications and the website of 

the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) for Hawaiian Island Animals and Plants were reviewed for 

those species occurring on Oahu (see Attachment A in Appendix G).  The listed species on the USFWS 

website were cross-referenced for any additional species listed since the USFWS publication was last 

updated in April 2010.  In addition in August 2011, the USFWS proposed adding 23 species of plants on 
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Oahu to the endangered list (USFWS, 2011a).  Ecosystems and habitats on Oahu for all these species 

were compared to the ecosystem and potential habitats present at HNL as detailed in Appendix G. 

The primary federally-listed species addressed in the Biological Assessment consisted of the following 

four species of listed waterbirds: 

• Hawaiian stilt (Himantopus mexicanus knudseni) 
• Hawaiian moorhen (Gallinula chloropus sandvicensis) 
• Hawaiian coot (Fulica alai) 
• Hawaiian duck (Anas wyvilliana) 

Field investigations were completed in the undeveloped areas within the Proposed Action to evaluate 

waterbird habitat.  A search of FAA records on bird strikes between 1990 and 2011 (FAA, 2012c) was 

also conducted. 

4.7.3 Thresholds of Significance 
FAA Order 1050.1E, Appendix A, Paragraph 8.3, states that a significant impact to federally-listed 

threatened and endangered species would occur when a determination is made that the Proposed Action 

would be likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the species in question, or would result in the 

destruction or adverse modification of federally-designated critical habitat in the affected area.  An action 

need not involve a threat of extinction to federally-listed species to meet the NEPA standard of 

significance. 

4.7.4 Operational Impacts (Years 2015 and 2020) 

4.7.4.1 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, the Airport Modernization Program at HNL would not be implemented.  

The No Action Alternative would not result in changes to existing conditions at HNL except for expected 

increases in aircraft operations.  Since there is no evidence of federally-listed species or their habitat at 

HNL and invasive species inspection procedures under the biosecurity program would continue, no 

significant direct or indirect impacts on fish, wildlife, and plants would occur under the No Action 

Alternative.   

4.7.4.2 Proposed Action 
For those federally-listed species identified as being potentially affected, field investigations were 

completed and confirmed that there is no evidence of federally-listed species or their habitat on those 

portions of HNL where development under the Proposed Action would occur.  In addition, FAA records 

indicated no evidence that listed avifauna have been killed at HNL due to Airport operations. 
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Based on the information contained in the Biological Assessment and previous informal Section 7 

consultations between the FAA and the USFWS (Appendix C), the FAA has determined the Proposed 

Action would not affect any federally-listed threatened or endangered species or designated critical 

habitat.  Based on the FAA’s determination, no formal Section 7 consultation is required between the 

FAA and the USFWS or the National Marine Fisheries Service. 

The State of Hawaii Department of Agriculture has determined that the influx of invasive species into the 

State has a substantial impact on Hawaii’s fragile natural environment, has prioritized the pathways 

through which invasive species are transported, and has created a biosecurity program as a statewide 

mitigation plan to minimize the spread of invasive species in Hawaii.  This biosecurity program, detailed 

in Act 236, SLH 2008, targets potential invasive species entering the State.   

Because there would not be a larger volume of passengers or cargo arriving to the Airport with the 

Proposed Action than with the No Action Alternative, impacts to fish, wildlife, plants from invasive 

species influx would be the same under both alternatives.  Existing inspection procedures conducted at the 

existing terminals would continue and would be implemented at the new terminal facilities that would be 

constructed under the Proposed Action. 

Outgoing inspection of baggage and cargo is a function of the U.S. Department of Agriculture.  

Inspection of incoming passengers, baggage, and air cargo is a State of Hawaii Department of Agriculture 

function and not an Airport function. 

In previous consultations with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Appendix C), they recommended that 

the HDOT-A work closely with federal and State biosecurity/quarantine agencies to mitigate the invasive 

species threat by ensuring:  adequate numbers of personnel, inspection facilities adjacent or near cargo 

facilities, rapid response capacity to deal with new pest detections and introductions, and adequate 

operational needs.  HDOT-A, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the State of Hawaii Department of 

Agriculture, and U.S. Department of Agriculture met in March 2012 to discuss these issues, and agreed to 

meet regularly and work closely to the extent possible within HDOT-A’s statutory responsibility and 

financial control. 

Ornamental trees that would be displaced by the Proposed Action include Coconut Palms, Shower, Ficus, 

Monkeypod, Royal Poinciana, Areca Palms, and Manila Palms.  These ornamental trees are not 

federally-listed species or state-listed species.  Although preserving these ornamental trees is not a 

mitigation requirement for potential impacts, HDOT-A would plan to relocate and re-establish off site 

those displaced trees in good condition.  HDOT Highways has a large need for trees and has expressed 

interest in accepting all trees that are relocation candidates. 
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4.8 Floodplains 

4.8.1 Overview of Impacts 
The No Action Alternative would not result in changes to existing conditions at HNL, and therefore 

would not result in direct or indirect impacts on floodplains.  Under the Proposed Action, by 

incorporating design elements to prevent increases in peak flow into the Manuwai Canal, by adhering to 

the HNL Storm Water Management Program Plan, and by instituting best management practices during 

the construction period to contain potential surface water runoff, the Proposed Action would not result in 

direct or indirect impacts on floodplains. 

4.8.2 Thresholds of Significance 
FAA Order 1050.1E, Appendix A, Paragraph 9.3, defines the significance threshold for impacts to 

floodplains as activities that result in notable adverse impacts on natural and beneficial floodplain values.  

