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STATE OF HAWAII 
LAND USE COMMISSION 

VOTE RECORD 

ITEM SP75-210 - CITY & COUNTY OF DATE~--=S~ ~~~~-e =-; 2 ~·-= 9~~e~ptemb;r 2: 1~ 7 5'--~~ 
HONOLULU 

PLACE Room 416 - State Capitol 

ABSTAIN ABSENTNAME YES NO 

OURA, MITSUO 

YANAI, EDWARD 

YAMAMURA, TANJI 

MACHADO, COLETTE 

WHITESELL, CAROL 

SAKAHASHI, STANLEY 

DUKE, CHARLES 

CARRAS, JAMES 

TANGEN, EDDIE 

Comments: 

Chairman Tangen: Since there are no objections, we concur with the 
request of the Buildi:ng Department and this 
special permit will be withdrawn. 



BUILDING DEPARTMENT 

CITY COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
HONOLULU MUNICIPAL BUILDING 

650 SOUTH KING STREET 
HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 

FRANK F. FASI ERNEST T . YUASA 
MAYOR DIRECTOR AND BUILDING SUPERINTENDENT 

PB 75-880 

September 17, 1975 
~~@~ll\f~[)) 

Land Use Commission SEP 18 1975 
State of Hawaii 
P. o. Box 2359 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96804 

State of HawJii 
LAND USE COMMISSION 

Gentlemen: 

Subject: Fire and Police Training Facilities 
Tax Map Key: 9-3-02:9 (portion} 
Waipahu, Oahu, Hawaii 

This is to withdraw our Special Use Permit application 
for the subject project. 

We feel that it would not be feasible for the City to 
~onstruct the training center without the firing range, which is 
one of the conditions imposed by the Planning Commission. To 
exclude the firing range from the facility would not be much of an 
improvement over the present Police Department's training situation. 

We are planning to reapply for a Special Use Permit for the 
subject project at a later date, hoping that the Planning Connnission 
will reconsider and permit the construction of the firing range. 

Very truly yours, 

(pt-XT~ 
ERNEST T. YUASA 

Director and Building Superintendent 

TH:jo 
cc : J. Harada 

Fire Department 
Police Department 
Dept. of Land Utilization 
Gene Connell, Planning Commission 



BUILDING D E PARTM E NT 

C ITY AND C OUNTY OF HONOL U L U 
HONOLU L U M U.N I C IPA L B UILDING 

050 SOUTH K IN G S T REET 
HON OL U L U , HAWAII 96 81 3 

FRANK F. FASI to <I•"'. • ; ERNEST T . YUAS A 
M AYOR OIR l; CTOR AN D BUILDIN G SU PERIN T EN D ENT 

" 
~ PB 75-880 

. 
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September 17, 1975 

Land Us e Conunission 
State of Hawaii 

Si:1te of Ha·.;r::iP. O. Box 2359 
Lt.>.'.D us~ C0.1/..~1\'.SS ! O~lHonolulu, Hawaii 96804 

Gentlemen: 

Subject: Fire and Police Training Facilities 
Tax Map Ke y: 9-3-02:9 (portion) 
Wa ipahu, Oahu, Hawa ii 

This is to withdraw our Special Use Permit application 
for the subject project. 

We feel that it would not be feasible for the City to 
construct the training center without the firing range, which is 
one of tne conditions imposed by the Planning CoITu~ ission. To 
exclude the firing range from the facility would not be much of an 
improvement over the present Police Department's training situation. 

We are planning to reapply for a Special Use Permit for the 
subject project at a later date, hoping that the Planning Commission 
will reconsider and permit the construction of the firing range. 

Very truly yours, 

(o~T~ 
ERNEST T. YUASA 

Director and Building Superintendent 

TH: jo 
cc: J. Harada 

Fire Department 
Police Department 
Dept. of Land Utilization 
Gene Connell, Planning Commission 



BUILDING DEPARTMENT 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
HONOLULU MUNICIPAL BUILD ING 

650 SO UTH l< ING STR EE T 
HONOLU L U, HAWAII 008 13 

FRANK F. FASI ERNEST T. YUASA 
MAYOR DIRECTOR AND BUILDING SUPERINTENDENT 

PB 75-880 

September 17, 1975 

Land Use Comrnission 
State of Hawaii 

Sr<1ie of l-!J-,·.::-.:iP. o. Box 2359 
LA~~!) us~ CO:';'..WSS!O~ 1Honolulu, Hawaii 96804 

Gentlemen: 

Subject: Fire and Police Training Facilities 
Tax Map Key: 9-3-02:9 {portion) 
Waipahu, Oahu, Hawaii 

This is to withdraw our Special Use Permit application 
for the subject project. 

We feel that it would not be feasible for the City to 
construct the training center without the firing range, which is 
one of the conditions imposed by the Planning Commission. To 
exclude the firing range from the facility would not be much of an 
improvement over the present Police Department's training situation. 

We are planning to reapply for a Special Use Permit for the 
subject project at a later date, hoping that the Planning comrnission 
will reconsider and permit the construction of the firing range. 

Very truly yours, 

(p~Ttf~ 
ERNEST T. YUASA 

Director and Building Superintendent 

TH:jo 
cc: J. Harada 

Fire Department 
Police Department 
Dept. of Land Utilization 
Gene Connell, Planning Commis.sion 



BUILDING Ol:::PARTMENT 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
HONOLULU MUl~ICIPAL BUILOING 

650 SOUTH KING STREET 
H ON OLULU , HAWAII gee 13 

FRANK F. FASI .. ,,, 
".~' 

ERNEST T . YUASA 
MAYOR DIRECTOR ANO BUILOlt~G SUPERIN TC.NO EN T 

PB 75-880 

September 17, 1975 

Land Use Commission 
State of Hawaii 

S«ite of Ha"Nc:i P. O. Box 2359 
Lt. ~--!!) u s~ co .~/.~A ! SSIO~lHonolulu, Hawaii 96804 

Gentlemen: 

Subject: Fire and Police Training Facilities 
Tax Map Key: 9-3-02:9 (portion) 
Waipahu, Oahu, Hawaii 

This is to withdraw our Special Use Permit application 
for the subject project. 

We feel that it would not be feasible for the City to 
construct the training center without the firing range, which is 
one of the conditions imposed by the Planning Commission. To 
exclude the firing range from the facility would not be much of an 
improvement over the present Police Department's training situation. 

We are planning to reapply for a Special Use Permit for the 
subject project at a later date, hoping that the Planning commission 
will reconsider and permit the construction of the firing range. 

Very truly yours, 

(p~Tr 
ERNEST T. YUASA 

Director and Building Superintendent 

TH:jo 
cc: J. Harada 

Fire Department 
Police Department 
Dept. of Land Utilization 
Gene Connell, Planning Commission 



STATE OF HAWAII 
LAND USE COMMISSION 

Minutes of Meeting 

September 22, 1975 - 10:00 a.m. 

Room 416 - State Capitol ~ 
Honolulu, Hawaii OCT 2 8 1975 

COMMISSIONERS PRESENT: Eddie Tangen, Chairman 
Stanley Sakahashi, Vice-Chairman 
James Carras 
Char les Duke 
Colette Machado 
Carol Whitesell 
Tanji Yamamura 

COMMISSIONERS ABSENT: Mitsue Oura 
Edward Yanai 

STAFF PRESENT: Ah sung Leong, Acting Executive Officer 
Gordan Furutani, Planner 
Dora Horikawa, Clerk Reporter 
Ray Russell, Court Reporter 

Due to the late appearance of the Chairman, Vice-Chairman 
Sakahashi called the meeting to order and called for the first 
item on the agenda. 

ACTION 

SPECIAL PERMIT APPLICATION BY MAUI BROADCASTING CORPORATION 
(SP75-204) ~O CONSTRUCT A BROADCASTING TRANSMITTER AND ANTENNA 
SITE AT ULUPALAKUA, MAU:I 

Mr. Ah sung Leong, Acting Executive Officer, presented the 
staff memorandum on the aboVQ Special Permit (see copy of report 
on file). 

Mr. Kirk Monroe, President of Maui Broadcasting, responded to 
questions raised by the Commissioners; i.e. that the petitioner 
agrees to all the conditions that were imposed by the Maui County 
Planning Commission; the tower will be painted either a light 
green or yellow to make it as inconspicuous as possible. Maui 
Broadcasting is an FM station and is presently broadcasting two 
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SPECIAL . PERMIT APPLICATION BY MAUI CONCRETE AND AGGREGATES 
(SP75-209) TO ESTABLISH A CONCRETE BATCHING PLANT AT HONOKOWAI, 

MAUI 

Mr. Furutani read the staff memo relative to the subject 
Special Permit. 

Following a brief discussion of the rationale for the relo­
cation of the batching plant to the subject site, it was moved by 
Commissioner Yamamur~ and seconded by Vice-Chairman sakahashi 
that the Special Permit be granted subject to the conditions 
imposed by the Maui County Planning Commission. The motion was 
unanimously carried. 

J SPECIAL PERMIT APPLICATION BY CI,TY & COUNTY OF HONOLULU (SPp;lO) 
. TO ESTABLISH A FIRE & POLICE TRAINING FACILITY AT WAIPIO, OAHU 

Mr• Leong submitted that staff was in receipt of a letter · 
from the petitioner dated September 17, 1975, signed by Ernest 
T. Yuasa, Director & Building Superintendent, requesting that 
the subject application be withdrawn since they planned to reapply 
at a later date to accommodate the firing range. 

Chairman Tangen declared. that since there was no objection, 
the application will be withdrawn. 

SPECIAL PERMIT APPLICATION BY HAWAII COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC 
WORKS (SP75-2ll) TO ESTABLISH SOLID WASTE TRANSFER STATIONS AT 
HILO AND HAMAKUA, HAWAII 

The staff memorandum was presented by Mr. Leong (see copy of 
report on file) • 

Mr. Dennis Lee, staff engineer with the Department of Public 
works, speaking from past experiences of existing transfer sta­
tions, commented it had been found that it was necessary to post 
someone at the station to take care of the site and to educate 
the public in the general use of the station. 

Mr. Lee continued that the fly and odor problem would be 
eliminated since everything will be dumped into an enclosed contain­
er. It would also centralize the disposal of rubbish•. 

Commissioner Carras moved to approve the Special Permit, 
subject to the conditions imposed by the Hawaii County Planning 
commission. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Duke and 
carried. 
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STATE OF HAWAII 
LAND USE COMMISSION 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Lrtnd Use Commission 

FROM: Staff 

SUBJECT: SP75 - 210 - City & County of Honolulu, Building Department 

The Building Department of the City and County of Honolulu 
requests a Specia l Permit to allow a police and fire training facility 
on ;:ipproximately 15 acres of land situated ir1 the Agricultural 
District at Waip io peninsula, Ewa, Oahu. The subject property is 
~ portion of p~rcel 9, Tax Map Key 9-3-2, owned by the City and 
County of Honolulu. 

The proposed complex will include 6 buildings housing classrooms 
and offices, a gymn asium, a firing range off ice and firing sheds, 
;:.nd fr-cilities for r i.tdiology , fire training and c anine traininqG 
1'hese buildings have a total floor area of 74, 120 square feet and 
cover 52,200 square feet, or 8% of the total 15 acre subject property. 
The rem~ining are<'I of approximately 13.8 acres will be utilized f or 
firing ranges, fire tr a ining grounds, driver training facilit ies , a 
drill field, p arking and landsc aping. 

Presently, the subject property is v a cant and unused.. It fronts 
the ee>st side of Waipahu Depot street approximately 3,000 feet south 
of th3 Farr'ington Highway intersection. Lands to the west of the 
subj ec t property include low lying areas and former fishponds which 
<=1re situated within the Conserva tion District. Lands in the sur­
rounding Agricultural District contain the City's Waipahu inc i ne:r a tor, 
u l~ndfill dump, sewage oxida tion ponds, the Ted Makalena Golf Course 
and cane lands leased to Oahu Sug~r Comp a ny by the Navy . Along the 
periphery of the w~.ipahu Urban District approximately 1/4 mile to the 
north ~re residential und light industri a l uses. 

Petitioner submits that there has been a need for a tr a ining 
f'lcility for mr.iny years, and substanti a tes the request for the Speci a l 
Permit as follows : 

1. The subject property is a low lying mil.rshy <lrea subject to 
inund ~ tion by tidal fluctuations. ElevRtions v~ry between 
O to 8 feet, ~ nd aver0ges about 4 feet above sea l eve l. 
The L ;ind Study Bureau h C1 s classified the l <'\nd as Cl <:ls s " E " 
( lowest of cl asses A to E), indicating very poor suitability 
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for agricultural uses. It is neither productive agricultural 
land, nor land having potential for agriculture. However, 
its use as a training facility will directly benefit the 
public. Thus, the proposed use is not contrary to the 
objectives of the Land Use Law. 

2. Surrounding property will not be adversely affected since 
the subject property is bordered: 

a. On the mauka side by low lying marshlands, and further 
to the north by light industrial and residential uses. 
The prevailing tradewinds come from the mauka direction 
and thus will not adversely affect the industrial-resi­
dential area. 

b. To the east is the Ted Makalena Golf Course, an open 
space area which will be improved by anticipated plant­
ing of trees along the perimeter of subject property. 

c. On the makai side is the Waipahu incinerator, a 75 foot 
high structure which consumes 600 tons of refuse daily . 
Smoke emission from fire training exercises (at 1 mjnute 
duration 4 times a day), will be considerably less than 
emission from the incinerator . 

d. To the west is a landfill-dumping area which also will 
not be adversely affected. 

Further, the entire site is designated for Public Pacility use 
on the Oahu General Plan and thus would not, presently or in the future,· 
adversely affect surrounding property. 

3. Existing sewer, water, drainage and utilities are adequate 
to service the facility; however, the existing access may 
need improvement . Other public services such as schools, 
police and fire protection are inapplicable . 

4. A centralized training facility has been lacking since the 
establishment of the fire and police departments. This lack 
has be~n magnified wjth the increase in Oahu's popul:ition. 

S. As discussed in item 1, the ];111J is unsuited for the uses 
permitted j n the Agricultural District. 

6 . The ex is t i ng s i t c w1 I 1 b c s uh s t <Jn t i ;1 1 1 y l.l l t c' r c d by t l1C' 
proposC'<l use. The !;ind will be filled :ind r<1isc<l :ipJHOxi­
nwte1y 6 feet to make it usable. Structures <is h'C'l l :1s 
L1ndsc1ping 1vi11 be Jcvclopcd, resulting in :1 mc:111ingt"u1 
;m J c r r j c i c n t u t i l i z ~l t i 011 0 r u n ll s (' d 1;] n d . 

7. J\s thc · propcrt)" is prCSC'lltly ll!lll SC d :111cJ lll1Sllitcd ror :1)-'.ri­
Cllltur:ll purposes, .:1i1d mcl't S the L·ri1c1·i:1 rcl:itin g tL1 
(' ll v i r 0 ll lll l' !l t ; I l l" ()fl d i t i n 11 s ' t (Ip l) g r ; l p h )" ' l l t i l i 1 i l's ' ;I l" l .· l's s ' 
Cc11cr:1l 11 !:111 d csign:1ti r1 11, etc., the prnposl·d i":tcility \\"lHt ld 
m: 1k c t Ii c Ii i g h c ~ t :1 11 d h c s 1 t 1s t • o I t li c Jll" u lH' 1· t ~ · 1· 11 r t h c p 11 h I i L. 

Iv l' I r: 1 r c . 

- ') 



COUNTY RECOMMENDATION 

On May 7, 1975, the Planning Commission of the City and County 
of llonolulu voted t6 recommend approval of the Special Permit subject 
to the fol1owjng co.nditions: 

" 1 . W i t h in on e ye a r o f the appr ova 1 o f th e Spec i a 1 Us e Pe nn i t , 
the applicant shall properly file for a building permit 
with the Building Department and commence construction. 
The total construction shall.be completed in five years. 
If necessary, the time limit may be extended by the Director 
of the Department of Land Utilization provided the appli­
cant make s a requ es t in writing and submits reasons which, 
in the op inion of the Planning Commission, justifies the 
time extension; 

"2. The applicant shall comply Hith all air and water quality 
standards of the State of _Hawaii . In the case that a 
variance to the ait quality standards is necessary fo r 
the fire training facil ity, those exercises which r equir e 
the variance shall be conducted only during tradewind 
conditions; -

"3 . The p 1 ans as submit t e d , marked EX HI B I T A and on f i l e 1\1 i t h 
the Department of Land Utili za tion, shal 1 be fo J 1 0\~· ed ex­
cept as may be· altered by the conditions stated her ei n; 

"4 . Po 1 ice f ire a rm s train ing is prohi b it c d ; 

"5. The helicopter pad and relat ed helicopter activities 
connected with the training fa.cility shall be prohibited; 

"6. Landscape buffering for this facility, including the 
ad j o in i n g inc in e rat or , sh a 11 b e c r e a t e d and nw i n t a i n e d 
to a standard acceptable to the Director of Land Utili­
zation for as long as this facility exists. 

'' 7 . Waipahu Depot Road shall be improved and paved to a width 
of 24 feet from the Oahu Railroad right-of -way rnakai to 
the makai border of the project site; 

"8. At such time as 50 acres are.landfilled and suitable for 
Park and Recreation use, the Department of Parks and 
Recreation shall establish a . park on this sjte. The 
Department of Parks and Recreation shall request the Chief 
Planning Oi.ficer to initiate a General PJ<Jn amendment t o 
change the use of the 50 acres from Pub Ii c i::_ic i 1 i ty to 
Park use. 

"9. The Di rector of the Department of L:1ncl llt i 1 i::1t ion may 
m:_ikc minor modifications to the conditions st:Jtcd hcrci11 
when it becomes app:irent that such modiric:1tion is 11cccs ­
s:1rv :rnd :1ppropri:1tc; 

· "10. ln the event any condition :is set rorth herein is not co1n ­
pl icd 1vith, the Director ot th e lkp:1rtmc11t o r L:111d lit i l i. :. :1-
t i o n s h :1 l l . he a u t h o r i zc d b)' t h c P I : 1 n n i 11 g C o 111111 i s s i o 11 t o t :1 k C' 

- 3 -
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action to terminate the use or !1alt its operation until 
such time as full compliance is obtained. 

''11. ~he Poli~e/Fire Departments will make the fa~ilities 
available to community groups when not required for 
training purposes." 