Executive Order 11988, Floodplains, directs federal agencies to take action to reduce the risk of flood 

loss; minimize the impact of floods on human safety, health, and welfare; and restore and preserve the 

natural and beneficial values served by floodplains. 

4.8.3 Operational Impacts (Years 2015 and 2020) 

4.8.3.1 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, the Airport Modernization Program at HNL would not be implemented.  

The No Action Alternative would not result in changes to existing conditions at HNL or any affects on 

floodplains; therefore, no impacts on floodplains would occur. 

4.8.3.2 Proposed Action 
The Proposed Action is within flood Zone D (undetermined), not within the 100-year floodplain, and 

inland from the tsunami evacuation zone border (see Figure 3-6).   

Of the two stormwater drainage channels at HNL within this flood zone, the Manuwai Canal and the 

Kaloaloa Canal, only the flow capacity of the Manuwai Canal stormwater system is currently limited to 

existing peak flow volumes to reduce potential for flooding.  Therefore, mitigation under the Proposed 

Action would be to design those project components which potentially could increase flow into the 

Manuwai Canal (e.g., paving currently unpaved areas) with structures to prevent increases in peak flow 

(e.g., pervious pavement, natural infiltration).  Project components whose areas drain into the Manuwai 

Canal and would pave previously unpaved areas include:  the Mauka Concourse, Relocated 

Cargo/Maintenance Facilities and Employee Parking Lot, and Replacement Cargo Facility North of 

Aircraft Parking Apron North of Taxiway A.   
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In summary, incorporating design elements to prevent increases in peak flow into the Manuwai Canal, the 

project components of the Proposed Action would not significantly impact floodplain natural and 

beneficial values. 

4.9 Hazardous Materials, Pollution Prevention, and Solid Waste 
FAA Order 1050.1E, Appendix A, Paragraph 10.3, defines the significance threshold for hazardous 

materials as an action that involves property on or eligible for the National Priorities List.  No sites on 

HNL property are on or eligible for the National Priorities List. 

Under either the No Action Alternative or the Proposed Action, there would be no planned uses of 

hazardous materials that would not be in compliance with applicable state and federal regulations, 

including: 

• Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (RCRA) and Hazardous and Solid Waste 
Amendments of 1984 (HSWA):  Wastes under the RCRA/HSWA are considered hazardous if they 
exhibit hazardous characteristics, such as corrosivity, reactivity, ignitibility, or are specifically listed 
as such by the USEPA.  Wastes excluded from regulation as hazardous waste include household 
wastes, animal wastes, fly ash, slag, and wastes from ore processing. 

• Toxic Substances Control Act of 1976 (TSCA):  Gives the EPA the ability to track the 75,000 
industrial chemicals currently produced or imported into the United States.  Specifically, TSCA 
includes regulations for polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) and defines the use and disposal of 
products and items containing them. 

• Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA):  
Provides the authority with which the federal government can compel people or companies 
responsible for creating hazardous waste sites to clean them up.  Hazardous substances under 
CERCLA include those pursuant to the Clean Water Act, Solid Waste Disposal Act, or TSCA, and 
substances that present a danger to public health or welfare or to the environment, hazardous wastes, 
toxic pollutants, and hazardous air pollutants.  Hazardous substances under CERCLA do not include 
petroleum products or natural gas substances or materials. 

• State Contingency Plan (HAR, Title 11, Chapter 451):  Identifies hazardous substances, pollutants, 
or contaminants under State of Hawaii law, and establishes reportable quantities for which 
notification and response actions are required.  Administered by the Hawaii Department of Health, 
Office of Hazard Evaluation and Emergency Response.  Petroleum-contaminated materials are also 
regulated under the State Contingency Plan. 

• Asbestos Requirements, Fees, and Certifications (HAR, Title 11, Chapters 501, 503, and 504):  
Establishes requirements and fees for the processing, handling, sampling, and disposal of 
asbestos-containing materials and requires the certification of persons or companies who perform 
activities involving asbestos-containing materials.  Administered by the Hawaii Department of 
Health, Indoor and Radiological Health Branch.  Notification is required for all demolition activities 
at commercial/industrial facilities and public facilities. 

Activities that would encounter or disturb known hazardous materials would occur only after a Hazardous 

Materials Management Plan was developed from the recognized environmental conditions identified in 

Phase I Environmental Site Assessments.  As noted in Table 3-2, the most likely encountered materials 

would be asbestos and petroleum-contaminated soils.  During demolition activities under the Proposed 
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Action, any hazardous materials encountered, such as those identified in Table 3-2, would be properly 

disposed of and/or relocated to permitted facilities prior to any disturbance from normal demolition or 

construction activities.  For demolition activities involving asbestos-containing materials, notification 

would be made to the Hawaii Department of Health, Indoor and Radiological Health Branch, for all 

demolition activities as required by HAR, Title 11, Chapters 501, 503, and 504.  For activities which 

encounter petroleum-contaminated soils, notification and response actions would be made and 

coordinated with the Hawaii Department of Health, Office of Hazard Evaluation and Emergency 

Response, as required by the State Contingency Plan (HAR, Title 11, Chapter 451).  Therefore, under the 

Proposed Action there would be no hazardous material impacts.  