The Director of the Department of Land Utilization, City and 
County of Honolulu, indicated in his report to the Planning Commission 
that the following agencies offered no ~omment or no objection to the 
Special Permit: 

Departments of Army, Transportation, Planning and Economic 
Development, Public Works, Parks and Recreation and the Board of 
W~ter Supply. 

Other agencies expressed concerns as follows: 

1. Concern that airborne emissions generated by fire training 
facility may not meet the State's air quality standards were 
expressed by the Departments of Agriculture, Health, and 
the Environmental Center. The possibility of obtaining a 
variance to the standards was noted. 

2. Concern over waterborne effluents generated by extinguishing 
agents used in"fire exercises were expressed by the Kater 
Resources ·Research Center and the Department of Health. 

3. Concern over noise emission resulting from the firing ranges 
~ere expressed by the Departments of Engineering, (University 
of Hawaii), Health, and Land and Natural Resources. Concern 
over safety baffling was indic~ted by the Navy. · 

In addition, the Waipahu Community Association has strenuously 
objected to the proposal because of problems dealitig with solid waste 
disposal, airborne emission and traffic generation. The alternative 
of using similar types of military facilities for training purposes 
was suggested in order that the property can be considered for use 
as a regional park. 

The Department of Land Utilization evaluated the proposal under 
the criteria established in the Land Use District Regulations for 
Special Permits as follows: 

"l. 'Such use shall not be contrary to the objectives sought to 
be accomplished by the Land Use Law and Regulations.' 

The State's objective is to preseive productiv e agrict1ltural 
lands and to protect lands which have a significant potential 
for agricultural purposes. The site is not currcntl:· ·in 
a gr i cul tu r :-i 1 u s c . The s i t e 1 i cs \vi. th j r1 :rn ;n ca c L 1 s s i r i c d 
by th e State J,and Stu<ly ·L~ ur cnu as Cl:i ss E (loh·cst.oC ;1 11 
c;lasscs A to E tn t e rms of suitability for ctllti\·:1ti on). 
Th c D (' p :ir t Ill(' ll t 0 r /\gr i c ll 1 t ll r c Tl 0 t cs ' t h; I t ' \\'h i l (' t h (' s i t (' 
might be l!S:tblc fo1· ntll'Sery :111d g reenhouse culture , it is 
not suit:1blc Cur :1gr iL·t11tur:1! production usi11g convent ion:1! 
ti!J;1gc methods. Thu s, it 1vould seem th:1t the site c;m h e 

-consjdercd to h:1vc very m:1r~:i1i:1! :1gricultur:1! potc11ti:1l. 

- 4 -
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"2. 'That the desired use would not adversely affect surround­
ing property. ' 

It is obvious that the project will have no adverse effects 
on land uses which abut it directly. Th~ project can have 
adverse effects on the residential properties lying mauka 
of the old Oahu Railraod right-of-way approximately one­
fourth mile mauka of the project site. 

There are several factors which will minimize, or which can 
be made to minimize, any adverse effects on the residential 
properties. First, the facility is a quarter mile removed 
from the nearest residence. Second, the prevailing trade­
winds come from the northeast, blowing mauka to makai, 75 
percent of the year. Finally, there are in existence, 
applicable legal constraints on air emissions, water quality 
and noise emissions with which the project must comply. 
These factors impact on the major areas of concern as follows: 

Air Emissions: The project is subject to the State's Air 
Quality Standards. Therefore, air emissions are controll ed 
by the Department of Health. As the department points out, 
it is possible that, in order to simulate certain types 
of fire for training purposes, a variance of the Air Quality 
Standards will be required. In th at case, permitting such 
burning only in tradewind conditions 0ill effectively remove 
the emissions from the residential area. 

Wate~ Quality: The project is subject to the State's Water 
Quality Standard. Therefore, the quality of surface runoff 
and waste water disposed from the fire training facility 
would, assuming a logical discharge to Pearl Harbor, be 
controlled by the Department of Health. 

Noise Emissions: The project is subject to the performance 
standards relative to sound emissions contained within the 
Comprehensive Zoning Code. However, a combination of distance, 
a missing of structures interposed between the firing ranges 
and the residential development, the provision of firing 
sheds, site plan provisions that firing will take place in 
a makai direction a nd wind direction would all appear to 
assure that noise from this source will be.no problem. 

"In light of these considerations, a minimum impact on 
the residen~ial area can be predicted. 

"3. 'Such use would not unreasonably burd e n public agencies 
to provide roads a nd streets, sewers, water, drainage, and 
school improv ement s , and police a nd fire protecti on.' 

The facility is a public L1cildy bein g funded by public 
funds. J\s noted in the :1genc:· rcvi.eh section, se1v:1gc 
cap;1cit)• is nwr gin;1J hut the m_in_i m;1J J o;1d s prod11ced h~ · 
this !":1cl1 ity c1n hL' ;1cceptcd. \\:1ip:1hu De po t l~u;1d m:1k ;1i 
Crom th e r;1ilro;1d rigl1t - o!' -· \\' ;1y 1\ill he improved to s c r\ ' l' 
the pr o jcl·t. Su f !'ic i c nt 1v;1t cr c:1p:11.: it\' i :> av;1iJ:1h!c to 
se n · c 1 hc l~ r o j cc t . 

- s -



"4. 'That the land upon which the proposed use is sought is 
unsuited for the uses permitted within the District.' 

By reason of the analysis provided under item 1, it can be 
concluded that the l~nd is unsuited for the agricultural 
uses permitted within the District. 

"5. 'That the proposed use will not substantially alter or 
change the essential character of the land and the present 
use.' 

The land is presently unused, scrub land which is essentially 
characterless. The change will improve the character of the 
land and, hopefully improve the character of the surrounding 
dump and incinerator areas. 

"6 . 'That the proposed use will make the highest and best use of 
the land involved for the public welfare.' 

The police and fire training facility is basic to the public 
welfare of the citizens of Oahu in the sens~ that it will 
provide better training with a resultant higher proficiency 
in our police and fire departments. The land involved is 
owned by the City and County and has b ee n used for years 
as a dump. The City has gone through a ~omplete site 
selection study, consiaering possible sit~s throu ghout Oahu. 
Of the sites studied, this location has been determined to 
be the single most appropriate site for this use.'• 

By letter dated June 19, 1975, Robert R. Way, Chief Planning 
Officer, City and County of Honolulu, advised that in light of new 
information received by the Pl anning Commission from Chief of Police 

· Francis Keala, the Planning Commission would like to reconsider the 
"conditions" at their meeting on July 2, 1975. It is noted that 
Chief Keal~ requested the Planning Commission to reconsider the ~on ­
ditions relating to the prohibition of firearms training (Condition 
No.4), and the condition relating to making the facilities available 
to community groups when not required for training purposed (Condition 
No. 11). Chief Keala felt that the training facility, under these 
conditions would he of limited value to the Police Department and would 
not warrant the expenditure of funds to develop a facility of such 
limited utility. 

Pursuant to the request from Chief Planning Officer Way, the 
Special Permit was withdrawn and retuned to the City and County of 
Honolulu Depa rtment of Gen eral Planning on June 23 , 19 75 for reconsid­
eration by the Planning Commission. 

In a letter dated July 11, 19 75 , Mr. Way advised that the Plan­
ning Commission was unable to achieve a majority vote t o rcco11sidcr 
two c;onditjons of th e subject Special Permit at jts mc<:'ting on 
July 2 , 1 9 7 5 . 

Fi11alJy. in :1 Jetter d:1tcd July 2 1, 1975, Chi e r P1;rnning nrriccr 
Rob ert Way returned the Spcci:1 l Use Permit to the I. ;1 ncl ll sc' Comm i ss i on 
f o r con s i cl c r; 1t i on :1 ncl :1c t i on , ; 1 n J ru rt h c r ;1d v i ~ c d t h:1t t h c cl cc i s i on 
and cond ·itions or the PJ~1nni11g Connnission \vhich \\'ere p;1ssc'd on 01:1y 7 , 
l~l75 r c111; 1in th e s:1mc. 
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These are the pertinent facts relating to this petition as 
summarized by your staff . 

• 
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STA'l'E OP Hl\Wl\II 
LAND USE COMMISSION 

P .• O. BOX 2359 
HONOLULU, HAWAII 96804 

September 10, 1975 

Mr. Ernest T. YUsas, Director 
Buildinq Department 
city and County of Honolulu 
City Hall 
Honolulu, Hawaii 

The Land Use Commission next meets on ~-~S_!P_te~r 2~975 __ 
at 10100 a.m. , in the state Capitol, Room #416 

Honolulu, Hawaii 

At that time the special permit application by. Cit¥ .and 
• County of Honolulu (SP75-210} to establish a 