By the time the Proposed Action would be implemented, it is not anticipated that any additional waste 

generated by HNL facilities would cause exceedances of available landfill capacity at Waimanalo Gulch 

in west Oahu or incineration capacities at the H-Power Waste-to-Energy plant.  The design of the Mauka 

Concourse would implement a pilot recycling program to reduce the amount of solid waste being 

disposed of at the landfill.  Therefore, under the Proposed Action there would be no significant solid 

waste impacts.  

4.10 Historical, Architectural, Archaeological, and Cultural Resources 

4.10.1 Archaeological and Cultural Resources 
There would be no construction or ground disturbing activities under the No Action Alternative. 

Therefore, there would be no adverse effects on archaeological or cultural resources under the No Action 

Alternative. 

The most potentially culturally sensitive area within the area of potential effect for the Proposed Action is 

the location of the former Kaihikapu Fishpond (State Inventory of Historic Properties Site 

Number 50-80-13-81), which underlies the area south of Runway 8L-26R adjacent to Taxiway F (FAA, 

2012f and inclusive Figure 7).  The existing ground surface elevation of this area corresponds to a modern 

fill layer, probably deposited at the time of Airport-related construction during the 1940s (IARI, 1997).  

Previously in the Draft EA, an additional project component entitled “Construct Replacement Aircraft 

Parking Apron Next to Taxiway F” was included under the Proposed Action within the location of the 

former Kaihikapu Fishpond.  Subsequent to the publication of the Draft EA this project component was 

removed from the Proposed Action.  As previously-proposed, the new apron would not have affected the 

fishpond since other ground surfaces overlying the fishpond have previously been covered during fill 

activities from HNL’s historical development; therefore, the removal of this project component was not a 

substantial change in the Proposed Action.  The project components of the Proposed Action would not 
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occur at or near the fishpond location; therefore, the Proposed Action would have no direct effects, 

indirect effects, or impacts to the former Kaihikapu Fishpond. 

For the project components of the Proposed Action, the likelihood of significant subsurface cultural 

deposits is anticipated to be low (FAA, 2012f); therefore, the Proposed Action would have no direct 

effects, indirect effects, or impacts to archaeological and cultural resources. 

Archaeological Monitoring Plans and reports which together cover all the project components of the 

Proposed Action have been submitted to the State Historic Preservation Division for review and 

coordination (Appendix H).  The State Historic Preservation Division has responded accepting these 

previously submitted plans and reports, stating that they meet the minimum requirements of 

HAR §13-279 Governing Standards for Archaeological Monitoring Studies and Reports.  If any 

significant cultural resources are encountered, the State Historic Preservation Division, and the 

appropriate archaeological professionals, as well as officials, would be notified immediately. 

4.10.2 Historical and Architectural Resources 
There would be no construction or demolition activities under the No Action Alternative.  Therefore, 

there would be no effects on historical and architectural resources under the No Action Alternative. 

Hangar No. 2 was reviewed as a potential resource (see Figure 1-2) since it was originally constructed in 

1929 and moved to its present location in the early 1960’s during construction of the John Rodgers 

Terminal that was completed in 1962.  As discussed below, FAA has determined that Hangar No. 2 is not 

eligible for inclusion into the National Register of Historic Places pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800.4(d)(1).  

HDOT-A has agreed to temporarily refrain from demolishing Hangar No. 2 in an effort to see if another 

party may be interested in relocating the building. 

A survey of the Commuter Terminal was conducted to determine if any murals or other art work of 

cultural significance was on display in the building; none were found.  Facilities proposed for demolition 

were also reviewed for architectural and cultural significance, but were determined not to meet the 

eligibility criteria for listing on the National Register. 

Therefore, under the Proposed Action there would be no impacts to historical and architectural resources. 

4.10.3 Section 106 Consultation 
The FAA submitted its initial Section 106 consultation in a letter dated July 28, 2010, in which the FAA 

determined that the proposed undertaking would not affect any historic properties within the Area of 

Potential Effect (APE), and included archeological monitoring plans for the project areas.  The State of 

Hawaii Historic Preservation Division (SHPD) responded in a letter dated September 8, 2010, concurring 
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with FAA’s APE and determination.  These and further Section 106 correspondence are included in 

Appendix C. 

FAA submitted additional information on February 21, 2012, regarding Hangar No. 2, which was erected 

in 1929 and later relocated to its current location as shown on Figure 1-2.  The hangar was modified to be 

an enclosed building and is currently being used by Hawaiian Airlines as a storage building.  It does not 

retain its original aircraft hangar features and exterior structure.  The FAA determined Hangar No. 2 did 

not meet criteria, as specified in 36 CFR Part 60.4, to be eligible for inclusion in the National Register of 

Historic Places (NRHP).  SHPD responded on February 28, 2012, stating that Hangar No. 2 was eligible 

for both the State of Hawaii Register and the NRHP.  FAA provided additional photos and a detailed 

explanation of why Hangar No. 2 was not eligible for the NRHP in a letter dated April 13, 2012.  FAA 

stated the hangar was relocated from its original location and documented that the hangar had been 

substantially modified, and sought SHPD concurrence with FAA’s finding.  No response to this letter was 

received from SHPD.  In accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.4(d)(1)(i), FAA presumed SHPD concurrence 

with FAA’s determination. 