Fire and _Police Training Fa¢ilit~ 

in the ~culture District at Waipio, Oahu 
will be considered. 

~~~~~~~~~--~~~ 

Should you have any questions regarding this matter, pl~ase 
feel free .to contact us. 

Very truly yours, 

TATSUO FUJIMOTO 
Executive Officer 

Enclosure - Agenda 



Meeting of the Planning Commission 
Minutes 

July 2, 1975 

~ ~ ©rn: DY~~ 
AUS 4 1975 
State of Hawaii 

LAl'\O USE COMMISSION 

The Planning Commission held a meeting on Wednesday, July 2, 1975 at 
1:35 p.m., in the Conference Room of the City Hall Annex. Chairman 
Randall Kamiya presided. 

PRESENT: 

STAFF PRESENT: 

MINUTES: 

PUBLIC HEARING 
HAWAII CAPITAL DISTRICT 
APPLICATION 
(TWO-STORY APT.BLDG.) 
LUSITANA AND PUNCHBOWL 
STREETS 
RALSTON HO NAGATA FOR 
PARAMOUNT ENTERPRISES 
(FILE #75/HCD-27 JPP) 

Randall Kamiya, Chairman 
Charles Duke, Vice Chairman 
Dr . Wilbur Choy 
Donald Hosaka 
Antone Kahawaiolaa 
Alice Takehara 
Harriet Wikum 

Robert R. Way, Chief Planning Officer 
Eugene B. Connell, Executive Secretary 
Robert B. Jones, Asst. Director, Zoning 

Department of Land Utilization 
Jan-Peter Preis, Staff Planner 

The minutes of June 4 and June 13, 1975 
were approved as circulated, on motion 
by Mr. Hosaka, seconded by Mr. Kahawaiolaa 
and carried . 

The minutes of June 18, 1975 were also 
approved, with the following corrections, 
on motion by Mr. Hosaka, seconded by 
Mr. Duke and carried: 

(1) Page 9, line 1 - Insert the word 
"not" before the word germane. 

(2) Page 13, line 10 
"prosperity" to 

A public hearing was 
request for approval 

- Change the word 
"posterity." 

held to consider a 
of plans for a 

2-story apartment building by raising . 
the existing structure, constructing a 
new first floor and demolishing an 
existing carport at Lusitana and Punch­
bowl Streets, Tax Map Key: 2-1-22: 3. 

Publication was made in the Sunday Star­
Bulletin/Advertiser on June 22, 1975. No 
letters of protest were received. 

Mr. Jan~Pete~ Preis pr~sented the Director's report of the 
request. The proposed apartment building meets the 40-foot height 
limit and 50% open space requirements for the district. Proposed 
landscaping includes retention of most existing trees, and an 



additional buffer of trees which will give a park-like character 
to much of the site. The design of the apartment building appears 
to be compatible with the Hawai i Capital District . 

Responding to a question regarding landscapin~ Mr. Preis stated 
that the applicant is providing additional landscaping which more 
than meets landscaping requirements for the district. 

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Mr. Hosaka, seconded 
by Mr. Duke and carried. 

ACTION: The Commission concurred with the Director's recommendation 
and recommended approval of the request, on motion by 
Mr. Hosaka, seconded by Mr. Duke and carried. 

AYES - Choy, Duke, Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa, ·Kamiya, Takehara, 
Wikum 

NAYES - None 
ABSENT - None 

G_EQUEST FOR This matter was considered by the Commission 
RECONSIDERATION on the following dates: 
SPECIAL USE PERMIT 
(POLICE &FIRE TRAINING Jan . 29, 1975 - Public hearing closed, action 
FACILITY WITHIN AG-1 deferred for 15-day statutory
RESTRICTED AG.DISTRICT) requirement. 
WAIPAHU-WAIPIO Feb. 26, 1975 - Deferred for field trip. 
PENINSULA Mar . 12 , 19 7 5 - Deferred, lack of quorum vote 
BUILDING DEPARTMENT, Apr. 2, 1975 - Deferred 1 month and a commit-
C&C OF HONOLULU tee appointed to study site 
(FILE #74/SUP-2) selections and EIS. 

May 7, 1975 Recommended approval with 
conditions. 

June 18, 1975 - Request for reconsideration, 
matter deferred to read 
material and to communicate 
with State Land Use Commission. 

CHAIRMAN: Unfinished business, a request was received for 
reconsideration and action was deferred to July 2, 1975 to read 
the material and to communicate with the State Land Use Commission. 
Did we get the communication out? 

CONNELL: We have communicated with the SLUC who has returned 
the permit to the Planning Commission so that the Commission can 
reconsider it. 

MOTION: 

CHAIRMAN: Do we have a motion for reconsideration at this 
time? 

HOSAKA: So moveq Mr. Chairman . 

DUKE: Second . 
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CHAIRMAN: Moved and seconded £or reconsideration. All those 
in favor, raise your right hand . 

(The motion failed to carry . ) 

AYES - Duke, Hosaka, Wikum 
NAYES - Choy, Kahawaiolaa, Takehara 
ABSTAINED - Kamiya 
ABSENT - None 

DUKE: Mr. Chairman, maybe I got lost in the shuffle here. 
The move was to reconsider. As a result of the vote, are you 
tellihg m~ it's now a dead issue? 

CHAIRMAN: Yes. 

DUKE: Well then I did get lost in the shuffle here because 
I believe certainly, Sir, that I assume everyone read the Chief's 
letter, read the request that was made . It seems very incon­
sistent to me that we gave them the area to put a training 
facility and now all they want to do i s make it a complete training 
facility that will not be detrimental to the community as far 
as the firing range is concerned which is necessary to have a 
training facility. To not consider that to me is wrong. If 
it's soundproof, it can't possibly be a noise factor. If it's 
enclosed, it can't possibly be a safety factor to the community . 
If we're going to have the training facility in there without 
the firing range which the Chief has pointed out will be within 
the facility and will not be detrimental to the community. I 
just can't understand how we can consider one and not consider 
the other . rhat doesn't make sense to me. 

CHOY: Mr. Chairman, I would like to call a point of order. 
This issue is moot and is not debatable . 

.CHAIRMAN: The vote for reconsideration was 3 and 3 . To carry 
the motion for reconsideration it must have 5 votes. Dr . Choy is 
correct . 

DUKE: Well, then I have a point of order . If that be true 
according to our rules, anytime we have a 3 and 3 vote, no decision 
is made . It is carried over to the next meeting. We have an 
i mpasse here therefore it is not a decisive vote. That's according 
to our own rules. 

CHOY: Mr . Chairman, this question is moot due to the recon­
sideration factor only, Commissioner Duke . It's not on the issue 
that it's being deliberated . I think we do use Robert's Rules of 
Order . The question before the floor is definitely a dead issue. 

DUKE: I disagree, Sir. 

CHAIRMAN: At this point, the reconsideration motion is dead. 
However, as far as deferment, the deferment is not necessary because 
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of the 3 and 3 vote . Reconsideration can be brought up at any 
meeting at anytime. 

DUKE: Well then, I am completely lost . 

CONNELL: Mr. Chairman, I think under your Parliamentary 
Procedures that Commissioner Choy is probably correct that it does 
become a moot issue. I am somewhat confused by the Commission's 
action. There was a majority vote to defer a reconsideration 
until the 16th. If that move had not been taken, this would have 
been considered by the SLUC toward the end of last month. This 
action, therefore, would seem to me to be somewhat inconsistent 
because the Commission was aware that the SLUC was on a 45-day 
count down on this and that they were going to hear this particular 
application. You asked for an additional period of time in order 
to consider reconsideration . I think the question may be asked 
if it's the feeling of a number of members of the Commission, why 
did you vote for the extra period of time for reconsideration? 

CHAIRMAN: I think one of the reasons was that at the time the 
Commissioners received additional information, it was at a time 
when they did not get a chance to read whatever was passed out. 
So it was at that time also critical that there was a 45-day 
waiting period for the SLUC to act . Now, I think one of the ques­
tions for th~ recall of the permit from the SLUC was that if it 
was--if there was no time for the SLUC to give us back the permit, 
then there was . no point of reconsideration. I think what we were 
asking the SLUC was to give us the time for reconsideration. 

HOSAKA: Possibly what we could d~ if the people that 
objected or voted against reconsideration might reconsider their 
reconsidered vote on one of the two issues. Apparently, we have 
two issues~-one would be the firearms and the actual site of the 
firing range, and the other would be the community's use of the 
facility. Possibly we could discuss one of the two issues if 
that's agreeable to the other Commissioners. 

MOTION: 

Let me just try it on for size . I move that we reconsider just 
the firing range. 

DUKE: I second . 

CHAIRMAN: Would you repeat that motion again, Commissioner 
Hosaka? 

HOSAKA: Yes. Apparently, there seems to be two issues on 
the agenda that Chief Keala has asked us to reconsider--one is 
the firing range and the other would be the use ·of the facility 
by the community. I'm asking for perhaps a compromise to talk 
about one of the two issues . Just for size, I'm making a motion 
to reconsider just one of the two since my original reconsidered 
motion was for the both items. What I'm trying to do is break it 
down . 
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CHAIRMAN: Do we have further discussion? 

CHOY : Mr. Chairman, I'm speaking against the motion. Again, 
I call the Chair for a point of order , Since the question is 
moot, I don't think we can disect this reconsideration, discuss 
it and try to reconsider it in part , 

CHAIRMAN: Would you repeat that again, Commissioner Choy? 

CHOY: Yes . I speak against the motion and call a point of 
order from the Chair that if the question to begin with is moot, 
then I don't see why we should take this and bisect the recon­
sideration in two parts and take one part at a time since it's a 
dead issue. 

DUKE: Mr . Chairman, as I understand the motion, it appears 
to me that Commissioner Hosaka has moved for the Commission to 
reconsider the recons i deration . Therefore, that's what the deal 
is now , Therefore, I don't think it's a moot question, Sir . 

HOSAKA: Well because it encompassed both issues . All I'm 
trying to do is break it down by segments, one of the two . 
Apparently my motion must be in order since it was seconded and 
we ' re having discussion at this time . 

CHAIRMAN: The motion is in order, Dr . Choy. We're considering 
only part . 

DUKE: Mr . Chairman, then of course I have to speak in favor 
of the motion . We are now considering the firing facility at the 
police training facility . 

It seems rather funny that I even have to speak for the motion 
because we have voted to give them an area of land there to put in 
a training facility , At the time because of certain noise factors 
that could not be answered, we did put a condition in that use of 
land to deny them the training facility . They have come forth now 
stating that even suggestions we made at the time, if noise was a 
factor or if safety was a factor, that it could probably be accom­
plished by enclosing the firing facility. They have now admitted 
that is true . They have agreed that the expense is not too great 
because of well, I assume, modern techniques or know-how. I 
certainly agree with the Chief of Police that it is not rationale 
to have a physical training facility at one end of the island and 
a firing range on the other end of the island, not only for time 
loss . If it was not compatible with the community, peace and 
enjoyment of living, I'd say maybe lose the time and go to Koko 
Head . But, it's not going to interfere with their enjoyment of 
living with a fully enclosed firing facility. We have a firing 
facility at the present police station that's not interfering with 
the activities in the community immediately around it. I know of 
many firing ranges that are enclosed that you can live next door 
and people swearing would be louder if they were outside the door 
than· the shots fired inside the facility. Really, there's nothing 
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wrong with an enclosed facility . But, there is a great deal wrong 
with having a training facility without having proper training. 
It just seems inconceivable to me that we would permit them to use 
the land for a training facility and then not permit them to have 
a training facility. All the objections that were voiced against 
the firing range, they have been overcome. Therefore, I just 
can't see why we should be against it . Therefore, I certainly 
hope that you will reconsider and at least give them the firing 
facility so that they can have a training facility. 

HOSAKA: Mr. Chairman, it seems like we're basing our thoughts 
on Chief Keala's memo to us. Possibly we could have the project 
architect, Mr. Tagawa, help to throw out some light on the situa­
tion. At first he said the price would be too high to include a 
soundproof firing range but apparently this is turned around a 
little bit and apparently he can accommodate a range of this size 
to be included in the facility . What I'm trying to ask for then 
is a point of information by calling Mr. Tagawa up to the stand. 

CHAIRMAN: Before we call anybody up, a vote must be taken to 
determine whether there will be reconsideration. If the motion 
carries for reconsideration, then we can go into thorough discussion 
where we can call--

HOSAKA: However, if the negative, then we can't call them up . 

CHAIRMAN: Right. 

HOSAKA: So what I'm trying to say then is for the reconsidera­
tion aspect only, people who are voting for it do not necessarily 
have to vote in favor of Chief Keala's suggestion. This is just a 
motion to reconsider. We're just throwing the discussion open 
again for us to hear further testimony. All I'm asking for is a 
chance to ask Mr. Tagawa to throw more light on it before we vote 
for reconsideration because if it is a stalemate again, then we 
won't have that opportunity. 

DUKE: Mr . Chairman, I think we should be privileged to know 
the reason why the Commissioners are not in favor of this recon­
sideration. I'll invite the Commissioners to educate me, inform 
me . 

HOSAKA: Before you answer that question other Commissioners, 
would you rule on my request, Mr. Chairman? 

CHAIRMAN: For the simple sake of parliamentary procedure, a 
reconsideration must be voted on first, before calling up of 
witnesses can be made. 

HOSAKA: If the vote is negative or stalemated, we are not 
able to call Mr. Tagawa? 

CHAIRMAN: No, you cannot. 

HOSAKA: But I thought you said we could reconsider this 
matter at any time . 

-6 -
. ;f 



CHAIRMAN: That's what we're doing right now. We're recon­
sidering a portion of 'the permit , 

HOSAKA: Yes, so after the vote can't I ask for a reconsid­
eration by asking Mr . Tagawa to throw some light? 

CHAIRMAN: If the Commissioners feel that reconsideration--

HOSAKA: You mean we have to take a vote on that? 

CHAIRMAN: Yes. 

HOSAKA: No, I'm not asking for a reconsideration. I'm just 
asking for more information from one of the people that testified 
who's an expert in that area . 

CHAIRMAN: Okay. This is one area where we must also consider 
the Commissioners who feel at this time that reconsideration is not 
in order because they themselves think possibly they don't need 
additional information . 

HOSAKA: Well, I beg to differ, Mr . Chairman, because I don't 
think we've ever needed to vote on having someone asked by one of 
the Commissioners to testify . I can't recall a vote of that nature . 

CONNELL: Mr . Chairman, the issue before the Commission is 
whether or not to reconsider, as I understand it, opening up the 
i ssue of a firing range . That is the issue . Any architectural 
plans for the firing range or anything related to that matter is 
another issue . Therefore, calling witnesses at this point will be 
out of order . There is nothing before the Commission until you 
vote to have i~ before you , 

HOSAKA: I understand what you're saying, Gene. When can I 
call Mr , Tagawa or any of the police or fire representatives? 

CONNELL: The ruling would be up to the Chairman. His ruling, 
of course, could be challenged by the Commission. But, I would 
say following a strict parliamentary procedure, you would not call 
witnesses on this issue until you have made a decision to reconsider 
the issue . 

HOSAKA: I'd like to explore that a little bit more in that 
if a witness is not permitted to testify to throw more light on 
the reconsideration, how can we make a sensible enough vote? In 
other words, when we vote on this reconsideration, it will be 
dead if it's a negative vote . We cannot call any people up. All 
I'm asking for is that opportunity for witnesses to come up prior 
to that vote of reconsideration since the result of which will be 
a final issue. It will be either a dead issue or a live issue . 
I think because of the import of the motion that we should be able 
to call anyone we want to . 

CONNELL: Mr . Chairman, as I indicated previously, the ball is 
in your court . 
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DUKE: Tony wanted to say something but I also have to ask 
you this, Mr . Chairman, as a point of order . I'd like to hear 
from Tony. 

We had a motion to reconsider, it did not receive five votes and 
therefore it did not carry . If that had been reversed, a motion 
not to reconsider, and it would have been 3 to 3, then I wonder 
what the ruling might have been? It brings up an interesting 
question . I just thought I'd throw that out. I'd like to hear 
the reason not to reconsider . 

KAHAWAIOLAA: The reason I'm against this continuing is 
because I think the public hearings we had and the votes that were 
taken by this Commission showed first, not having a majority for 
the facility being built in Waipahu on the basis of what we call 
kanalua vote. I don't think it's a kanalua vote but it was a 4 to 
3 vote, not having the majority to pass having the facility in 
Waipahu. As a compromise after 15 days, the last time we met, I 
think we put down this added r est ricti on for the facility- - that 
the police firearms facil i t y be prohibited, the helicopter pad 
be prohibited . I think you had changed one Commissioner's mind to 
vote for the facility . As far as Alice and myself, we have not 
changed our position . So, I remain objecting to the facility 
being built in Waipahu . That's my reason for not reconsidering. 

CHOY: Mr. Chairman, Tony, since Commissioner Hosaka and 
Commissioner Duke ins i st on be i ng r edundant in their testimony, 
I was the member of the Commission that took this thing up dead 
center . I did read a posit ion paper on this . As far as I was 
concerned, Commissioner Duke, I believe I had gone to the extreme 
extent in compromising . The compromise and the lengthy and 
numerous amount of meetings we had i n workshop on this~ to further 
ask that I further compromise a point that was thoroughly discussed, 
and if Mr . Tagawa is considered t o be a professional, he definitely 
at the last meeting before we took a vote, answered my question 
ve ry lucidly, very intell i gently, that the facilti y would be too 
expensive . I feel, Commis sioner Duke, we have gone the full swing . 
As far as considering the firing range, at that particular hearing 
when we took the vote, the deciding factor was left up to a profes­
sional, as we would like to call Mr . Tagawa. I find this to be a 
very, very weak point . 

To begin with, the hearing was dragged on and on because the 
appendixes that should have been given to the Commission at the 
very beginning was not . It was withheld until about the third 
workshop . My stand at that time specifically was that I felt 
all alternative choices were not exhausted until I had gone 
through Appendixes A to D. Now, to further ask for a total 
compromise or total capitulation, Mr . Duke, you're going to have 
to come up with some awful good reason . 

DUKE: Well, Mr . Chairman, for the record I'd like to state 
that I resent the word redundant to begin with . Secondly, I want 
to thank the Doctor very much for permitting the them to get the 
property for a training facility . I don't think it's a matter of 
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going even another step . The property, 15 acres, has been given 
to them to construct a training facility . 

There was some objection about the noise of the firing range being 
objectionable to the community . I can appreciate that. When the 
noise factor is eliminated and the safety factor is eliminated, 
and yet they have permission to build a training facility, I don't 
know why, Sir, we don't permit them to do so. I don't know why 
we don't permit them to build a facility in which they can train. 
It's not a compromise and it's not really giving in anymore points. 
It's merely a reconsideration of a point that was made at the time 
the training facility came up regarding a firing .range. 

I must admit, Sir, that Mr . Tagawa was his own worst enemy in 
getting the firing facility there . I must admit that even the 
Police Department was not very cooperative, particularly in 
answering questions that might permit a firing facility to be 
there . I also admit that the Police Department even stated that 
Koko Head was operative . I'm not sure it's adequate but at least 
they were presently using it . Since the noise factor seemed to 
be the major thing and Koko Head was available, if the noise factor 
is eliminated and there's no more space required to build the 
facility, why in the world don't we permit them to have a training 
facility? That's the whole point . 

I'm not asking you to give any more points, Doctor. I'm not 
asking you to compromise your thinking any more. All I'm asking 
you, Sir, is to give them an opportunity to train people properly 
and timely. For goodness sakes, it's for the good of the community 
on which we've all agreed . That's a point.we've all agreed on that 
the facility is necessary . Whether it's located at Waipahu or any­
where else, it's necessary. But, this very Commission gave them 
permission to locate at Waipahu and now we want to tie their 
hands and have only a half-training facility. This point I knew 
at the time. But, at that time they couldn't answer the question 
regarding the objections of the community. I agreed definitely 
if they were going to bother the community, if there were noise 
or safety, then let them go to Koko Head. 

CHAIRMAN: Commissioner Duke? 

DUKE: Mr. Chairman, I surely should have the opportunity to 
do my best to help bur community . Time is not that short, Sir. 

CHAIRMAN: I think we did go through all of this before. 

DUKE: Well-:.. 

CHAIRMAN: And the issue before us today is for reconsideration--

DUKE: The firing range, and that's what I'm trying to get done. 

CHAIRMAN: Reconsideration and the firing range is not the 
issue , The issue is whether we should reconsider or not to 
reconsider . 
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DUKE: Would you read the motion? 

HOSAKA: Mr. Chairman, I believe my motion was to reconsider 
only a part of this situation o It's a two part thing. I don't 
want to reiterate the whole thing but i t's a two part issue. All 
I'm asking for is reconsiderat i on of the ~irst part which happens 
to be the firing range o That's all. That's my motion , 

CHOY: Mr. Chairman, if I'm i n order, I'd like to ask for 
the questiono 

HOSAKA: Mr. Chairman, have you ruled already on my request 
to have someone up? 

CHAIRMAN: Yes o 

HOSAKA: What was that ruling again? 

CHAIRMAN: I'm going to rule against you that we are discussing 
only reconsideration now and not the firing range itself o 

HOSAKA: Wait a minute but that 's my motion o It 1 s the firing 
range . Remember, I just got through telling you I wanted to break 
it up into two partso The first part is ·the firing range and I 
got a second to that mot i on . If there i s information that is 
pertinent to that issue, we ought to be given an opportunity to 
call anyone we want to . 

CONNELL: Mr. Chairman, as I understand the motion, to paraphrase 
the motion, accept the Chief of Police request to reconsider one of 
the conditions o The issue before the Commission is whether or not 
you're going to reconsider o Unt il that issue has been settled, there 
is really nothing else that is germane o The rest would be argumenta­
tion for or against changing the condition o 

DUKE: I'm not even sure we have an issue on the floor or not o 
It seems to me that's been decided alreadyo 

HOSAKA: I understand what you're saying, Gene, but it doesn't 
seem to sink in, in terms of my concurrence with it fully in that 
if we are talking about the reconsideration of the firing range, 
then any information pert i nent to that issue should be discussed o 
We're not talking about whether we want the firing range in there 
or noto All we're doing is, I'm asking for a reconsideration of 
the issue of the firing range, If that is the issue, then anyone 
that has information should be able to be called up o 

CHOY: Mr. Chairman, I call for the question . 

CHAIRMAN: This Chair has been real lenient in this matter of 
reconsideration. According to your parliamentary rules of order, 
any motion for reconsideration does not have any discussion at all. 
So, all of this half-hour and what you've all had to say, I think 
you're lucky to get it from me o 
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So, the call for the question by Dr . Choy is certainly in order. 

All those in favor for reconsider~tion of the firing range, raise 
your right hand . 

(The motion failed to carry . ) 

AYES - Duke, Hosaka, Wikum 
NAYES - Choy, Kahawaiolaa, Takehara 
ABSTAINED - Kamiya 
ABSENT - None 

MOTION 

HOSAKA: Mr . Chairman, I'd like to make a motion to reconsider 
the second portion of the request and that is on the use of the 
facility by the community . 

CHAIRMAN: Do we have a s econd to the motion for reconsideration? 

WIKUM: I'll second " 

CHAIRMAN: Moved and seconded to reconsider the portion which 
concerns use of the facility by the community. 

DUKE: Point of order, Sir . If I understand the Executive 
Secretary, this is all extraneous, that we move to reconsider or 
we don't reconsider . It doesn't matter what we consider or 
reconsider . Therefore, it appears to me like the firing range or 
use of the facility by the publ ic is a side issue that is not in 
order to be even brought in the form of a motion right now. 

HOSAKA: Mr . Chairman, the motion has been seconded . 

DUKE: We can discuss it can't we ? 

CHOY: Question? 

CHAIRMAN: Question has been called for . All those in favor 
of the motion to reconsider the portion of the condition which 
allows community sharing of the facility, raise your right hand? 

(The motion failed to carry . ) 

AYES - Duke, Hosaka, Wikum 
NAYES - Choy, Kahawaiolaa, Takehara 
ABSTAINED - Kamiya 
ABSENT - None 

UNFINISHED BUSINESS The publ i c hearing was held and closed 
AMENDMENTS TO THE May 7, 1975, and action deferred to 
PLANNING COMMISSION June 4, 19 75 for the 15-day statutory 
RULES RELATING TO requirement . At its meeting June 4, 1975 
ADMINISTRATIVE meeting, the Commission deferred the 
PROCEDURE matter to July 2, 1975 for further study. 
(H . R.S. CHAPTER 91-3) 
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ACTION: The Commission accepted Draft 3 of the Rules Relating to 
Administrative Procedure with the following changes, on 
motion by Mr . Hosaka, seconded by Mr . Kahawaiolaa and 
carried: 

4.4 Submission of Records to the Land Use Commission 

(a) A copy of the decision of the Planning Commis ­
sion permitt ing such use, together with the 
Plann ing Commission's findings, shall be 
transmitted to the State Land Use Commission 
within 10 days after the decision is rendered. 

(b) The Director of the Department of Land 
Utilization shall transmit a written copy of 
said dec ision to the State Land Use Commission 
together with, but not limited to, the following 
records: ... 

5 . 4 Committees 

Committees may be established among the (appointed) 
members as necessary to the business of the Commission. 

5.5 Voting 

All (appointed) members may vote . Voting may be by 
voice, by a show of hands, or by ballot . 

5 . 9 Reconsiderat ion 

(a) Whenever any action fails to get either an 
affirmative or negative vote equal to a 
ma jority of (appointe d members,) the entire 
members hip , that matter shall be a special 
order of the day for t he next regular meeting. 
If a majority vote i s still not possible, the 
Commission shall vote a ("kanalua") "no recom­
mendation" on the action and transmit to the 
City Council and Mayor or to the appropriate 
state agency indicating the reasons for and 
agai nst the proposal . A ("kanalua") "no recom­
mendation" vote shall be counted as a negative 
vote . 

AYES - Choy, Duke, Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, 
Takehara, Wikum 

NAYES - None 
ABSENT - None 

UNFINISHED BUSINESS The Commission voted to keep the public 
GENERAL PLAN/DLUM hearing open on June 7, 1972 in order to 
AMENDMENT allow the effective property owners and 
PORTION OF HEEIA communi ty organizations additional oppor­
PORTION OF HAIKU RD . tunity to evaluate and present their views 
PORTION OF KAM HWY. on the proposal. Subsequent studies and 
C&C HONOLULU TRAFFIC di scussions have led to a revision of the · 

- · D~P ARTMENT init i al request by the · ~epartment of 
(FILE #165/C3/25 WL) Transpo rtation ServicE It is therefore · 
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,.,. . 

recommended that the public hearing be closed. A new public hearing 
will be set by the Planning Commission upon receipt of the new 
proposal from the Chief Planning Officer. 

ACTION: The 
Mr. 

Commission closed the public hearing, 
Kahawaiolaa, seconded by Mr. Duke and 

on motion by 
carried. 

AYES 

NAYES 
ABSENT 

- Choy, 
Wikum 

- None 
- None 

Duke, Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Takehara, 

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 4:00 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

~~~ 
Henrietta B. Lyman 
Secretary-Reporter 

-13-
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PARTMENT OF GENERAL PLANNIN~' 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET 

HONOLULU , HAWAI I 9C813 

FRANK F. FASI 

MAYOR 

July 21, 1975 

Mr. Tatsuo Fujimoto, Executive Officer 
State of Hawaii Land Use Commission 
250 South King Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Mr. Fujimoto: 

Police/Fire Training Facility 

ROBERT R. WAY 

CHIEF PLANNING OF'F'ICER 

74/SUP-2 (CS) 

~~©~DY~[)) 
JUL 231975 
State of Hawaii 

LAND USE COMMISSION 

The Planning Commission is returning the Special Use Permit 
application for a Police and Fire Training Facility to the 
State Land Use Commission for their consideration and action. 
The decision and conditions of the Planning Commission which 
were passed on May 7, 1975 remain the same. 

Si~ 

f?. ERT R. WAY \~ef Planning O~er 
RRW:hbl 



~...: PARTMEN T OF GEN E RA L PL A NNING ~\ 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOL ULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET 

HONOLULU , HAWAII 96813 

71.53 

FRANK F. FAS I 

MAYOR 

July 11, 1975 

ROBERT R. WAY 
CH I EF PLANNING OFFICER 

74/SUP-2 (CS) 

Stl'te of Hllwc'lil 
LAND USE COMMISSION 

Mr. Tatsuo Fujimoto, Executive Officer 
State of Hawaii Land Use Commission 
250 South King Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Mr. Fujimoto: 

Police/Fire Training Facility 

The Planning Commission, at its meeting of July 2, 1975, was not 
able to achieve a majority vote to reconsider two conditions of 
the Special Use Permit decision of May 7, 1975. The reconsidera­
tion was requested by Francis Keala, Chief of Police. 

The matter is scheduled as an addendum item at the regular 
meeting of July 16, 1975 at 1:30 p.m. in the Planning Conference 
Room, City Hall Annex. 

Sincerely, 

&J~a-~ ~-- ROBERT R. WAY 
()17' Chief Planning Officer 

RRW:mk 



Meeting of the Planning Commission 

DATE: July 16, 1975 
TIME: 1:30 p.m. 
PLACE: City Hall Conference Room 

City Hall Annex 
Honolulu, Hawaii ~ ~ ©~ o"rn: !DJ 

jut. .i :~ ::/:) 

State of HawaiiADDENDUM 
LAND USE COMMISSION 

UNFINISHED BUSINESS: 

6. WAIPAHU-WAIPIO PENINSULA--Special Use Permit (74/SUP-2) (CS) 

Applicant: Building Department, City & County of Honolulu 
Landowner: City & County of Honolulu 
Location: Waipio Peninsula--Waipahu 
Tax Map Key: 9-3-02: portion of 9 
Area: Approximately 15 acres 
DP/DLUM: None adopted 
Existing Use: Vacant 
Zoning: AG-1 Restricted Agricultural District 
General Plan: Public Facility 
State Land Use: Agriculture 
REQUEST: A Special Use Permit for the City & County 

of Honolulu to construct and operate a 
police and fire training facility within an 
AG-1 Restricted Agricultural District. 

REMARKS: Public hearings held: (1975) 
January 29 -- Closed. Deferred for 15-day 

statutory requirement. 
February 26 - Deferred for field trip. 
March 12 ---- Deferred, lack of quorum vote. 
April 2 ----- Deferred for 1 month and a com-

mittee appointed to study site 
selections and EIS. 

May 7 ------- Recommended approval with 
11 conditions. 

June 18 ----- Request received for reconsidera­
tion of conditions #4 and #11. 
Action deferred to July 2 for 
communication to the State Land 
Use Commission. 

July 2 ------ Planning Commission unable to 
achieve a majority vote to 
reconsider the two conditions. 



~ ~ ©~ 0'1lli: !DJ 
JUL.. . 5 ~B75PlfBLIC HEARINGS 

PLANNING COMl1ISSION State of Hawaii 
LAND USE COMMISSION 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN OF public hearings to be held by th~ Planning 
Commission of the City and County of Honolulu: 

PLACE: Planning Conference Room, City Hall Annex, Honolulu 
DATE: July 16, 1975 (Wednesday) 
TIME: 1:30 p.m . 

or as soon thereafter so that all interested persons shall be afforded 
a reasonable opportunity to be heard, to consider under the provisions 
of Section 5-406 of the Charter of the City and County of Honolulu, the 
following requests: 

1. WAHIAWA-WHITMORE VILLAGE &MAPUNAPUNA-FORT SHAFTER--General Plan Amendment 
(309/C2/ 35 - RP and 344/C2/4 - RP) 
Requester: Department of Public Works, City and County of 

Honolulu 
Landowners: (1) Castle and Cooke, Inc. 

(2) Department of Land and Natural Resources, 
State of Hawaii 

Location: (1) On the Waianae side of Wilikina Drive, 
approximately two miles north of Wahiawa Town 

(2) On the mauka side of Kamehameha Highway, about 
one thousand feet ewa of the Middle Street 
intersection, in Honolulu 

Tax Map Keys: (1) 6 - 5 - 02: portion 1 and 26, and 
7-1-01 : portion 1 

(2) 1 - 1 - 06: portion 3 

Affected Areas: (1) 9 7 acres0 

(2) 5. 7 acres 

PROPOSAL: To change the currently designated use for each 
of the above -described sites to Public Facility 
use in order to permit the establishment of the 
following: 
(1) A landfill operation to handle demolition 

material and tree trimmings, and a transfer 
station operation at Wahiawa. 

(2) A refuse processing and transfer station 
operation at Shafter Flats. 

2. WAHIAWA-- Planned Development Housing (75/PDH-5) (SM) 
Applicant: Quality Pacific Homes Corp . 
Landowner : Hawaiian Trust Company for the M.T . Hopper Estate 
Locat ion: Wahiawa 
Tax Map Keys: 7- 5- 27: 1 & 3 and 7-5-15: 1 
Area: 22 . 691 acres 
PROPOSAL : Planned Deyelopment -Housing application for 154 

condominium townhouse units 

3 . A PROPOSED ORDINANCE TO AMEND ORDINANCE NO. 3891 BY ADDING 
TWO CONDITIONS RELATING TO TRANSFER OF RIGHTS AND TIME LIMIT 
REFERRING TO THE WAOKANAKA PD-H IN NUUANU (INITIATED BY CITY 
COUNCIL, COMMITTEE REPORT NO. 568) 
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Public Hearing Notice - Page 2 
Public Hearing July 16, 1975 
Advertised July 6, 1975 

4. ALIAMANU - SALT LAKE -- General Plan Amendment (302/C3/3 (WPE) 
Reque ster: Donald K. Iwai, Attorney and Agent for International 

Development Co. 
Landowners: International Development Company 

Henry E. Damon 
Location: Salt Lake, Moanalua 
Tax Map Key: 1 - 1 - 63: Portions of 1, 6 and 7 
Area : Approximately 10.02 acres 
PROPOSAL: To amend the Aliamanu-Salt Lake Detailed Land Use 

Map and Development Plan by r edesignating approxi­
mately 4 . 05 acres of Medium Density Apartment and 
Residential designated land to Street use in order 
to relocate the planned Ala Napunani Street­
Moanalua Road connection to the existing Ala Aolani 
Street interchange and to accommodate the resultant 
realignment of Ala Napunani Street extension, and 
by deleting approximately 5 . 97 acres of local streets 
shown on the Detailed Land Use Map and Development 
Pl an as branching off the Ala Napunani Street exten­
sion and redesignating these areas to the same use 
as the abutting properties. 

Maps showing the general locations and boundaries of the areas under 
consideration are on file in the office of the Department of General 
Planning at the Honolulu Municipal Building, 650 South King Street, 
8th floor, and are available to the public for i n spection during 
office hours. 

All protests against, or suggested changes to, the above requests should 
be filed in writing before the date of the puplic hearing or presented 
in person at the time of the public hearing. 

PLANNING COMMISSION 

RANDALL KAMIYA 
Chairman 

By 
ROBERT R. WAY 
Chief Planning Officer 

For adverti sement on 
Sunday, July 6, 1975 
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June 23, 1975 

Mr. Robert R. Way 
Chief Planning Officer 
Department of General Planning 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Mr. Way 1 

'.L'his is in response to your letter of June 19, 1975 
relative to SP75-205, city and county of Honolulu Building 
Dep~rtment. Upon your request, the Land Use Commission is 
withdrawing SP75-205, City and County of Honolulu Building 
Department, and returning said file to your office _for 
your reconsideration. 

Should you have any questions, please feel free to 
call on us. 

Very truly yours, 

TATSUO FUJIMOTO 
Executive Officer 

Encls. 
bee: G. Moriguchi, Lam Utilization 

i. 11t<;; • ~ - -.,.~- 1 <" 

{ 
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w 1RTMENT OF GENERAL PLANNIN~ 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HOl\IOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET 

HONOLULU , HAWAII gee13 

FRANK F. FASI 

MAYO" 

June. 19, 197 5 

via State Messenger 

Mr. Eddie Tangen, Chairman 
State Land Use Commission 
Kamamalu Building 
Honolulu, Hawaii 

Dear Mr. Tangen: 

ROBERT R . WAY 
CHIEP' PLANNING OF,.ICER 

74/SUP-2 (CS) 

State cf !·faw,1!i 
LAJ'~D USE CO!MAlSSION 

Request for a State Special Use Permit for a 
Police and Fire Training Facility at Waipahu 

The Planning Commission has received new information from 
Francis Keala, Chief of Police, regarding the Police/Fire 
Training Facility Special Use Permit application. This 
information was received on June 17, 1975, and the Planning 
Commission will require additional time to consider the 
police request. We are enclosing a copy of Chief Keala's 
letter for your information. 

We recognize that the State Land Use Commission needs to 
act on a Special Use Permit within 45 days after receipt 
of the Planning Commission's decision which would mean an 
action on your part by the end of this month. 

In light of this new information, the Planning Commission 
would like the opportunity to reconsider the "conditions" 
at their meeting on July 2, 1975. 

Sincerely, 

~~-=1 
RRW:rnk 

· Enclosure 
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FRANCIS KEAL.A 
C"41~r 

State of Hawaii 
June 16, 1975 LAND USE COMMISSION 

POLICE DEPARTMENT 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
HONOLULU , HAWAII 96814 

"RANK F . FASI 
MAYOllt 

RICHARD K. SHARPLESS 
"'4 AN A.C.1"4 G 01 .. ECTO" 

OUR REFERENCE BS-FO:EBF-GS 

YOUR REFERENCE 

?)~ 
\ 
:;.. 
~ 

..- \II 
.1:'")TO . PLAi~NING COMMISSION, CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 

-1 ;."°\,;·;·::} ~~-) :~;·, -
FROM . FRANCIS KEALA, CHIEF OF POLICE 0 --:,..-·. ~ -- '2-::\.- ,__. .:.:.~ 

c..:-:. -:. . . 
SUBJECT: POLICE/FIRE TRAINING FACILITY :.9:::_..~:. -::::. 

.·~~ ·~ 
On May 7, 1975, the Planning Commission voted to recomme-nd -
acceptance of the Director of Land Utilization's recorrunendation 
to approve a request for a State Special Use Permit for a Police 
and Fire Training Facility at the Waipahu Incinerator site. The 
approval was conditional upon a number of special conditions, 
including a prohibition on having a firing range at the site and 
requiring that parts of the facility be available for community 
use when not in use for training purposes. · 

We wish to advise you that a training facility on the site, 
under the conditions imposed, would be of only limited value to 
this Department. We do not feel that it would be adequate for 
our purposes and would not warrant the expenditure of funds to 
develop a facility of such limited utility. 

It appears that there may have been some misunderstanding concern­
ing a statement by Major Bernard Suganuma to the effect that 
"there are numerous days the police could train at Koko Head." 
This apparently gave the impression that it would be feasible to 
combine firearms training at Koko Head with other training at 
the Waipahu site. This is not correct. The problem lies, not 
in availability of the Koko Head facility for training purposes, 
but in the logistics of attempting to conduct training of 
recruits at facilities almost 30 miles apart. 

Attempting to conduct firearms training at Koko Head wi~h our 
training facility located in Waipahu would result in greater 
loss of time and less effective use of personnel and equipment 
than under our present circumstances wherein we utilize class­
rooms at the Pawaa Annex and at Fort Rug~r. 
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POLICE/FIRE TRAINING FACILITY 

Problems which will result in increased loss of effectiveness 
under the proposed arrangement include the storage and security 
of weapons, transportation of weapons to and from the Koko Head 
range, proper cleaning and maintenance of the weapons, and man­
hours lost in travelling between training facilities and the 
firing range. 

Because the Koko Head range is isolated and out of the way and 
security for weapons storage is inadequate and poor, our weapons 
are not stored there. They are stored at our Supply Room, which 
opens at 0745 hours and closes at 1630 hours. The drive from 
the Supply Room to the range is about 30 minutes. Cleaning and 
oiling these weapons at the end of the day takes about another 
30 minutes. More than an hour and a half of training is lost 
each day because of these conditions which limit the number of 
people that can be trained each day. With a lesser amount of 
people who can be trained daily, training is stretched out over 
a longer period of the year than necessary and desirable. We 
presently are in once a year firearms training. We would like 
to increase firearms proficiency but cannot do so because much 
time is lost in transporting of weapons back and forth. 

If the range is located at the training facility, an armory safe 
for weapons storage could be built. The elimination of the 
weapons security and transportation problem would afford us much 
time for firearms training. 

A range within the training facility could also improve manpower 
needs. At present there are only three firearms instructors for 
our 1,500-man police fo~ce. If all training was centralized, 
supervision and overall control of all training personnel could 
be facilitated. If an illness occurs within the section, a 
substitute could be quickly made available and delay for a 
replacement would be at a minimum. 

We conferred witl. Mr. Walter Tagawa, project architect, . on the 
possible feasibility of enclosing and sound proofing the firing 
range. Mr. Tagawa, who first reported the enclosing of the 
range would be economically unfeasible, said that if the rifle 

· range was eliminated the cost of putting the range indoors and 
sound proofing it could be drastically cut. The rifle range as 
originally planned was 200 yards long and 80 feet wide. The 
berms surrounding the rifle range are 30 feet high with earth 
piled all around. 

Mr. Tagawa said all firearms training could be concentrated in 
the pistol range. The enclosed and sound proof range would still 
be the same size as originally planned. It would have the same 
number of firing points. 



3 POLICE/FIRE TRAINING FACILITY 

He also mentioned that the cut down versions of rifle ranges can 
be built indoors without running up the cost. He said that the 
army has built on Maui, and is building at Fort DeRussey, a 
1, 00.0-inch indoor sound proof rifle range. The army has put 
these ranges to great use. They even use these ranges for M-16 
rifle practices~ but fire only on non-automatic. The range, if 
allowed at Waipahu, can be b~ilt with specifications to accom­
modate M-16 rifle practice. Our all-purpose range would be SO 
yards long. Mr. Tagawa claims an indoor range could meet all 
the required noise control standards. 

We urge that you reconsider the condition of having no firing 
range at the police training facility and permit us to build a 
shorter firing range that would be enclosed. 

We also request tpat you delete the· condition requiring that the 
facility be available for community use. We feel that our 
utilization of the facility will leave very little time when it 
is not being used for training purposes. Further, problems of 
securing the facility against vandalism, and difficulties of 
scheduling and resolving conflicts are likely to create problems 
and community resentment which will be detrimental rather than 
beneficial to police-community relations. 

of Police 

cc: Robert R. Way, Chief Planning Officer 
Ernest T. Yuasa, Director and Building Superintendent 



113-v 

GEORGE R. ARIYOSHI 
GOVERNOR OF HAWAII 

STATE OF HAWAII 
DEPARTMENT OF HEAL TH 

P.O. 3ox 3378 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96801 

June 25, 1975 

GEORGE A. L. YUEN 
DIRECTOR OF HEAL TH 

Audrey W. Mertz, M.D .. M.P.H. 
Deputy Director of Health 

Henry N. Thompson, M.A. 
Deputy Director of Health 

James S. Kumagai, Ph.D., P.E. 
Deputy Director of Health 

In reply, please refer to: 

File: EPHS - SS 

State of Hawaii N 
LAND USE coMMISSIO 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Mr. Tatsuo Fujimoto, Executive Officer 
Land Use Commission, State of Hawaii 

From: Chief, Environmental Protection & Health Services Division 

Subject: Application for Boundary Amendments 
File No: SP75-205 , , . . t 

Staff comments and concerns have been expressed in the 

draft Environmental Impact Statement review. 



-.._ _ ,->ARTMENT OF GENERAL PLANNIN 1... 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
6 50 SOU TH KING STREET 

HONO L ULU , HAWAII 968 13 

R OB E RT R . WAY
FRANK F . FA S I 

CHIEF PLANNING Of'FICER 
MAYO R §ii.·~\ 

74/SUP-2 (CS)~ ~~',<• 
J'l4rE Of °""'"'"'' 

June 19, 1975 

i~~!:~YE0 
,_;l,J! . J J a;:;ito 

via State Messenger State of Hawaii 
LAND USE COMMISSION 

Mr. Eddie Tangen, Chairman 
State Land Use Commission 
Kamamalu Building 
Honolulu, Hawaii 

Dear Mr. Tangen: 

Request for a State Special Use Permit for a 
Police and Fire Training Facility at Waipahu 

As per your recent telephone request, we are transmitting 
herewith the following documents: 

Building plans (Exhibit A) 
Environmental Impact Statement 
Site Selection Study 
Basis for Request to Amend the General Plan 
Agency comments and copies of original responses 

RRW:mk 
Encls. 
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Meeting of the Planning Commission 

DATE: June 18, 1975 
TIME: 1:30 p.m. 
PLACE: City Hall Conference Room 

City Hall Annex ~ ~ ©~ Il'1~ lD) 
Honolulu, Hawaii 

.J lJ M l '-J '1975 

State of Hawaii 
LAND USE COMMISSIONADDENDUM 

REQUEST FOR RECONSIDERATION: 

5. WAIPAHU-WAIPIO PENINSULA--Special Use Permit (74/SUP-2) (CS) 
Applicant: 
Landowner: 
Location: 
Tax Map Key: 
Area: 
DP/DLUM: 
Existing Use: 
Zoning: 
General Plan: 
State Land Use: 
REQUEST: 

REMARKS: 

Building Department, City & County of Honolulu 
City & County of Honolulu 
Waipio Peninsula--Waipahu 
9-3-02: portion of 9 
Approximately 15 acres 
None adopted 
Vacant 
AG-1 Restricted Agricultural District 
Public Facility 
Agriculture 
A Special Use Permit for the City & County 
of Honolulu to construct and operate a 
police and fire training facility within 
an AG-1 Restricted Agr~cultural District. 

Public hearings held: 
January 29, 1975 - closed - deferred for 

15-day statutory requirement. 
February 26, 1975 - Deferred for field trip. 
March 12, 1975 - Deferred - lack of quorum vote. 
April 2, 1975 - Deferred for 1 month and a 

committee appointed to study 
site selections and EIS. 