As a result of refinements to the proposed undertaking by HDOT-A, the FAA submitted supplemental 

information in a letter dated July 5, 2012, which included a revised APE (see Figure 1-4) and a 

Supplemental Cultural Resources Report (FAA, 2012f).  The FAA has determined the proposed 

undertaking under the Proposed Action would not affect any properties listed or eligible for listing on the 

NRHP.  Pursuant to 36 CFR Section 800.4(d)(1)(i), if the SHPO does not object within 30-days of receipt 

of an adequately documented finding, the agency’s responsibilities under Section 106 are fulfilled.  The 

SHPO has not responded in the 30-day time frame; thus, the Section 106 process has been completed. 

4.11 Light Emissions and Visual Impacts 
FAA Order 1050.1E, Appendix A, Paragraph 12.2a, provides guidance that the level of significance for 

light emissions is when an action’s light emissions would create an annoyance to interfere with normal 

activities.  FAA Order 1050.1E, Appendix A, Paragraph 12.2b, provides guidance that the level of 

significance for visual impacts is when consultation with federal, State, or local agencies, or the public 

shows that visual effects contrast with existing environments and the agencies state that the effect is 

objectionable. 

The No Action Alternative would not result in any changes in light emissions or visual impacts.  The 

Proposed Action Alternative would involve minor modifications to existing airfield lighting and would 

involve some night-time construction.  However, no significant light emissions impacts are expected.  

The potential effect on the visual landscape would be minimal with the implementation of the Proposed 

Action Alternative because the Airport Modernization Program improvements would be within the 
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existing Airport property adjacent to the existing Passenger Terminal buildings.  New facilities at HNL 

must follow the Sustainable High-Performance Guidelines, Best Practices in Design and Construction 

(HDOT-A, 2011b), which identifies responsibilities by discipline and specific best practices, strategies, 

and standards for reducing light pollution, both interior and exterior.  The intent of these guidelines is to 

minimize light trespass from buildings and sites, reduce sky-glow to increase night sky access, improve 

night time visibility through glare reduction, and reduce impact on nocturnal environments. 

4.11.1 Light Emissions Impacts 
The No Action Alternative would not result in any modifications to HNL facilities; therefore, there would 

be no changes in light emissions and no adverse light emissions impacts would be associated with the No 

Action Alternative. 

The Proposed Action Alternative would involve minor modifications to existing airfield lighting, 

primarily on Taxilanes G and L, and would involve some night-time construction.  However, no 

significant light emissions impacts are expected.  Under the Proposed Action, changes and activities 

would occur within the HNL property boundaries, within which a variety of light emission sources 

generated from associated aircraft operations, existing terminal buildings and parking garages, vehicles on 

the H-1 Interstate Highway and local traffic network, industrial and residential properties, and municipal 

and HNL street lights and parking lot lights already occur.  The CONRAC would be located at the current 

on-Airport car rental facilities site, and would include the construction of a multi-story facility outside of 

the terminal area.  Although the CONRAC would be a large facility with additional lighting compared to 

the existing surface parking lot at that location, the light emissions from the CONRAC would not be 

incompatible with other surrounding uses. 

Light emissions would not increase significantly nor occur where they are not already occurring or be 

incompatible with surrounding uses; therefore, light emissions from the Proposed Action would not create 

an annoyance or interfere with normal activities. 

4.11.2 Visual Impacts 
The predominant natural visual features visible at distance from HNL are currently interrupted by an 

abundance of man-made features within the built environment at HNL.   

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no changes to the existing terminals, airside facilities, 

cargo facilities, or landside access facilities and, therefore, no visual changes or adverse impacts in terms 

of visual resources would occur under the No Action Alternative. 

Under the Proposed Action, the Mauka Concourse would be constructed in the same location as the 

existing Commuter Terminal.  The Mauka Concourse would become an extension of the Interisland 

 4-26  



Airport Modernization Program at HNL  Environmental Consequences and Mitigation 
Final Environmental Assessment  January 2013 

Terminal, extending to the north toward the existing elevated H-1 Interstate Highway.  The Mauka 

Concourse would conform to the existing Interisland Terminal building scale and height and would 

include landscaping and design features reflecting a “Hawaiian Sense of Place.”  The jet blast barrier 

fence that would be erected around the perimeter of Taxilanes G and L near the Mauka Concourse, at 19 

feet in height, would impact the visual corridor, but only for pedestrians and street traffic on Nimitz 

Highway and Elliott Street.  The purpose of and need for the jet blast barrier fence is safety, preventing jet 

blast from impacting aircraft ground equipment using the perimeter service road along Taxilanes G and L, 

and from impacting pedestrians outside the HNL boundary.  Installation of the jet blast barrier fence 

would not be a significant visual impact because this area is currently surrounded by adjacent industrial, 

transportation, and commercial uses. 

The Replacement Cargo/Maintenance Facilities and Relocated Cargo Facility would conform to the scale 

and height of their existing respective facilities that would be demolished, and would be located in 

generally the same location.  The Diamond Head Commuter Terminal would be located adjacent to the 

existing Diamond Head Concourse, and at a lower scale and height inherent in its smaller operational 

requirements.   

The CONRAC would be located at the current on-Airport car rental facilities site, and would include the 

construction of a multi-story facility outside of the terminal area.  Although the CONRAC would be a 

large facility, it would conform to the existing scale of the adjacent overseas parking garage, as well as 

the general built environment at HNL.  The CONRAC would not substantially affect mauka-makai view 

corridors or east-west panoramic views from the HNL entrance toward Diamond Head and Kaimuki, as 

identified in the Primary Urban Center Development Plan (CCH-DPP, 2004b). 