May 7, 1975 - Recommended approval with 
conditions. 
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Meeting of the Planning Commission 

DATE: 
TIME: 
PLACE: 

June 18, 1975 
1:30 p.m. 
City Hall Conference 
City Hall Annex 
Honolulu, Hawaii 

ADDENDUM 

Roo~ ~@ ~ 0'1~ lDJ 
'!J'.] 1 \ 1975 

State of Hawaii 
LAND USE COMMISSION 

REQUEST FOR RECONSIDERATION: 

5. WAIPAHU-WAIPIO PENINSULA--Special Use Permit (74/SUP-2) (CS) 
Applicant: 
Landowner: 
Location: 
Tax Map Key: 
Area: 
DP/DLUM: 
Existing Use: 
Zoning: 
General Plan: 
State Land Use: 
REQUEST: 

REMARKS: 

Building Department, City & County of Honolulu 
City & County of Honolulu 
Waipio Peninsula--Waipahu 
9-3-02: portion of 9 
Approximately 15 acres 
None adopted 
Vacant 
AG-1 Restricted Agricultural District 
Public Facility 
Agriculture 
A Special Use Permit for the City & County 
of Honolulu to construct and operate a 
police and fire training facility within 
an AG-1 Restricted .Agricultural District. 

Public hearings held: 
January 29, 1975 - closed - deferred for 

15-day statutory requirement. 
February 26, 1975 - Deferred for field trip. 
March 12, 1975 - Deferred - lack of quorum vote. 
April 2, 1975 - Deferred for 1 month and a 

committee appointed to study 
site selections and EIS. 

May 7, 1975 - Recommended approval with 
conditions. 
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'"'c:.PARTMt::NT OF LAND UTILIZATIO,..' 

CITY A . .:> COUNTY OF HC OLULU 
629 POH UKAIN A ST .REET 

HONOLULU , H AWAll 116813 

FRANK F. FASI 
GEORGE s. MORIGUCHIMAYOR 

DlRECTOll 

PAUL DEVENS WILLIAM E . WANK ET 
MANAGING DIRECTOR 

DEPUTY DI RltCTOll 

74/SUP-2 (LH) 

I 

FROM WILLIAM E. WANKET, DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR COMMENTS 

Attached for your review and comment is a request for a State 
Special Use Permit. 

We would appreciate your comments with respect to the impact of 
the proposal on the public facilities and services which are 
planned or provided by your department. 

Any additional comments you may have will be most helpful to us 
in making our final recommendation. 

If you should have any questions 
please contact Mr. Carl Smith of 

April 17, 1974 

MEMORANDUM 

TO HEALTH, 

ATTN. 

/"'-~, ~ e /DOT 

Deputy Director 

WEW:au 

Attach.: Plans for facilities 

FILE COPY 
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74/SUP-2 
(Folder No.) 

SUMMARY DESCRIPTION 

Applican~: Building Department, City and County of Honolulu 

IRequest: State Special Use Permit 

Location: Waipahu 

Tax Map Key: 9-3-02: portion of 9 

Existing Zoning: AG-1 Restricted Agricultural District 
~-------- -- - - ---- - . - --.,..;...._. 

~G~p~rai _ ?lan Designation: Public Facilities and Utilities 
state Land use- Class if1cat16n :- - -.Ag-ricuiture-- ·-----

.Area: 15 acres ·' · · . 

Proposal: 'I'o construct fire and police training facilities 

DEPARTMENT OF LAND UTILIZATION REMARKS: 

(Department) 

Comments: 

I 
(By) (Date) 

190-19a 
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74/SUP-2 
(Folder· No.) 

SUMMARY DESCRIPTION 

Applicant: Building Department, City and County of Honolulu 

Request: · State Special Use Permit 

Location: Waipahu 

Tax Map Key: 9-3-02: portion of 9 

Existing Zoning: AG-1 Restricted Agricultural · District 

General Plan Designation: Public Facilities ~nd Utilities 
State Land Use Classification: Agriculture 
Area: 15 acres • 

Proposal: To construct fire and police training facilities 

DEPARTMENT OF LAND UTILIZATION REMARKS: 

,. -1" • :::0 
rn 
("') 

< 
rn 

Department of Transportation .. 0 
(Department) 

Comments: 

The subject request does not affect our transportation program. Thus, 
we have no further comments. '>. . · 

190-19a 

I 
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74/SUP-2 
(Folder No.) 

Pf · ~""''" 
SUMMARY DESCRIPTION 

Applicant: Building Depart~nt, City and County of Honolulu 

Request:- State Special Use Permit ~ 

Location: Waipahu 
J 

Tax Map Key: 9-3-02: portion of 9 ~~ 
Existing Zoning: AG-1 Restric~ed Agricultural· District 

Genera.l . Plan Designation: Public Facilities and Utilities 
State Land Use Classification: Agriculture 
Area: 15 acres • 

Proposal: To construct fire and police training facilities / 

DEPARTMENT OF LAND UTILIZATION REMARKS: 

Transportation Services 
(Department) 

Comments: The department recommends Waipahu Depot Road fr~~ting 
the proposed training facilities site be improved with a - ..,

oC 
(' 

' __ 
,.,~,24-foot wide pavement. . ,....-
~ I ,t 

-::-."' ._ _,~ . Qo ..... 
('.) 

~"'t1<->C' o \.;1 __ c. rn 
----- -0 ......--·_

C:.:);:::. -1 
~:..'.=-- o "' ~;; i""l 
~-~ =~~ ..,, CJ 
C'.:-, N 
r-· ·-=· 
c: ~l 



Engineer 

JOHN HENRY FELIX,ChairmanSOARD OF WATER SUPPLY ' 
STANLEY& TAKAHASHI,Vice Chairmen · 

CITY ANO COUNTY OF HONOLULU GEORGE APOUHAN 

630 SOUTH BERETANIA REC El~o 
POST OFFICE BOX 3410 ROBERT H ROTZ 

E . ALVEY WRIGHT 
HONOLULU, HAWAII 96843 

t• EchTarfu Y. Hirata'74 t1PR 2~ ''Jl~
April 22, 1974 .....,_. end Oiief Engineer 

...... , ""D DEP.I. ',::- Lni"!
-111 ·1 '-~ .,...,,Ul _ :.!·' i ~Ul·1 

C& C 1f l','J'l l(1i ! LI II 
. 1 1 •J_ 1..; u 

Department of Land Utilization 
City and County of Honolulu 
Honolulu, Hawaii 

Gentlemen: 

Subject: Ref. 74/SUP-2 (LH) 

The Board has no objections to this request 
for a Special Use Permit. Our water facilities in 
the area are adequate to serve the fire and police 
trainin~ facilities proposed. 

Very truly yours, 

Manager 

I'ure }J!uter •• . mm1's arenle .~ t 1t1·nl - 11 1<<' ii wi.~du 

....... ___...--.. -
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Rt.cE\\JfD 74/SUP-2
(Folder No.) 

, ·: \: \)C:,1 \ ."\ 
'11\ \~t.\{ SUMMARY DESCRIPTION 

- . \ r~\\D 
\-Yi::.? \ . \~ "r ;·\ i\ 'i'i. 

Applicant: Building \,\l6ip~r:f;m~[ll , City and County of Honolulu
&c\'1\J \.'Jl-

Request: State Spc,ecial Use Permit 

/Location: Waipahu 

Tax Map Key: 9-3-02: portion of 9 

Existing Zoning: AG-1 Restricted Agricultural . District 

General Plan Designation: Public Facilities and Utilities 
State Land Use Classification: Agriculture 
Area: 15 acres • 

Proposal: To construct fire and police training facilities 

DEPARTMENT OF LAND UTILIZATION REMARKS: 

,. ·~ . 

Health 
(Department) 

Comments: 

We recorrnnend the approval·of this change in zone provided the premises are 
connected to the public sewerage system. / ... 

May 2, 1974 
(Date) 

190-19a 
.. .. -· ··- - .. ~ ---- ----~- -- _..... ----



!PARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS Lu s(? </- -/SC/-b . 
CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 

HONOLULl,J. HAWAII Q6813 

Kl>.ZU HAYASHIDA 
FRl>.NK F . Fl>.SI 

MAYOlll DlllECTOll AND CHI£~ ENGINEER 

Pl>.UL DEVENS 
MANAGING DIRECTOR 

·401. 14-0467 

May 17, 1974 

TO: MR. GEORGE S. MORIGUCHI, DIRECTOR 
DEPARTMENT OF LAND UTILIZATION 

FROM: KAZU HAYASHIDA, DIRECTOR AND CHIEF ENGINEER 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 

SUBJECT: YOUR LETI'ER OF APRIL 17, 1974, RELATING .TO A STATE SPECIAL 
USE PERMIT (74-SUP-2) 
TAX MAP KEY: 9..;. 3-02: por. 9 

We have no objections to permitting the construction of fire 
and police tra~ning facilities on this site • 

. ~ J/- ·A·f"?!',, ...~ 
KAZU HAYASHIDA 

. Director and Chief Engineer 

-~ 
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.JOHN HENRY FELIX, Chairman"' . ' ''°A~ OF WATER SUPPLY 
STANLEYS.TAKAHASHI, Vice Chairman 

CITY AND COUNTY. OF HONOLULU GEORGE APOUHAN 

ED\/IARO Y. HIRATA
630 SOUTH BERETANIA REC EIVE WALTER 0 .HOWARD 

POST OFFICE BOX 3410 ROBERT H. ROTZ -
E . ALVEY WRIGHT 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96843 

'74 MfiY 15 PM 4 : 2 3 EDWARD Ya HIRATA 
" Manager erd Chef Engoneer 

DEPT. CiLtt~Y 13, 1974 SP 74-217 

Ul.!LI-· t: H>'.tL,~ ..... h 

C& C f · :O~WL UL!J 

TO: Mr. George So Moriguchi, Director 
Department of Land Utilization 

FROM: Edward Y. Hirata 
Manager and Chief Engineer 

SUBJECT: Your Letter of April 17, 1974~ Number 74/SUP-2 (LH) 
Relating To State Special Use Permit 
Tax Map Key: 9-3-02: portion of 9 
Applicant: City and County of Honolulu 

Manager and Chief Engineer 

Pure lValcr ..• m.<m's u_rrat rst nerd - use it wi.-ely 
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REC EI /ED · 

·~"·r~ ! !/.'' 2"' PM Lf I o 1,, l~ •· ., : :; 

DEPT OF" .....,, .. ,Ll/1-···n '1L!.M l J!: .i\ flU11 

, C ~t CliOW1LULU 
May 21, 1974 

T01 Mr. Edward Y. Hirata, Manager and Chief Engineer 
Board of Water Supply 

PROM1 Ernest 'l'. Yuasa ~· 

Director and Building Superintendent I 

SUBJECT:r Fire and Police ' Training Pa.cilities 
State Special Use Permit 
Tax Map Key: 9-3-02: portion of 9 
Applicant: City and county of Honolulu 

Your memorandum dated May 13, 1974 to the Department of Land 
Utilization indicated that the sanitary sewerage facilities are not 
adequate to handle the subject developnent. 

Because of the great need of a training center for the 
Departments of Police and Fire, we request that an interim sewer 
connection be granted for the proposed project. 

f 

The nature of the center will be that of a training academy 
with classrooms, qymnasium, training pool, outdoor fire training area, 
firing range, canine training building, driver training course and 
drill field with helicopter landing pad. A 9reat portion of the site 
will be developed as landscaped open space. 

The training facilities will be used primarily during the 
hours of 8:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. The approximate average sewage flow is 
0.006 rngd. Construction of the first phase of the project is expected 
to be completed in December, 1976. 

- .. 

https://r(1cf--1.s7
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Mr. Edward Y. Hirata 
Page 2 

. May 21, 1974 

It is earnestly hoped that you will reconsider and resubmit 
a favorable report to the Department of Land Utilization. 

I I 

( 

Director 
" 

THsjo ~ 
cca Dept.' of Land Utilization .(Carl Smith) 

Group Architects collaborative, Inc. 
J. Harada 

.. 

. ' . . 
•
' 

. '• 
'\ 

.. - ., 
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. SP 74-245 

J'une 13, 1974 

TO: Mr. Ernest Y. Yuasa, Director and Building Superintendent · 
.Building Department. 

" 
FROM:: Edward 'l. Hirata, Manager a·nd Chief Engin~er 

SUBJECT: Your Memorandum of May 21, 1974 Relating to State Special
Use Permit to Construct and Operate Fire and Police 
Training Facilities 

In our discussion with Mr. Takashi Higa of your staff, we informed 
him that in 1972 the State Department o'f Health lDOH) directed us that 
"No increase in flow into ~he Waipahu Oxidation Ponds by way of addi­
tional sewer connections shall be permitted until the level of opera­
tion of the stabilization facility under present level ot flow has 
been upgraded ••• ". Because of this, approval from the State Health 
Department will be required if we are to provide the proposed
facility with a sewer connection. Since the problem does not involve 
the collection system, an interim sewer connection is not a solution. 

Attached is a copy of our letter which is being sent to the 
State Health Departraent. We are hopeful that the State Health Depart­
ment will allow us to increase the flow entering the Waipahu Oxidation 
Ponds. With this understanding, you can design your sewer system to 
discharge into the Waipahu Sewer System • 

! 4124v~I· 
I 

tOR EDWARD Y. HIRATA 
Manager and Chief Eng*neer 

..--..... . 
~i."""'ri( . .........r- c-.

G ~~·:."t· f ~ I 
~..,.~ :· .__ 

Atta/hrnent (" ) '-· o · co r·,·.I 
I
I C) 

:':~":: ~ cc:~r. George s. Moriguchi with attachment (_>;:,; -I -n. ·< 

I . 

- .,Department of Land Utilization ' ;..:...:;:::::; o ~= r. i 
,..::.. ~-· .,, CJ 
c - , N,---· 
c :~ .! (1-I 

OY 
I 
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Dr. Walter B. Quisenberry 
Director of Health 
State Department of Health 
1250 Punchbowl Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 

Dear Dr. Quisenberry: 

May 29, 1974 SP-74•243 

! ' 
I 

I 

Subject: Fire and Police Training Facilities State Special Use Permit 
Tax Map Key: 9•3-02: portion of 09 
Applicant: City and County of Honolulu 

the applicant ha1 requested that the proposed facility be allowed to 
connect to the Waipahu Sewer System. As you may be a'Ware "We 'Were directed 
!:y y~ur ~f .fiee thet ·"Ne !.nc!'ee~e in flow into tn~ · Wai~ahu t)}d.d~ticin Po~r.~ 

. by way of additional sewer connections shall be p.ermitted .until .the. level 
of operation of 'the stabilization facility under the present level of 
flow has been upgraded••• ·~. 

SS.nee the p1·oposed facility is essential for the training of fire 
and police personnel, we would like your permission to allow the applicant 
to connect to the Waipahu Sewer System. 

·. 
The estimated flow from the facility is 0.006 mgd and the first phase 

la scheduled fo~ completion in December, 1976. 

Very truly yours, 

,A~,,_ , _ .. ,...->:1 /H ·~ 
. .;.<. <7\ ._/ -t'..1-·~ 

EDWARD Y. HIRATA · 
Manager and Chief Engineer 

k\AI:dn 

~ ?J 

'. 
- .....-- ...... . •4"-
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WALTER B. OUISENBEAAV, M.P.H., M.O. •)'7ti. AUG 27 AHlu 2 B RECEIVED DIR.ECTOROFHEALTH . ~)~ ,_, 
so oF wfnER su1; PLw1LBUA s . LU~MISJR .• M.s .• M.o . ~\~'~ JOHN A. BURNS 

DEPUTY DIRECTOR OF HEALTHGOVERNOR OF HAWAII ~ ·I""' , ...~~ = 
• ,•' '~ I Iu 4 • • 

RALPH B. BERRY, M.P.H., M.O. 
AUG ZG 9 

STATE OF HAWAII 
DEPUlY.DIRECTOR OF HEALTH 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 
P. 0 . BOX 3378 HENRI P. MINETIE, M.P.H., OR.P.H. 

HONOLULU. HAWAII 96801 DEPUTY DIRECTOR OF HEALTH 

In reply. please refer to: 

File: EPHS-PTRAugust 21, 1974 

Mr. Edward Y. Hirata 
Manager and Chief Engineer 
Board of Water Supply 
City and County of Honolulu 
P.O. Box 3410 

Dear Mr. Hirata: 

Subject: Fire and Police Training Facilities - State Special Use 
Permit (Sewer Connection to Waipahu Oxidation Pond) 

The Department of Health normally does not oppose additional sewer 
connections to Waipahu Sewer System for such public service facilities as 
above. However, due to recent ,Eubl i:~ -~-£~_c_~I~.L.t.b.~JQ.9~..t.:h9_n_~Q! . .!:h,~_J?~9j ect . 
site, the Department feels that it would be appropriate tO.E!",Jg!t the City 
and County of Honolulu ~~-§ign_to connect into the sewer system 9~!,y 
~ the Q) fi~ciLE.:nyirolliX\enta:I. ,JmpC}ct; Statement .-has-b.~e11_s..9IDPlet~d and 
accepted, a.J location of the facility is absoM~ly fi~~lj.~ed and Q) public 
con~~~-:h.17.!1in th~~~E.?E!L.f.QI!!Il!Un_.ij;:y _C1£~--?=~~-~91.Y£...d . . 

Very sincerely, 

2'/;n:UA---76. (0,v<-41~ 
WALTER B. QUISENBERRY, . M.D. · 
Director of Health 

'-·••.;!,~- ,1,J 

.......- -....--
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EXECUTIVE CHAM 8 ERS 

HONOLULU 

GEORGE R. ARIYOSHI 
OOVCRNC)ft 

April 25, 1975 

· Ernest Yuasa 
Director arid Building 

Superintendent 
.Building Department 
City and County of Honolulu 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

SUBJECT: Environmental Impact Statement for Fire and Police 
Joint ·Traini?g Facility at Waipahti, Oahu, Hawaii 

· Dear Mr . . Yuasa, 

Based upon the recommendation of the Office of Envir6nmen­
tal Quality Control, I am pleased to accept the subject 

..dotument as satisf~ctory fulfillment of the requirements 
of Chapter 343, Hawaii Revised Statutes and the Executive 

.Order of August 23, 1971. This environmental impact statement 
will be a useful tool in the process of deciding whether 
or not the action described therein should or ~hould not 
be allowed to proceed. My acceptance of the statement is an 
affirmation of the adequacy of that statement under the 
applicable laws, and does not constitute an endorsement of 

· th.e proposed action. 