Under the Proposed Action, there would be some changes to the existing visual environment.  However, 

since the new facilities would conform to the existing scale of adjacent buildings and the existing visual 

environment at HNL, impacts to visual resources are not anticipated to be objectionable to federal, State, 

or local agencies; or the public.  Therefore, the Proposed Action would have no visual impacts. 

4.12 Natural Resources and Energy Supply 
Under the No Action Alternative, existing utilities would not be extended or relocated and there would be 

no disruption to any services on- or off-Airport.  In addition, there would be no differences in the effects 

on energy supply or natural resources beyond those associated with increases in passenger and aircraft 

activity.  Therefore, there would be no adverse effects on natural resources or energy supply under the No 

Action Alternative. 

The commitment of resources for the Proposed Action includes significant quantities of building 

materials and labor, both of which are generally non-renewable and irretrievable.  The construction of, 
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and travel to and from, the proposed facilities would require the consumption of petroleum products and 

petroleum-based electrical generation. 

Under the Proposed Action, operation of the new facilities would necessitate the usage of electricity, 

water, and other natural resources.  However, because increases in the numbers of passengers and flight 

operations would be the same under both alternatives, there would be no long-term operational impacts on 

natural resources and energy supply under the Proposed Action compared to the No Action Alternative.  

In addition, the new and replacement facilities would be constructed with more energy and water efficient 

features than present in the existing facilities; thus, operation of the new facilities should result in a 

reduction of energy needs.  The design for the Mauka Concourse, Diamond Head Commuter Terminal, 

and CONRAC would include the infrastructure to accommodate photovoltaic panels to reduce energy 

consumption. 

Due to its location and size, the proposed CONRAC could reduce the natural air flow from trade winds 

into the open-air ticket lobbies, a situation currently experienced at HNL due to the existing multi-story 

parking garages (Figure 1-2).  HDOT-A plans to install large ventilation fans in the affected ticket lobbies 

as mitigation for the existing ventilation concerns caused by the parking garages, and would also install 

these fans under the Proposed Action as mitigation for ventilation concerns caused by the proposed 

CONRAC. 

4.12.1 Water Supply / Potable Water 
Under the Proposed Action, the existing water distribution infrastructure at HNL can continue to meet 

overall water distribution demands since facilities would be generally located near existing facilities that 

would be demolished.  The City and County of Honolulu, Board of Water Supply, can also continue to 

meet the overall water supply demands at HNL. 

4.12.2 Non-Potable Water 
Under the Proposed Action, non-potable water used by HNL for irrigation and landscaping purposes 

would continue to be provided by Kalauao Springs.  Since there are no anticipated significant increases in 

irrigation and landscaping demands based on the proposed facility sizes and/or because existing facilities 

would be replaced, there would also be no increases needed to existing storage capacity. 

4.12.3 Wastewater 
Under the Proposed Action, the existing wastewater lines servicing the Commuter Terminal cannot be 

utilized to accommodate the flows proposed for the Mauka Concourse.  This existing wastewater line 

would be replaced with a larger diameter wastewater line that would integrate into the primary 

wastewater distribution infrastructure which continues to the Sand Island Sewage Treatment Facility.  
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Wastewater connection applications would be submitted for all projects which connect into the City & 

County of Honolulu owned and operated wastewater system.  Low flow toilets and urinals would be used 

in the new facilities to reduce the amount of wastewater generated. 

4.12.4 Telecommunications 
Under the Proposed Action, HDOT-A would continue to work with Hawaiian Telcom to service the 

exterior communication utility service cables (fiber optic and copper).  At this time, no significant new 

infrastructure requirements are anticipated. 

4.12.5 Natural Gas 
Under the Proposed Action, HDOT-A would continue to work with The Gas Company to supply existing 

facilities and proposed facilities.  Since there would be no anticipated significant increases in natural gas 

demand based on the proposed facility sizes and/or because existing facilities would be replaced, there 

would be no need to increase the natural gas supply to the Airport.  At this time, no significant new 

infrastructure requirements are anticipated. 

4.12.6 Electricity 
Under the Proposed Action, HDOT-A would continue to work with Hawaiian Electric Company to 

confirm the adequacy of the utility service and infrastructure at HNL to support the proposed facilities.  

Mitigation to potential increases in electrical use would be would be done through an analysis of potential 

sustainable measures to identify and implement practical and measurable energy efficiency opportunities. 

4.13 Noise 
FAA Order 1050.1E, Appendix A, Paragraph 14.1, provides guidance on evaluating exposure of 

individuals to noise resulting from aircraft operations, which must be established in terms of DNL.  DNL 

is defined as the 24-hour average sound level, in decibels (dB), for the period from midnight to midnight, 

obtained after the addition of 10 dB to sound levels for the periods between midnight and 7 a.m. and 

between 10 p.m. and midnight, local time, as averaged over a span of one year 6.  The addition of 10 dB 

accounts for the higher annoyance in the night time hours when the ambient noise levels are lower.  The 

DNL is the FAA’s primary metric for noise analysis; therefore, DNL is the primary noise metric used in 

this EA. 

                                                      

6 FAA Advisory Circular 150/5020-1, Noise Control and Compatibility Planning for Airports, Paragraph 221. 
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4.13.1 Overview of Impacts 
Because the number of aircraft operations at, and the aircraft fleet mix serving HNL would not change as 

a result of the Proposed Action, no change to the noise exposure of individuals or noise-sensitive land 

uses to noise resulting from aircraft activities would occur as a result of the Proposed Action.  Neither the 

No Action nor Proposed Action alternatives would affect differently the number of aircraft operations, 

type of aircraft, or flight patterns at HNL.  Therefore, no change to areas exposed to significant levels of 

noise from aircraft overflights in the HNL environs would occur under either the No Action or Proposed 

Action alternatives. 