When you make your decision regarding the proposed action 
.itself, I hope you will weigh care~ully ~hether the societal 
benefits justify the envir6nmental impacts ~hich will likely 
occur. These .impacts are adequately described in the statement, 
and, together with the comments made by reviewers, will provide 
.you wiih a useful analysis of alternatives to the proposed 
.action. 

With warm personal r~gards, l remain. 

Yours very truly, 

cc: Director, OEQC 
Chairman, EQC 
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File - .EIS Police & Fire 
Trng. Facilities 

x - C~C Hon. Bldg. Dep~. 

July 25, 1974 

Ernest T. Yuasa 
Director and Building Superintendent · 
Building Department . 
City and County of Honolulu 

SUBJECT: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Police 
and Fire Training Facilities at Waipahu 

• •Deax> Mr. Yuasa, 

As of · this date, this Office has received sixteen responses 
to the proposed project. An attached sheet lists the responding 
agencies. 

In our evaluation of the draft EIS (dEIS) and comments 
provided, this Office finds several areas in whi~h the final 
EIS should expand discussion. The following comments are 
offered: 

I. INTRO~UCTION 

This Off ice recommendc the use of a tax map to pin­
point the exact location of the site area. This would 
avdid confusion. Reference to tha Location Map should 
include the page number. Also~ City & County's ownership 
of the land should be recognized in the second papagrapn. 

One impo~tant part of the dEIS was omitted. A 
description of the buildings should bo included in the 
final EIS. Information should include building heieht~9 
number of buildings, square footage, use of the buildin~s. 
and personnel capacity. 

Canine training and ~river training courses have not 
been mentioned at all. What kind of training is involved? 

I 
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July 25, 1974 

Are there going to bo any onvironmontal effects, such nz 
noisa and air pollution? A di:::cussion of the abpva suhjocts 
should bo included in the final EIS. 

II. EXISTING CHARACTERISTICS 
. . 

The dEIS states on pago 10, " ••• proposed training 
facility would not have any effect on the recroational 
facilities in tho aroa ••• " It states further in the dEIS 
that f i~e training will ho conducted when trade~ind condi­
tions are directed towa~ds Pearl Harbor We~t Loch (pa~o 29). 
This means sooke will blow over tho proposed park. Thus, 
these statements contradict one another. 

Corps of Engineers recommends a diGcussion of the 
low-lying area's suscoptibility to both tidal and r i verine 
flooding in this section, sinco it is assumed that land 
filling elevates the ground and will eiiminate some of tho 
flooding. 

III. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 

Most comments received pertain to this section. 
Please ~onsult individual letter fo~ further information 
since only a brief summary will ho presented. 

A. Airborne Emissions 

Because burning will be an integral part of tho : 
trainine exorcises, a description of ~he training 
building, and concrete slab and pit · should be provided. 
Safety precaution measuroo should be mentioned within 
the final EIS. Also, this Office recommands emission 
measurement be taken. 

Environmental Center feels that there hao been 
no attempt to quantify emissions. A study of this 
matter ia recommended. 

Dopartment of Az riculture recommend s that the 
quantity of fuol consumod for burning exercises be 
estimated to d~tarmino emission values and data. 

Department of Health indicates th~t burnin ~ 
exorciaes may not comply with p~csont legislation. 
Although cxporiment~ have been conducted, accoptablc 
rnothods of control arc not in sight. A variance 
might be required. Thay aloo point out that comploto 
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combustion of wood will ta·ke longer than five J11inutes. 
(p. 15 of dEIS) 

Extinguishing agents to be used is another a~ea ; 

of concern. Watep Resources Research Center at tha 
University of Hawaii points out that any. water containing 
b.iodegradable and/ or non-toxic would constitute pollution 
since something is added. They further question the 
composition of the foam which is water soluble and 
biodegradable. Does it contain nitrates and/or phos­
phates? Manufacturer's claim does not necessarily 
mean non-polluting. 

Department of Health questions whether bacterial 
degradation may give rise to odors and other problems 
.from the resulting foam of oil fires. The discharge 
of this effluent through a storm drainage system may 
be in violation of State Water Quality Standards and 
P.L. 92-500. 

B. Waterborne Effluents 

The statement, "The ?'Un-off water from these ho·se 
evolutions will not carry any waterborne effluents and 
therefore would not have any significant environmental 
effects," does not explain the quantity of l:'un-off 
which could be a problem if there is significant excess 
because of the land-fill. 

Department of Health finds this section confusing. 
These questions and factors should be considered. The 
resulting run-off from hose evolution going into the 
drafting pit or itorm drainage is unclear. This section 
should also include disch~rges of sanitary wastes. 
Since there is a moratorium on new connections to 
Waipahu oxidation porid, will this delay the project or 
an on site sewage treatment plant? Canine waste disposal 
should also be mentioned. 

c. Noise Emission 

This section has brought substantial comments 
from other agencies and the Waipahu Community Asno­
ciation. Reforence to tho app c n<lod lnttar~ ohoulJ bo 
mado boi'Ol.""O tho final EIS i s submitted. 

In the Appendix under acoustical data, do the 
numerical values represent actual noise emission durin g 
a practice session? Data for . each weapon is not e d but 

--·- -
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more than one gun ~ill be fired during a practice 
session and more noise will be producad. Thus, from · 
the given figures, minimum moise factors are represented 
rather than the maximum. Therefore, a discusaion on 
noise reduction should he included in the final EIS. 

Univers~ty of Hawaii's Department of Engineering 
. discusses this subject in great detail. The major 

concern is the gunfire noise measurements and impact. 
Discussion of the design and operational features 
should be included in the final EIS. (See letter for 
details.) 

Department of Health · feels this section should 
include a discussion concerning night training on firing 
range and other noise generating activities. All 
regulations regarding noise must be complied with 
during construction and o p eration of this prop o sed 
project. 

Department of Land and Natural Resources has no 
objections to the proposed project. However, the 
Division of Fish and Game requests that the final EIS 
provide more information of noise impact on the_ wild­
life presently in that area. · There is a bird refuge 
in that ar-ea. 

The United States Navy finds the noise coverage 
adequate. But the question of safety.. is. not discussed. 
They suggest a separate section titled "Safety Aspects" 
he written in. This Office finds this a very good 
recommendption and concurs strongly with them. 

Waipahu Community Association suggests an alternative 
to this section. An open invitation at Kaneohe Marine 
Corps Air Station has been extended to the Police . 
Department for use of their firing range. Has this 
possibility been checked into? 

One additiona~ point concerns the employees who 
w~ll work there. What will the noise levels be for the 
workers inside the buildings? Special design is needed 
to reduce the noise im~act. 

D. Solid Wuoto 

Sinco ona of the solid wastes will be radioactive, 
there are a fow things that should be notod. The 
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radiological building must conform to Atomic Energy 
Commission standards and specifications. If there is 
more than the regulated quantity permitted, a certified 
person from AEC musi be present to supervise any action. 
Although this Office realizes that the dEIS states the 
building is only planned, we feel it is important that 
some data be given in the final EIS conce~ning this 
subject. 

Board of Water Supply notes on page 20, the existing 
16-inch sewer cannot handle wastes generated because it 
is a force main. Connection cannot he made to it. 
Offsite sewer construction is necessary. Thus, it is 
recommended to discuss this section separately from 
solid waste to include sewage collection and disposal. 

The dEIS states on page 21 that debris from the 
fire training exercises will be removed to an existing 
du~p area. However, Department of Public Works says 
the existing dump across .from Waipahu Depot Road may 
not be available for disposal of debris. Under these · 
circumstances, debris will have to be removed to a 
sanitary landfill:. 

Department of Health comments that solid wastes 
re~~lting from the exercises should be disposed at the 
incinerato:t'. 

E. Resource Depletion 

Although the dEIS states that ash residue will be 
used for landfill, it does not indicate what Rind of 
cover soil will be used. Discussion should be expanded 
to include the process of packing and filling, the 
support capacity of the landfill, the elevation of the. 
filled land, and the precautions taken to avoid "fire 
holes". 

Department of Public Works adds useful information 
concerning a feasible study for refuse power generation 
in Waipahu area. If the Waipahu site is selected, some 
adju~trnent to the project site boundary may be necessary. 
They also comment on the sewage treatment plant on 
pages 22, 23, and 25 of the dEIS. · 

Department of Agriculture proposes another alter­
native for the land. Without additional fill and grading, 
the land is suitable for nursery and greenhouse culture. 
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F. Social and Community Aspects 

This Off ice has found many references made to 
Report by Tagawa, Yamachi, A.I.A. & Associates, as 
illustrated on page 25. Piease provide this Office with· 
a brief summary or the.report itself ' if it is available. 

This section has brought strong criticism from the 
Waipahu Community Association. Rather than being bene­
ficial to the community, they find it undesirable. 
(Sea letter) •. 

i 

IV. UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

B. Noise Emissions 
·' 

The discussion on page 33, first paragraph needs 
improvement. The statement · that trainees will be given 
"full and actual experience of firing a-weapon" and 
noise is a major consideration is misleading. · It is 
required that all personnel firing a gun must wear an 
ear pr~tection device to avoid hearing loss. The othe~ 
altepnative mentioned is to enclose the range~ This 
would allow some safety and noise control. If the two 
alternatives are "last reso:-bt", then what are othet' 
reasonable alternatives? These other alternatives 
should be included in the final EIS. 

VII. ANY IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENTS or RESOURCES 
WHICH WOULD BE INVOLVED IN THE PROPOSED ACTION 

· Although the proposed facility is committed for specific 
use in a period of twenty years, the dEIS seems to indicate 
that the facility will be permanent •• The projected time 
period seems rather short for a major facility. 

Additional comments from this Office 

There are a few questions and points that this Off ice 
feels should be addressed. Cost of the project should be 
mentioned. How many people will this facility accomodate? 
Impact on : wildlife in the area needs discuosion. Footnotes 
need pago numbers. Are there any historical or archoolo­
gical sites? This must be documented. Also. Environmental 
Center comments on the numerous grammatical errors. We 
recommend editing. 

--------·- - -- ------...--.-~-,--.......,.~ .,_. -··--
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommend that (1) written responses he sent to all 
commentators including this Office, indicating how specific 
concerns were considered, evaluated and . disp6sed; (2) all 
comments and your responses should he incorporated as an 
appendix to the final EIS; and (3) a copy of the final EIS 
should be sent to those individuals that provided substantive 
comments to the draft EIS. 

We trust that these . comments will prove to be helpful to 
you in preparing the finar ~ EIS. Thank you for the opportunity 
to review the draft EIS. Also thank you for the extension 
granted in order to do a complete review. ·. 

Sinc·erely, 

Richard E. Marland 
Interim ~irector 

Attachment .: 
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ATTACHMENT 

List of Responding Agencies 

Federal 

U.S. Navy July 3, 1974 
Department of the Army 

(Corps of Engin eers) . July 3, 1974 
"Department of Army July lO. 1974 

Stat a 

UH Water Resources Research Center June 25, 1974 
"Departm~nt of Planning & Economic Development June 27, 1974 

Department of Land and Natural Resources .July 3, 1974 -
Dcpartment of Agriculture July 9, 1974 
Department of Health July 9, 1974 
Environmental Center July 15, 1974 
UH Department of Mechanical Engineering July 5, 1974 
*D~partment of Tnansportation July 18, 1974 

City & County 

*Department of Transportation Services June 26, 1974 
Board of Water Supply · July 1, 1974 
Department of Public Works July s, 1974 
Department of Land Utilization July lO, 1974 

Private Organizations 

Waipahu ·Community Association July 15, 1974 

. ....,, 
~Off era no comments 
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September 4,1974 

Mr. Richard E. Marland, Interim Director 
Office of Environmental Quality Control 
550 Halekauwila St •. Room 301 
Honolulu, Hawaii 98613 

Dear Mr. Marland, 

I have reviewed a copy of the "Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the 

Proposed Fire and Police Training Facilities" submitted by the City and County of 

Honolulu Building Department, and would appreciate it if the following questions 

and comments would be considered duri_ng the review. 

USE OF HELICOPTERS 

1) The EIS states that helicopters landing on . the heli-pad would occur only during 
emergencies and not during training exercises. What events would constitute such · 
emergencies? 

2) The goal of the proposed facility is to provide a ·corilplete training complex which 
will accommodate ~he development of all possible knowledge and techniques of ·the 
training of firefighters and law enforcement officers. · Does this training include 
high rise fires? Would such a facility such as a mock high rise structure be vital 
for such training? Would helicopters also be used? 

3) Two statements seem inconsistent: 

"With the exception of the helicopter (which will land a~ the site only for emer­
gency purposes and not for training exercises ••• " p. 19 

"The sources of noise emissions resulting from ·training exercises are: a) Gunfire, 
b) Pumper trucks, c) ·Helicopters ••• " 

COMMITMENT TO THE FUTURE 

1) The facility is planned to be useful for at least 20 years. What new type of 
equipment and techniques are being presently considered for this si.te? The EIS 
fails to provide such a list. What will be -.the environmental impacts of these 
techniques? 

2) 'l'lt c~ f llcd.lity will occupy llf u.c:r•o:.; out of tho 100 ;:icrco .:wuil.:.iblc in the .:ir ''1 , 
By committin~ ourselves to this training facility, the area will soon house the 
ai:;h disposal site, the incinerator, and the training center. What other type of 
public facility would be compatible with these undesirable facilities? Will we 
have committed ourselves to only permitting a limited type· of facilities on 
the· remaining 86 acres? What is the full, long !ange impact of permitting this 
training center to the area? 
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3) The EIS argues that the trairiing facility would not adversely affect· or hinder 
the development of the planned regional park in the same area. However, it fails 
to convince anyone that open air burning of oil and other fuel, a radiological 
building, and gunfire from such weapons as the AR-15 would not adveNsely affect 
the users of this park. The facility commits the area to a certain limited land 
use, but this impact has not been addressed. 

NOISE 

1) In the noise survey in the appendix of the EIS, sounds were measured wit~ an 
impulse precision sound level meter. In the CZC, Section 21-232, "sounds of short 
duration, as from forge hammers and punch presses, which cannot be measured accu­
rately with a sound level meter, shall be measured with the impact noise analyzer ••• " 
If gunfire belongs to the same category as "sounds of short duration" should not 
an impact noise analyzer be used ·in this case? 

2) How does the noise to be .generated from the training facility compare to the new 
noise emission standards that were just approved this year? 

3) How heavily will the firing range be used? # of rounds of firi_ng per day? 

4) Does gunfire travel a longer distance when it is fired with the direction of 
the wind? Will target practice be postponed during kona winds? 

SMELLS 

Presently, Wailani subdivision residents suffer from smells generated from the 
incinerator and the settling ponds during kona weather. The EIS fails to mention 
the potential smells that would result from the training facility. What types of 
smells could be expected from 1) the burning of . various fuels, 2) the extinguishing 
materials, 3) the sump pit? According to the .. EIS, the Waipahu area experiences kona 
weather 25% of the time. · 

FILL . 

1) Fill is planned to be added to build up the. low lying area. What has been the 
historical success or failure in the use of such materials? Has any complications 
or extra expense resulted? 

2) 24,000 cubic yards of top soil is proposed for the landscaping of the site. How 
many truck trips could this be translated into? · The aaily refuse truck traffic 
already taxes Farrington Highway and adds noise to the residents who live adjacent 
to the highway. · · 

3) How stable will the fill be? Could it support such a critical srructure as the 
radiological building? 

RADIOLOGICAL BUILDING 

Would a separate EIS be necessary prior to the construction of this building? What 
is the purpose of such a building to be included in the training facility? What 
is the potential danger of locating such a building next to a ·firing range where 
ricocheting bullets might fly? 
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OTHER COMMENTS 

The EIS states . that "purchase of any equivalent amount of land in an industrial 
type of aeea at market prices · could mean costs of approximately 7 million dollars." 
Where is the docUll)entation for this statement? Why was an industrial type ·1and used . 
for the study? The Waipahu site is located on Ag - 1 zoned, Public Facility general 
planned land. 

The location map on page four neglects to label the residences situated between 
Farrington Highway and the Ted Makalena Golf Course. These residents would.be 
directly affected by this facility. / 

One of the central arguments showing the need for such a training facility is that 
it will help to solve the present scheduling problem. The projected maximum frequency 
of all the burrV-ng exercises is six drills a day, or a total of 36 minutes per day. 
Is it difficult to schedule for this? 

Would there be any kind of scheduling problem if ·no exercises involving smoke emisiions 
will be held during adverse wind conditions?. Prevailing winds blow only 75%of the 
time. 

Why must the firing range be out in the open? Under actual conditions, aren't a 
lot of firing done indoors; therefore 1f they want to create a realistic condition, 
perhaps an enclosed firing range might be appropriate. 

How many new governmental serv~ce positions will result from opening this facility? 

The EIS fails to show any real benefit t o the residents of Waipahu for locating 
a training facility in their neighborhood. The only argument is that the entire 
island would benefit, ergo, Waipahu will too. Such statements as: 

"the proposed training facility can be expected to be an improvement to the aesthetic 
quality of the present dump area ••• " 

does not belo.ng in an EIS. 

This concludes my questions and comments. I appreciate the opportunity to corrunent 
on this environmental impact statement. Thank you. 

· Sincerely yours, 

~vrfv:.~~ 
a~~n MoriyaJii · 

P.O. Box 1095 
Waipahu, Hawaii 
96797 

,. . 
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HONOLULl ' SAVINGS AND LOAN BUILDING TELEPHONE 677-4950 
94-22!1 \\'All'AllU DEPOT STREET 

\\'AIPAHU, HAWAll 96797 

' " 1 .,. . 

July 15, 1974 

Mr. Ernest T. Yuasa, 
Director and B~ilding Superintendent 
Building Department 
City and County of Honolulu 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 I . 

Dear mr. Yuasa: 
.' 

Subject: fire and Police Training facility at 
the Waipahu Incinerator Sita. 

We have carefully reviewed your letter of response dated May 13, 1974 
and the accompanying Environmental Impact Statement in regards to the 
above subject matter. While many of your comments are true and worthy 
of this commu~ity's consideration, we do not agree that the points made 
are the only ones to be considered. With all due respect for your findings, 
our review of the matter reveals that there are much deeper and .underlying 
problems and possibilities open for further study. 