4.13.2 Methodology 
Since the proposed project will not change the number and frequency of aircraft flights, a comprehensive 

noise analysis of aircraft flight operations (departures and landings) is not required to compare the No 

Action and Proposed Action alternatives in order to address concerns expressed by the Federal Detention 

Center during the scoping process.  For this EA, a supplemental noise analysis was conducted to evaluate 

how a subset of the components of the Proposed Action would affect noise at the Federal Detention 

Center.  Concerns expressed by the Federal Detention Center focused on the importance of the ability of 

correctional staff (i.e. guards) to communicate with detainees and inmates in the open–air portions of the 

facility, specifically the recreation areas located on several floors of the facility.  These concerns were 

first expressed when one of the alternatives being considered by HDOT-A was to relocate commuter 

airline operations adjacent to the Federal Detention Center along Elliott Street; however, this alternative 

was subsequently dismissed (Section 2.4.2.1). 

Nevertheless, minor changes in aircraft ground operations near the Federal Detention Center would result 

under the Proposed Action from realigned and widened Taxilanes G and L, the Mauka Concourse, 

relocation of commuter airline operations from the existing Commuter Terminal to the Diamond Head 

Commuter Terminal, and relocation of cargo and maintenance facilities.  The methodologies used and the 

supplemental noise assessment for changes in aircraft ground operations on Taxilanes G and L is 

provided in Appendix I. 

The supplemental noise assessment was limited to aircraft using Taxilanes G and L, the existing 

Commuter and Interisland Terminals, and the proposed Mauka Concourse because these areas would 

encounter changes in aircraft type and aircraft traffic under the Proposed Action and are near the Federal 

Detention Center and military housing at Catlin Park and Earhart Village. 

In accordance with FAA Order 1050.1E, the supplemental noise assessment was conducted using the 

most current version of FAA’s Integrated Noise Model (INM) software available at the time the analysis 
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was conducted, Version 7.0b.  The INM is a widely-used computer model that evaluates aircraft noise 

impacts in the vicinity of airports and is required by FAA for modeling noise analysis.   

The INM noise modeling software was used to develop sound propagation models of the Proposed Action 

and No Action alternatives in order to evaluate the noise impact of changes in aircraft ground operations 

(i.e. taxiing aircraft) on Taxilanes G and L on the Federal Detention Center and military housing at Catlin 

Park and Earhart Village.  The modeled noise study area encompassed areas where operational changes 

are proposed (Mauka Concourse and Taxilanes G and L) and the areas immediately north, east, and west 

of Taxilanes G and L.   

INM does not explicitly support taxi noise modeling for fixed-wing airplanes.  However, INM provides 

for using a taxi path approximated by an overflight track and a fixed-point overflight profile.  

User-defined fixed-point profiles are used to estimate noise levels due to taxiing aircraft and thrust 

settings, engine height, and speed are specified.  Multiple profile segments are developed for aircraft 

models, speed, and thrust such as when taxiing under idle power or accelerating (utilizing breakaway 

thrust) to achiever forward motion.  The process and profiles used for this analysis at HNL is documented 

in Attachment G in Appendix I, including FAA-approval letters for the user-defined inputs. 

Important to this EA, the INM does not have the capability to model the shielding effects of structures 

that are situated between the taxilanes and the neighboring properties, such as the airport terminal 

buildings, the H-1 Interstate elevated structure, and the earthen berm between Earhart Village and Elliott 

Street.  Therefore, when assessing aircraft taxi operations, the INM predictions are typically higher than 

the actual values (overly conservative), because the INM software does not consider the noise shielding 

effects from these structures.   

4.13.3 Thresholds of Significance 
FAA Order 1050.1E, Appendix A, Paragraph 14.3, defines a significant impact as when an action, 

compared to the No Action alternative for the same timeframe, would cause noise sensitive land uses 

located within the DNL 65 dB contour to experience a noise increase of at least DNL 1.5 dB.  An increase 

from DNL 63.5 dB to DNL 65 dB is a significant impact.  If increases of DNL 1.5 dB in areas exposed to 

DNL 65 and higher are identified, the Federal Interagency Committee on Noise requires disclosing 

impacts over noise-sensitive areas exposed to DNL 60 dB to DNL 65 dB that have a noise increase of 

DNL 3 dB or more for informational purposes only. 

4.13.4 Operational Impacts (Years 2015 and 2020) 
This section addresses the future (2015 and 2020) aircraft noise environment related to the No Action 

Alternative and the Proposed Action Alternative. 

 4-31  



Airport Modernization Program at HNL  Environmental Consequences and Mitigation 
Final Environmental Assessment  January 2013 

4.13.4.1 Comparison of Noise Exposure for the No Action Alternative and Proposed Action 
The noise exposure for noise-sensitive land uses and individuals resulting from aircraft flight operations 

(departures and landings) at HNL is provided in Tables 4-5 through 4-8.  These tables provide a summary 

of the number of noise-sensitive sites and populations within the DNL contour ranges of 65 to 70 dB, 

70 to 75 dB, and 75 dB and greater, using information from the latest FAA-accepted Federal Aviation 

Regulations (FAR) Part 150 Noise Exposure Maps prepared under the Honolulu International Airport, 

Master Plan and Noise Compatibility Program (HDOT-A, 2004).  This information is used to show the 

number of noise-sensitive sites and population affected for the years 2015 and 2020 under the No Action 

and Proposed Action alternatives. 

Table 4-5: Land Uses, Noise-Sensitive Sites, and Population within the  
2015 Condition No Action Alternative DNL Contours  

Land Use Type 
DNL 65 
to 70 dB 

DNL 70 
to 75 dB 

DNL 75 and 
greater dB 

Total Over  
DNL 65 dB 

 Number of Noise-Sensitive Sites 
Schools 1/ 1 0 0 1 
Health Care Facilities 2/ 0 1 0 1 
Total Noise-Sensitive Sites 1 1 0 2 

 Population Estimates 
Civilian Residents 1,956 0 0 1,956 
Military Residents 1,609 0 0 1,609 
Total Population 3,565 0 0 3,565 

1/ John A. Burns School of Medicine is within the DNL 65 to 70 dB contour. 
2/ Sand Island Treatment Center is within the DNL 70 to 75 dB contour. 
Source:  Honolulu International Airport, Master Plan and Noise Compatibility Program (HDOT-A, 2004) 

Table 4-6: Land Uses, Noise-Sensitive Sites, and Population within the  
2015 Condition Proposed Action DNL Contours  

Land Use Type 
DNL 65 
to 70 dB 

DNL 70 
to 75 dB 

DNL 75 and 
greater dB 

Total Over  
DNL 65 dB 

 Number of Noise-Sensitive Sites 
Schools 1/ 1 0 0 1 
Health Care Facilities 2/ 0 1 0 1 
Total Noise-Sensitive Sites 1 1 0 2 

 Population Estimates 
Civilian Residents 1,956 0 0 1,956 
Military Residents 1,609 0 0 1,609 
Total Population 3,565 0 0 3,565 

1/ John A. Burns School of Medicine is within the DNL 65 to 70 dB contour. 
2/ Sand Island Treatment Center is within the DNL 70 to 75 dB contour. 
Source:  Honolulu International Airport, Master Plan and Noise Compatibility Program (HDOT-A, 2004) 

For the 2015 Condition, Tables 4-5 and 4-6 summarize the noise exposure data for the No Action 

Alternative and Proposed Action Alternative, respectively.  For the 2020 Condition, Tables 4-7 and 4-8 

summarize the noise exposure data for the No Action Alternative and Proposed Action Alternative, 

respectively.  Since the areas exposed to significant levels of noise from aircraft overflights would not 

change under the No Action Alternative or the Proposed Action Alternative, the number of 
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noise-sensitive sites and populations is the same for each of the alternatives for both the future 2015 and 

2020 years.  No net change in noise exposure from aircraft flight operations would occur as a result of the 

Proposed Action. 

Table 4-7: Land Uses, Noise-Sensitive Sites, and Population within the  
2020 Condition No Action Alternative DNL Contours  

Land Use Type 
DNL 65 
to 70 dB 

DNL 70 
to 75 dB 

DNL 75 and 
greater dB 

Total Over  
DNL 65 dB 

 Number of Noise-Sensitive Sites 
Schools 1/ 1 0 0 1 
Health Care Facilities 2/ 0 1 0 1 
Total Noise-Sensitive Sites 1 1 0 2 

 Population Estimates 
Civilian Residents 1,956 0 0 1,956 
Military Residents 1,609 0 0 1,609 
Total Population 3,565 0 0 3,565 

1/ John A. Burns School of Medicine is within the DNL 65 to 70 dB contour. 
2/ Sand Island Treatment Center is within the DNL 70 to 75 dB contour. 
Source:  Honolulu International Airport, Master Plan and Noise Compatibility Program (HDOT-A, 2004) 

Table 4-8: Land Uses, Noise-Sensitive Sites, and Population within the  
2020 Condition Proposed Action DNL Contours  

Land Use Type 
DNL 65 
to 70 dB 

DNL 70 
to 75 dB 

DNL 75 and 
greater dB 

Total Over  
DNL 65 dB 

 Number of Noise-Sensitive Sites 
Schools 1/ 1 0 0 1 
Health Care Facilities 2/ 0 1 0 1 
Total Noise-Sensitive Sites 1 1 0 2 

 Population Estimates 
Civilian Residents 1,956 0 0 1,956 
Military Residents 1,609 0 0 1,609 
Total Population 3,565 0 0 3,565 

1/ John A. Burns School of Medicine is within the DNL 65 to 70 dB contour. 
2/ Sand Island Treatment Center is within the DNL 70 to 75 dB contour. 
Source:  Honolulu International Airport, Master Plan and Noise Compatibility Program (HDOT-A, 2004) 

4.13.4.2 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, the Airport Modernization Program at HNL would not be implemented.  

Therefore, there would be no changes to noise exposure beyond those associated with increased aircraft 

operations and changes in the aircraft fleet serving the Airport. 