Both the latter and the Environmental Impact Statement indicate that 
the main concern is the centralization of the fire and Police Training 
facilities. The need as described is a matter for c9njectura, particularly 
if there is any doubt in regards to the monetary sav~ngs and undesirable 
impact on the communities involved. Bearing this in mind, we begin by 
referring to the statement, bottom, page 3, of the Environmental Impact 
Statement: "••• an extensive evaluation of possible alternative sites 
have resul tad in the selection of t_he proposed Waipahu sita." 

Even as this evaluation and selection ware in progress, the Waipahu 
community was naively dreaming of the sanitary landfill (dump) area on 
West Loch including the 15 acres now under discussion, as the possible 
site of the much needed Regional Park. Young Suk Ko, Director of the 
Department of Recreation, indicated in a letter addressed to you, dated 
April 4, 1974, ~hat there was such a long range plan to develop the park 
that he did not feel that the proposed subject facilities would adversely 
affect the plans. 

However, on site evaluations and conversations by and between state 
officials and representatives of the Waipahu Community Association reveals 
that the sanitary landfill area may indeed be unsuitable for park consi dera­
.tion due to the danger inherent in continuous deep burning and smoldering 
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Mr. Ernest T. Yuasa, 
C/C Honolulu Pg. Two of Five 
July 15, 1974 

/
of ~nderground dump materials beneat~ the landfill crust. This may than . 
leave for park use ONLY the 15 acres you propose to undertake for the 
subject facilities, with perhaps many years hence the obtaining of beach 
areas further out on the psnninsulal Middle Loch can hardly be considered, 

· for not only is it being used by the Navy, but it is receiving the run­
off waters of lhe sewage treatment plant. 

Evan though the subject side, zoned Agricult ure, is only designated 
on the Oahu General Plan as "Public Facility", there were plans made for 
development of a park. Though, not a~ specifically indicated for park use 
as was the Koko Head site, we feel we are entitled to the same consideration 
and right to object to its being taken away from us as was given the citizen 
committees of Koko Head, or any other community who did not welcome the 
subject facilities within their midst. 

\ 

There are several glaring, undesirable aspects glossed over by the 
Environmental Impact Statement: 

·A. Reference is made on pages 18, 21, 24 and 45 for the use and 
disposition of debris and solid waste materials. Utilizing ash and refuse 
residua from the adjacent incinerator to raise the land elevation may be 
a noble gesture, but once completed, the problem of the disposal of waste 

· ~materials will be compounded by the addition of another facility unfortun-
1 ~te;y bound to be categorized the same as the unwanted and undesirable 

inc ...nerator. . · . . 
• And where is this waste to go? Indications are, it will be 

disposed of onto the adjacent and existing dump area across Waipahu De~ot 
Road. It is ' questionable how this fits in with any community plans for 
a park in, near or throughout that areal 

I 

In regards to sewage disposal, the State Department of Health 
is at present not permitting furth8r hookups to the existing sewage system. 
Indications are that the c/c of Honolulu may be faced with the need to 
construct more ponds. This they may well not be able to do unless the 
Navy, who controls the land, and the community which is already disenchanted 
with the se~ag e facilities in its midst, permits them to do so. Already, 
housing developments and schools are being faced with the unavailability 

u~ of sewage hook-ups and the subject facility will only compound the problem • 
. w/ -_f/e'rburner• . 
~t1 1 v~'tl' B. Reference to smoke emissions on pages 28, 29 and 30 lead to the 
~(I Ipossibility of the addition of an inciner ator should certain control 

measures fail. The Waipahu Community feels it doesn't need another incin­
·erator -- for whatever rensonl One fiasco of that sort is enough! 

It should alDo be pointod out that any open burning may result 
in a great amount of inconvenience to. the subject facility. A recently 
enacted law fdrbids such without a permit. So far as is known, only 
Campbell Industrial Park is exempt. 
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C. Noise, page 19 and traffic, pages 14, 20, 26 and 27 ara consid­
erations that unless tests for which are made under actual conditions, 
may prove invalid. It is to be assumed that dogs will be the least of 
the problems since the very nature of their work precludes their silence 
except under cdrtain necessary conditions. Gunfire, muffled, would prQb­
ably not affect the ears, though it wall might affect the nerves of many 
because of what it represents. 

However, trucks, automobiles and helicopters are all LOUD noise 
producers. In addition, trµcks and automobiles will be expected to use 
the narrow Waipahu Depot Road. Already overburdened by trucks, cars ana 
garbage trucks going to and from the incinerator, in the light industrial 
area, and of necessity lined with parked cars of industrial workers. The 
street is barely passable. Add to this an additional 100 to 150 vehicles 
~oving in and out, morni~g and evening, plus heavy fire equipment whose 
very weight creates a rumble wherever they go, and the picture is one 
of noisy chaos. 

In add~tion, traffic in Waipahu Town is increasing daily and can 
be expected to increase even more if and when additional housing is made 
available. 100 to 150 cars adding to the congestion of rarrington Highway 
is not felt to be needed. Businesswisa, it can be expected that merchants 
will not benefit to any extent from people ~ot of the area. ~ 

Helicopters cannot be expected to add anything to the benefit 
of the townspeople, but WILL produce noise to assaul~ the ears, vibrations 
to aff~ct television sets and danger to residents (and park users if 
such is ever developed on West Loch.) With approaches planned for the 
Paarl Harbor .Wast Loch area, there ~ernains the question, what if ''prevailing 
wind conditions" are not in that direction? 

D. Reference is made on page 23 to the possible saving of soma 
7 million dollars by utilizing the already exising c/c owned land in 
Waipahu. If saving taxpayer's money is of any concern, the several ~lter­
nativas that have been, are and will be available free for the use of the 
police department and as early as September, 1975, for the fire department, 
should be given more serious consideration. Also a suggestion that heli­
copters be used jointly with the military be .looked into. 

On pages 36 and 37, you give reasons for not making use of the~a 
alternatives, such as lack of centralized facilities, travel time and 
scheduling difficulties. may we suggest that perhaps in your desire to 
build one facility you have not made a really concerted effort to utilize 
what is available? All classes must be scheduled, regardl~ss of where 
they are held. Is a firing range for a military policeman that much 
different from that of a civilian? . Perhaps the new planned fire fighting 

.Navy complex might prove adequate for your purposes! 
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Bids are being accepted now for the building of a complete fire 
training complex including classrooms at Pearl Harbor by Semptember, 1975, 
for the specific purpose of trai~ing firefighters. It will be built, we 
are informed, under the strictest of environmental law guidelines and 
the facilitia.s will be available free for the us·e of the c/c of Honolulu. 
The classrooms may also be available for police use. 

from the element of time alone, the utilization of these facilities 
are a much nearer concept. from a monetary standpointi · they can hardly 

- -~·i··::, be brushed aside. . Undoubtedly the compl~x will be the best obtainable. 
anywhe~e and the taxpayers will have already paid for them th~ough federal 

,.. 

taxes. further money from the c/c would no't be required. · 
The c/c facilities as described would necessitate the allocation of 

a large amount of funds to create a double burden for taxpayers. futher­
mora, we feel a 7 or 8 story tra'ining structure le.aves something to be .,, 
desired in preparing firefighters for battling 30-stary blazes! The use 
of helicopters and training from this standpoint would seem to be more 
in keeping w~th the realities of the problem. 

Which takes us to the suggestion for joint use of helicopters with 
the military~ Helicopters use and training, whether for police work or 
fire fighting, must require a tremendous outlay of money. Heliports, 
machines, and necessary equipment would, in all probability create a 
training expenditure far.beyond that of which the c/c can cope with. Yet, 
without it, the c/c can hardly be giving its people .the proper protection 
in regards to high-rise fires! . 

The police department h~s had available since last year the use of 
a pistol and rifle range which they had only to share on a scheduled 
basis with the military. Thay would not have to share with civilians as 
with the Koko Head range. And yet, they have not seen fit to give it 
maximum use. According to knowl~geable personnel at Kanaohe marine Corp 
Air Basa, Police Chief Keala was invited as of last year to use that 
rangs, but their response has been minimal. As with the fire facilities, 
the range is free to the c/c of Honolulu. . . 

Another possibility is the range at Schofield in Wahiawa, though 
personnel contacted there would appreciate more information on group 
size, targets and equipment required before making a committment. 

With a complex available to firefighters; with a joint helicopter 
program with the U.S. military possible if it is pursued further; and 
with classrooms and a range ~vailable to the police, all of which would 
save the taxpayers many hundred of thousands of dollars and keep Waipahu 
free of another unwanted . burde~, it would appear that the few other require­
ments might be minimal. 

Policeman have to travel in their cars from soma point to soma point 

--
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regardless of where it might be. Class~s are always subject to scheduling. 
A gun, and a victim, civilian or military, tend to be aimed toward the 
same end. It would appear that a central location is not as prime a 
necessity as we are being led to believe. Oahu by its general charac­
teristics and roadway systems put none of us in a central location unless 
we never leave the City of Honolulu. 

Failing all else, consideration might be given to a suggestion that 
a request be made to the State of Hawaii for land for subject facility 
use such as t~at of Campbell Industrial Park. 

We, of the Waipahu Community Association feel that the points made 
hara are· .tlfortl1/ of your consideration and that the suggestions are valid 
means by which the same p~rposes could . be accomplished with a ma~mum use 
and minimum outlay of taxpa~ers money, while ~paring the community of 
Waipahu the undesirability of the subject facility being built in their 
midst. · 

Respectfully yours, 

\ -~ . -fJ'-fr­
\\A-t-t<0 ~v~~" 

Mits Shito · · . 
President 

ms:tr 
' ! 
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Dr. Richard F.. Marland 
Interim Director 
Office of Environmental 

Quali.y Control 
550 Halekauwila Street, Room 301 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Dr. Marland: 

Subject: Dra~ Envirorunental Impact Statement 
Proposed Fire and Police Training Facilities 

We have reviewed the subject envirorunental statement and have no 

comments to offer as it relates to and affects our Department's trans-

portation program. 

Sincerely, 

. ~u1~ 
~ -;.- -J:;~'i,~IGHT 

Director 



HEADQUARTERS 
FOURTEENTH NAVAL DISTRICT 

BOX 110 

FP() SAN FRANCI SCO 96610 IN REPLY REFER'TO: 

48:09F:SH:mrn 
Ser 1913 · 

.. , 
3 JUL 1974· 

· Dr. · Richard E. Marland 
· Director 
Office of Environmental Quality 

Control · 
Office of the· Governor 

· 550 Halekauwila Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 · 

P_roposed Fire and Policy Traini~g 
center 

Dear Dr. Marland: 

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement £or the Proposed 
· -Fire and Police Training Facilities· to be ·1ocated ori 

Waipio Peninsula has been reviewed. The U. s. Navy has 
" property near the proposed site; 

· A letter to Mr. Ernest T. Yuasa, Director and Building 
Superintende.n:t, Building Department, City: & ·county of 
Honolulu, on 9 April 1974 pointed out the importance ·of 
lateral safety baffles for -the firing ranges and assumed 
that adequate baffling would be 'incorporated into the 
final design. · · 

The question of Noise is covered on pages. 31~34 and 48, 
· but the general question of safety asp~cts o:t: this project, 

including lateral safety. baffles, is not discussed. As a 
suggestion, it is recommended that a new section (111-G) 
entitled "Safety Aspects" be written into the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement. 

Thank you for the ·9pportunity 'afforded for review of, 
and comments upon, this Draft Environmental Impact State-· 
ment. 