4.13.4.3 Proposed Action 
Although the Proposed Action would not increase aircraft operations overall, the proposed Widening of 

Taxilanes G and L and construction of the Mauka Concourse would affect aircraft taxiing patterns, and 

therefore ambient noise, near these two proposed development areas.  This section describes the 

supplemental noise modeling and assessment conducted to evaluate potential impacts resulting from these 

two project components under both alternatives at the Federal Detention Center and the Earhart Village 

and Catlin Park military housing neighborhoods.  These locations were selected based on anticipated 

 4-33  



Airport Modernization Program at HNL  Environmental Consequences and Mitigation 
Final Environmental Assessment  January 2013 

aircraft taxi noise and on ambient noise levels they experience according to the 2008 noise exposure maps 

published in the latest FAA-accepted Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR) Part 150 Noise Exposure Maps 

prepared under the Honolulu International Airport, Master Plan and Noise Compatibility Program 

(HDOT-A, 2004), as shown on Figure 3-7, and based on their land use compatibility with noise exposure 

(Table 3-3).   

As discussed in Section 3.12, the Federal Detention Center is considered compatible when evaluating land 

use compatibility for noise exposure, and the facility is compatible based on the aircraft noise exposure 

maps for HNL developed under 14 CFR Part 150, Airport Noise Compatibility Planning.  The open-air 

recreational areas of the Federal Detention Center are not considered habitable spaces pursuant to FAA’s 

Airport Improvement Program - Eligibility and Justification Requirements for Noise Insulation Projects 

(FAA, 2012g). 

Supplemental Noise Evaluation Scenarios 

If implemented, construction of project components under the Proposed Action would be scheduled for 

completion by October 2016.  As described in Section 4.1, calendar years 2015 and 2020 were used to 

evaluate interim and future noise impacts.  For comparison purposes, conditions in years 1999 and 2010 

were also used compared with predicted conditions in 2015 and 2020 under both the Proposed Action and 

the No Action alternative.  To determine whether changes in noise exposure represent a significant 

impact, the Proposed Action 2015 DNL and 2020 DNL predicted by the model were compared to the No 

Action 2015 DNL and 2020 DNL and applicable noise thresholds.  A comparison of noise levels under 

the Proposed Action 2020 DNL with the 1999 DNL and 2010 DNL was provided for informational 

purposes. 

A scenario was modeled for the year 1999 to evaluate impacts at the Federal Detention Center since 

construction began on the facility in that year and passenger traffic and aircraft operations were higher in 

that timeframe compared to 2010 conditions (see Section 1.2.2).  The 1996 Environmental Impact 

Statement for the Federal Detention Center lists its current location as one of the preferred sites but states 

that it is “subject to the influence of numerous noise sources, including the Honolulu International 

Airport.”  The Federal Detention Center is considered compatible with aircraft noise up to DNL 70 dB, a 

noise level considered acceptable at the time the facility was constructed.  As shown in Table 3-3 and 

Figure 3-7, the ambient noise levels experienced by the Federal Detention Center is within the 65 to 70 db 

DNL contour range.  The assessment of significant impact is based upon a comparison of changes in 

noise level between the Proposed Action and the No Action in 2015 and 2020, but not a comparison to 

1999 noise levels. 
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For SOx, the estimated increase in emissions from the HNL Emergency Power Facility is a theoretical 

maximum of 6.3 tons per year, which when combined with the Proposed Action Alternative increase of 

1.7 tons per year due to aircraft taxiing on Taxilanes G and L (see Table 4-3), results in a total cumulative 

increase of only 8.0 tons per year, below the significance threshold of 40 tons per year for SOx.  Other 

elements of the Proposed Action Alternative would be anticipated to contribute to a negligible increase or 

even decrease in SOx emissions due to the elimination of rental car shuttle trips and the overall improved 

operational efficiency of airfield areas. 

In summary, under the Proposed Action Alternative there would be no significant cumulative air quality 

impacts. 

The cumulative impact of the Proposed Action on the global climate when added to other past, present, 

and reasonably foreseeable future actions is not currently scientifically predictable.  Aviation has been 

calculated to contribute approximately 3 percent of global carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions; this 

contribution may grow to 5 percent by 2050.  Actions are underway within the U.S. and by other nations 

to reduce aviation's contribution through such measures as new aircraft technologies to reduce emissions 

and improve fuel efficiency, renewable alternative fuels with lower carbon footprints, more efficient air 

traffic management, market-based measures and environmental regulations including an aircraft CO2 

standard.  The U.S. has ambitious goals to achieve carbon-neutral growth for aviation by 2020 compared 

to a 2005 baseline, and to gain absolute reductions in greenhouse gas emissions by 2050.  At present there 

are no calculations of the extent to which measures individually or cumulatively may affect aviation's 

CO2 emissions.  Moreover, there are large uncertainties regarding aviation's impact on climate.  The FAA, 

with support from the U.S. Global Change Research Program and its participating federal agencies (e.g., 

NASA, NOAA, EPA, and DOE), has developed the Aviation Climate Change Research Initiative 

(ACCRI) in an effort to advance scientific understanding of regional and global climate impacts of 

aircraft emissions, with quantified uncertainties for current and projected aviation scenarios under 

changing atmospheric conditions. 7 

4.18.4.2 Construction Impacts 
Of the previously-identified past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, the following actions 

also have potential construction impacts which could result in cumulative construction impacts based on 

both their location near the Proposed Action development areas and the timeframe during which the 

construction activities would occur: Honolulu Rail Transit alignment and station at HNL and the 

Honolulu Fire Department Regional Fire Training Center.  Other projects are either anticipated to be 

                                                      

7 Nathan Brown, et. al (2010).  The US. Strategy for Tackling Aviation Climate Impacts, 27th International Congress 
of the Aeronautical Sciences 
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