Sincerely, 

~~~ 
L. G. TJMBERLAKE 

CAPTAIN, C EC, USN 

DISTRICT CIVIL ENGINE::ER 

BY Dl_R~CT!ON OF' THE COMMANDf-NT 

. ..... - ,, ... . . ... - .., ·-..,- ..-.. .. ,.... .. . ..~ ,." ... . 
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DE:.rARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
PACIFIC OCEAN DIVISION, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

BUILDING 96, FORT ARMSTRONG 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 

PODED-P 3 July 1974 

· n~. Richard E. Marland, Interim Director 
Office of Environmental Quality Control 
State of Hawaii 
550 Halekauwila Street, Room 301 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

~ ' 

Dear Dr. Marland: 

We have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed 
Fire and Police Training Facilities and find it to be thorough and detailed 
in its discussion of impacts. Our conunents are as follows: 

a. In the discussion of alternative actions on pages 42 and 43, the 
statement mentions tidal fl~oding problems as a reason for eliminating the 
Waipahu (incinerator site) from considerationo Since the 15-acre recom­
mended site is also a low-lying area in the same general vicinity, its 
susceptibility to both tidal and riverine flooding might be discussed in 
Section II Existing Characteristics. It is assumed that the. purpose of 
the proposed filling of low lands described on page 24 is to raise the 
ground elevation and reduce the probability of flooding. 

b. It is not clear why the proposed action is designated a Federal­
State one (See "Name of Action" on sununary sheet) since tlie project is for 
City and County facilities on land owned by the City and County of Honolulu. 
This apparent inconsistency should be clarified. 

·, 
Sincerely yours, 

ZA.~~~GL 
ELROY C 
Actin Chief, Engineering Division 

_ ....'t" .......... _ ... __ __ ..,~_.., 

.~r. '. ·: ... .. - --
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES ARMY SUPPORT COMMAND, HAWAII 

APO SAN FRANCISCO 96557 

l O JUL 1974 . HCFE-PS 

• /
IOffice of Environmental Quality Control I 

Office of the Governor 
. 550 Halekauwila Street, Room 301 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Gentlemen: 

We have reviewed the following Draft Environmental Impact Statements: 

a. Proposed City and County of Honolulu Corporation Yard, 

b. Proposed Fire and Police Trainfog Facilities, and 

c. Mahelona Hospita_l Sewer.age System. 

We have no comments to offer. 

Sincerely, 

p ~/~
~!(,/l/i-';j//;ft2~ 

. ~CHARLESl?~ VARNUM ( . ,f Colonel, CE . \ , 
Director of Facilities Engineering 

. ~ , 
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University 
. 

of Hawaii 
. 

at Manca 
Environmental Center 

Maile Bldg. 10 • 2540 Maile Way 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96822 

Telephone (808) 948-7361 

Office of the Director 

July 15, 1974 

· MEMORANDUM 

TO: Richard E. Marland, _Director, OEQC 

FROM: Jacquelin N. Miller, .Environmental Center~· 
RE: Draft EIS for the Proposed Fire and Police 

Traini~g Facilities 

The Environmental Center has solicited a review of the :above 
cited environmental impact statement from two members ·of the· 
University faculty, Drs. John Burgess, Noise Task Force and 
Anders Daniels, .Air Pollution Task Force, of the Environmental 
Center. The comments of Dr. John Burgess, Department of 
Mechanical Engineering, are quite detailed and thus are trans­
mitted here in their· entirety. 

Dr. Daniels comments are confined to the air pollution aspects 
of the proposed facility: 

There are no attempts to quantify the expected 
emissions from the proposed facilities. This is unfortu­
nate as it is only with such information that one can get 
a realistic estimate of the resulting concentrations · 
downwind. Since the training exercises to be conducted at 
the facilities probably are identical to those at similar 
facilities on the mainland, quantitative emission data are 
'more than likely available. Such data should then be . com­
bined with a realistic diffusion model to produce a 
concentration estimate which, when added to existing air 
pollution levels, would yield the information necessary for 
an unbiased evaluation of the air pollution potential of 
the project • 

. It is furthermore erroneous to assume as . stated on 
p~ge 31 that "the emissions will not be allowed to exceed 
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Dr. Richard E. Marland .2 July 15, · .1974 

State Department of Health standards, .and therefore 
· .would not reach any harmful level," as emission 

standards do not ·necess arily .guarantee ambient air 
quality levels. Such levels are prescribed by the 
State of Hawaii Air Quality· Standards. 

It is therefore recommended that a study of the 
proposed facility be undertaken which produces quanti­
tative estimates of the expected air pollution levels. 

The Center is in accord with the opinions expressed by 
Drs • .Burgess and Daniels. In addition to their conunents regarding 
noise and air pollution, .some comment on the general presentation 
of the EIS seems necessary. We realize this · is a "Draft" statement 
and that a review should be an e·valuation of the content, not 
grammatical form of an EIS. gowever, _the number of actual errors 
in word usage, incomplete sentences, .repetition, word omissions, 
redundancy · and inconcisely written text does not generate a positive 
attitude toward an appraisal of the content of the EIS. We suggest 
that this EIS be carefully edited prior to preparation of the final 
statement and that pages, 3, 6, 23, 26, .38 and 39, to mention a few, 
be examined for . grammatical errors. 

cc: J. Burgess 
A. Daniels 

.· 



.. 

~ 
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' Department of Mechanical Engineering 
Holmes Hall 302 • 2540 Dole Street • Honolulu, Hawaii gsa22 
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.July s. 1974 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Dr. Jerry M. Johnson. Acting Director 
Environmental Center ~ 

FROM: John C. Burgess ~'\~~~ 
SUBJECT: Review of Noise Assessment, Draft EIS, Proposed Fire and 

Police Training Facilitiesl 

The draft EIS identifies noise emissions from gunfire, fire trucks, 
helicopters, dogs, and automobiles as having potential environmental impact.
The site recommended, adjacent to the Waipahu incinerator, is stated to be 
flat, open, and about 1/4 mile dowrn<1ind (normal trades) from the closest 
residential area. The draft includes a report on measurements mcide at the 
proposed site of noise emissions from gunfire and son~ vehicles. 2 The princi­
pal conclusion stated is that noise emissions will have a negligible environ­
mental impact on people and animals outside the proposed site. This conclusion 
appears to b.e based strongly on a noise consultant's opinion3 that "the highest
level of sound at the closest residence would be well within the limitations of 
the CZC 11 4 The draft also suggests various structural and. operational features• 

· that can provide noise reduction at locations outside the proposed site. 

Surr.mary of Reviewer's Conclusions 

1. Gunfi're noise measurements reported by the consultant shm<1 that two of 
the three firearms test,ed probably C'reated noise levels 6 dB and 22 dB in excess 
of the impact noise limits of the CZC. This opinion is contrary to that of the 
.consultant. 

lo.raft, "Environmental Impact Statcme11t for the Proposed Fire ·and Police 
Training Facilities", Submitted by Building Department, City and County of 
Honolulu, Prepared by Group Architects Collaborative, Inc., May, 1974. 

2"Preliminary Environmental Noise Survey of Proposed Waipahu Fire and Police 
'l'r.iining P01cili ty and Range", Consultant's report included as an appendix to 
Dr01:i;·t EIS! 

3Hef (2) 1 p. 3 

4comprehensiva Zoning Code, City and County of Honoll,,Llu, Sections 21-231 and 
21-232. 

https://lVl~n.oa
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2. Gunfire noise measurements reported by the consultant show anomalous 
sound ~ propagation effects • .The .absence of the~e effects could have resulted in 

,. ~sound levels at the n~arest res~dence up to 40 dB higher than those measured. · 

·3. Vehicular noise measurements reported by the consultant show that ground
vehicle o·peration may violate the CZC noise provisions at the nearest residential 
lot boundary. Noise from helicopter operation is likely to exceed CZC limits 
by 20 to 30 dB • . 

4. The primary conclusion of negligible environmental noise impact in 
existing residential areas appears to be valid provided that the facility is 
properly designed, fabricated, and op~rated. · 

5. A cost-effective approach iuggests that initial design, fabrication, and 
operation of the facility to achieve significant reduction of noise emissions can 
not only reduce noise impact in the surrounding community, but can reduce the 
cost of noise contro 1 features required for satisfactory cl ass room and kennel 
operations. 

6. The reviewer feels that the Final EIS should identify and recommend 
specific design and operational features for noise control, rather than just
provide a catalog of possible features. The Final EIS should identify the "worst 
impact condition" in the su~rounding area, and it should identify the expected

' noise levels and their impact under all normal (not just trade wind) weather 
conditions. 1 

Discussion of Reviewer's Conclusions 

l. Gunfire Noise Measurements Show Probab1 e CZC Via 1ation 

The consultant reported "average peak sound leveJ 
.. 
11 measurements for a 

38-cal. pistol, a 12-gauge shotgun, and a 30-cal. rifle. The levels were reported
·for the firer's position (taken by the reviewer 'to be 1 yd.), 100 yds, 200 ycls,
300 yds, and at the "closest residence" (taken by the reviewer to be 1/4 mile). 

The consultant's report does not identify what he means by 11 average
peak sound level. 11 The Band K 2204 Impulse Precision Sound Level Meter 
measures a maximum rms level with any of several standard frequency weightings.
For gunfire measurements, the most logical combination would be "impulse hold" 
with "linear" weighting. The reviewer will call a reading made with this combi­
nation an 11 impulse 11 level and assumes that the consultant measured impulse levels. 

The impulse level is not the 11 impact 11 level required to determine 
conformance with the CZC. The response time constant for the impulse level 
m8asurcment is about 35 milliseconds, while that for · the impact measure~ent is 
50 microseconds. Within 1/4 mile of a gun, the observed rise time of gunfire
sound is probably of the order of 100 microseconds or less. The meaning of this 
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is that the true impact levels required for comparison with the CZC for gun fire 
may be 10 C:B or so higher than those reported. If the consultant used any 
weighting network other than 11 linear11 the true impact levels will be still• 

higher. 

The levels reported by the consult1rnt appear to be "overall" levels. 
The CZC requires octave band levels to determine conformance. The reviewer used 
published data to estimate the spectrum of gunfire noise5 and used the consultant's 
11 impulse 11 level as if it were an "impact" level. The reviewer concludes that the 
critical octave band for gunfire is the 2400 to 4800 Hz band. The reviewer's 
calculations suggest that the sound from the 30-cal. rifle exceeded the CZC octave 
band limit at the nearest residence by about 22 dB, that from the 12-gauge shotg~n 
by about 6 dB, while the 38-cal. pistol sound may have been marginal. These 
values can be increa~ed significantly under different, normal, weather conditions 
(see next section). · They can be decreased significantly by use of structures 
designed for noise control. Since the consultant's report does not identify the 
direction of firearm aim during the noise tests, it is not clear to what extent 
the reported data are affected by the "focussing" effect.G 

' 
2. Measurements Show Anomalous Sound Propagation Effects. 

' 
The gunf ire sound levels reported as functions of distance from the 

firing point can be compared with the predictions of the spherical spreading 1aw. 7 

The compa~son shows the measured sound levels to be about 6 dB greater (less
attenuation) than expected out to 200 yds for all three firearms. At 300 yds, . the 
measured level of the sound from the 38-cal. pistol was about 6 dB greater (less 
attenuation) than expected, while that from the 12-gauge shotgun was about 16 dB 
lower (more attenuation) than expected, and that from the 30-cal. rifle was about 

· 11 dB lower than expected. At the nearest residence, the measured sound levels 
were about 16 dB lower (more attenuation) than expected for the 38-cal. pistol,
about 39 dB . lower than expected for the 12-gauge shotgun, ·and about 29 dB lower 
than expected for the 30-cal. rifle. If excess attenuation by atmospheric 
absorption is taken into account, the last three values could be corrected by
subtracting a few decibels. They could also be corrected by adding a few decibels 
to account fo.r the difference between the impulse 1eve1 measured and the impact 
level required. 

The reviewer feels that the most likely explanation for the excess 
attenuation experienced for distances greater than 200 yds. is that temporary 
\·Jind and temperature gradients placed the microphone in a sound "shadow." Under 
slightly different, and normal, weather conditions, the actual impact sound ieve1s 
experienced at the nearest residence could be as much as 40 dB greater than the 
impulse levels measured. The critical octave band impact levels from all three 
firearms could then be very greatly (possibly up to about 60 dB) in excess of the 
corresponding level specified as a limit in the CZC. 

5Galloway, W.J., Watters, B.G., and Baruch, J.J., "An Explosive Noise Source", 
J. Acous. Soc. Am. 27, 2, pp. 220-223, March 1955. (provides 1/3 octave band 
spec~rum for 10-gauge blank shotgun shell) 

6Letter from E.D. Andrus, National Rifle Association of A.~erica, February 9, 
1972, included as an appendix to Draft Eisl . ~ 

u no uoablu for 9unfiro soun<l loval pradictionr:> o~t tr... ~~r/J 
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3. Vehicular Noise Measurements Suggest Possible CZC Violation 

The sound levels reported for the operation of ground vehicles and their 
auxiliary equipment are equivalent to a range of 79 to 90 dB at 20 ft. (presumably
dBA, but not so identified). Helicopter sound levels are reported to.be 85 to 
90 dB {again, presumably dBA) at 500 ft. Assuming spherical spreading, the corres­
ponding levels at the nearest residence \'1ould be ab9ut 36 dB lower for the ground
vehicles and· about 8 dB lower for the helicopter. 

Taking into account the spectrum of vehicular noise, a r~alistic 
A-weighted eq uivalent for the CZC octave band limits on noise in a residential 
area is probably not greater than 50 dBA. Noise from the operation of ground 
vehicles may thus exceed the CZC limits by a few dB, whfle that from helicopter 
o~eration will exceed the limits by 20 to 30 dB. Since most of the power in the 
noise from all these vehicles is in the low frequency range, excess attenuatior. 
·caused by atmospheric absorption will not be significant. 

Proper construction and operational use of ground barriers can decrease 
the noise levels resulting from ~round vehicle operation to conform with the CZC. · 
Reduced helicopter noise will require less noisy helicopters. · 

4. Negligible Environmental Noise Imµact Possible. 

5. Cost-Effective Design Approach, and 

6. Suggested Objectives for Final EIS 

The draft EIS is correct in pointing out that earth bernis. building
location and massing, acoustical treatment, and direction of firing can be used 
to control noise emissions. Conventional landscaping, however, will have only a 
cosmetic effect; it has a negligible effect on noise. To the list of means for 
effective noise control could be added other aspects of training operations. such 
as iocations for fire engines and other vehicles relative to barriers. The 
proposed site has a great advantage in that there .appears to be only one noise 
sensitive direction. Barriers can thus be used effectively. 

In the reviewer's opinion, there are no significant technical problems 
to be overcorne in achieving a facility operation of which creates a negligible
environmental noise impact, except for helicopter operations. The impact from 
helicopter operations may be small provided that they are used only occasiona11y
(every other week or so) and only during normal daytime working hours. 

Consideration given during initial design to control of noise effects 
within the site may easily lead to cost-effective features which will also reduce 
environmental noise impact outside the site. The noise from gunfire can interfere 
no~ only with expected classroom activities, but may have also a serious effect 
on animals kept within the site. Although police dogs may be trained to react 
favorably to occasional gunfire, steady exposure of the kennels to such noise may
be counterpr~ductive to training and breading. The literature on the effects of 
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moderate noise levels on animals is scarceP but such literature as does exist 
suggests that sharp sounds are likely to stimulate the startle reaction in animals, 
as they· do in humans~ with undesirable emotional responses. 

Construction designed to reduce the sound emissions from gunfire and 
other operations can be expected not only to reduce the cost of structures on the 
site for which interior noise levels must be kept low. but to reduce considera~ly 
the expected environmental noise impact in the nearby community. The cost of 
designing such control into the original site improvements can be significantly
less than that of corrective measures taken after construction is completed. 

Some words of caution may be appropriate concerning estimation of 
comnunity reaction to noise. Although there are many physi'cal measures of noise 
intensity, none have shown a perfect correlation with community reaction. Such 
reaction may be viewed on average as the logical response of intelligent beings.
With the great increase in the past few years of public awareness of legal remedies 
available for treating excessively noisy operations, it is risky to assume that 
such operations can be safely planned today to meet standards found acceptable in · 
the · pas~ in different communities, and with different noise sources. For example.
the reviewer doubts that an American residential community today would passively 
accept continual exposure to impact sounds, such as sonic booms with peak over­
pressures of 128 d3, or 100 dB, or even 60 dB in a quiet neighborhood. 

The Final EIS should identify the specific structural and operational
configurations recommended, the specific expected noise levels in nearby areas, 
and the specific worst impact conditions allowed by exist'ing or expected zoning
and land use in these areas. 

011Effects of Noise on Wildlife and Other Animals", u.s. Env. Prot. Ageneo.1 
Report NTID 300.5, Dec. 31, 1971. See especially pp. lS, 18, and 27. 
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WAL.TER B. QUISENBERRY, M.P.H., M.D.JOHN A. BURNS 
DIRl"CTOR Of' HEALTH

• ~ GOVIERNOR Of' HAWAII 

WIL.BUR S. L.UMMIS JR., M.S., M.D.STATE OF HAWAII 
DEP'UTY DIRECTOR 01' HEALTH 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 

P. O. BOX 3378 
0 

HONOL.UL.U, HAWAll 96801 In reply, please refer to: 

EPHSD-NRJuly 9, 1974 

To: Dr. Richard E. Marland, Interim Director 
Office of Environmental Quality Control 

From: Director of Health 

Subject: Comments Regarding the Draft Environmental Impact St~tement for the Proposed 
Fire and Police Training Facilities on an Un-used Portion of Land Adjacent 
to Waipahu Incinerator 

1. It is . expected that all pertinent statutes and regulations regarding the 
control of air, water, solid waste and noise be complied with during con­
struction and in the operation of these facilities. 

2. However, regarding the air emissions during burning exercises, it is 
indicated th~t the facility may not be able to comply with all details 
relative to present legislation. We note that experiments are being con­
ducted by the military. However, indications are that an acceptable method 
of control is not in sight. The Air Force, for example; hopes to have a 
control method in January, 1977. Therefore, this might require a variance. 

3. The EIS fails to discu~s the fact that a portion of Waipio Peninsula is now 
used as a bird sanctuary. Discussion in the EIS should include but not be 
limited to: 

a. Bird sanctuary location, size in species inhabiting the area. Rare or 
endangered species should be identified. Eco-description should be 
provided. 

b. Effects of air, water and noise pollution on the sanctuary. 

c. Cumulative effects of water, air and noise pollution on the sanctuary 
due to the proposed facility, incinerator, open dumping and sewage 
stabilization pond. 

4. Section II.B. "Water Borne Effluents" is confusing and a number of questions 
hnd fnctoro need to be connid~red nnd/or annwcred. 

a. Is the run-off resulting from hose evolution going into a drafting pit 
for reuse and irrication, or into the storm drainage system? This is 
unclear. 

-----~-......- ..... _..,____. .. -.. ......,--....,-~ 
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b. Foam resulting from oil fires are said to be bio-degradable and non-toxic 
and will be left on the ground to evaporate and degrade. This is con­

,. tradictory to the statements concerning drainage around the slab and pit. ... 
are·a in the preceding paragraphs. Also, should· this effluent be stored 
in sump or drafting pit, bacterial degradation may give rise to odors 
and other problem. 

. ' . 
c. Discharge of a bio-degradable effluent through a drainage system and 

into a storm drain may be a violation of State Water Quality Standards. 

d. This section should include discharges of sanitary sewage. It should be 
pointed out that there {s a moratorium on new connections to the Waipahu 
Oxidation Pond. Does this mean a delay in the project or an on site 
sewage treatment plant? 

e. No mention of disposal of canine waste is made. 

5. In Section II .C "Noise Emissions," a discussion should be made concen1ing 
night training on the firing range and other n,oise generating activities. 

6. In Section II.D "Solid Waste," it is stated that a significant amount of 
debris is not expected to be generated due to the combustion of the materiai. 
Combustion time given in the EIS is only 5 minutes/drill, much too short for 
complete combustion of wood. Solid waste generated in this exercise should 
be disposed of at the incinerator. 

7. All statutes and regulations regarding noise, including those of the City and 
County of Honolulu's Comprehensive Zoning Code and others, must be complied 
with during construction and operation of this facility. 

fl,,~/3. Q~?.JJ~ 
. WALTER B. QUISENBERRY, M.D.(/ .. 

-----~ .... _..-r-·----·- .. - -- ..r-........ 
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·· June 27, 1974 

Ref. No. 1140 

ME110~DUM 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Dr. Richard E. Marland, Interim Director 
~~f ic: o~nv~onm~ntal Q:~y Control 

p~~1 ~.._______ 
Review of Draft EIS for the City & County Fire and Police 
Tr~ining Facilities 

We have reviewed the above subj~ct draft and feel that it is an 
adequate evaluation of the probable environmental effects the proposed 
facilities will have on the subject site, as well as on its abutting land 
uses. 

This draft EIS appears to be quite comprehensive and objective 
in its coverage. We consider it to be one of the better EIS prepared for · 
this type of public facilities • 

. . 
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DIVISIONS:JOHN A. BURNS 
CONVEYANCES 

l'IBH AND GAME 

l'OREBTRY 

GOVERNOR 01' HAWAII 

LAND MANAGEMENT 

STATE P'ARKS 

WATER AND LAND DEVELOPMENT 

STATE OF HAWAII 

DEPARTMENT OF LANO ANO NATURAL RESOURCES 

P. O. BOX 621 . 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96809 

July 3, 197'4 

MEMORANDUM 

. TO: Hon. R. E. Marland, .Interim Director 
Office of Environmental Quality Control 

FROM: Sunao Kido, Chairman 
Board of Land and Natural Resources 

SUBJECT: Conunents on Environmental Impact Stat~uents 

Proposed City and County of Honolulu's Proposed Corporation Yard 
in Halawa Valley, Oahu 

.This department has reviewed this draft EIS and find that 
the project will not have adverse effects on any proposed 
projects of this department for that area. 

We have no objections to the proposed Corporation Yard. 

~pos.ed Fire and Po.lice Training Facilities r Waipahu, Oahu 

· This department has no objections to the proposed Fire and 
· .Police Training Facilities. at Waipahu, Oahu. The Division 

of Fish and Grune, however, requests that the final EIS 
provide more reference to. the impact of noise on the wild­
life presently in the area. · 

Draft EIS covering the Honolulu District Court Site Selection 
~t Honolulu, Hawaii 

; 

This department has no objections to the recommended 
site selections for the new Honolulu District Court 
Building· as proposed in the EIS submitted by the Dept. 
of Acc6unting and General Services. 

We note that this department will be involved in acquiring 
the property at the proposed District Court site. · 

BOARD OF D NATURAL RESOURCES 

·~ 
~,AA.-0 ~ 

KIDO 
and Member 



FREDERICK C. ER~KINEJOHN A. BURNS 
CHAIRMAN, BOARD OF AGRICULTUREGOVERNOR 

WILLIAM E. FERNANDES 
DEPUTY TO THE CHAIRMAN 

STA.TE OF HAWAII 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

1428 SO . KING STREET 

HONOL.UL.U. HAWAII 9681<4 

July 9, 1974 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Dr. Richard E. Marland, ' Interim Director 
Office of Environmental Quality Control 

SUBJECT: Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Proposed Fire and Police Training Facilities 
City and County of Honolulu, Building Department ,. 

The Department of Agriculture has reviewed this draft statement for agricultural 
impact and finds it complete and correct except for quantification of smoke 
emissions. While the proposed site on filled land is not suitable for agricul­

. ' tural production using con~entional tillage methods, without additional fill 
and grading it would be suitable for nursery and greenhouse culture methods 
which is a possibl~ alternative use. 

The Department requests that analysis of airborne emissions recognize the impact 
of increased vehicular traffic and burning exercises in general terms. It is 
recommended that quantities of fuel consumed be estimated rather than expressing 
emissions on the basis of duration of burning exercises. Such quantification 
of fuel would make it possible to estimate emission values for the incinerator, 
sugar mill ·and cane burning activities centered on Waipah~. 

The Department does not oppose location of this ' training center on Ag•l land. 
The need for improv~d training facilities is a vital aspect of public safety 
programs. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this matter. 



UNIVERSITY OF HAWAII 
Wat.ar Resources Research Cient.ar 
Office of the Director 

MEMORANDUM 
June 25, 1974 

MEMO TO: Richard E. Marland I 
Interim_ Director, OEQC 

} 

FROM: Reginald H. F. Young~J!-i 
Asst. Director, WRRC I 

SUBJECT: Draft EIS, Fire and Police Training Facilities 

The subject draft EIS was reviewed in this office principally by 
Henry Gee and myself and the following comments are submitted for 
your consideration: · 

Reference has been made that maximum usage of the water supply 
-will be made and that any runoff water will be returned to the 
original ground water source in a non-polluted condition. Several 
po.ints are in error in this statement. 

·. ' 

1. Any water used for extinguishing fires or used to flush 
off foam will contain dissolved ·chemicals (whether biodegradable 
and/or non-toxic or not) and would constitute pollution in the 
sense that something has been added. 

2. The water actually used will dissipate to other sinks 
other than the original source which includes evaporation to the 
atmosphere, percolation through the aquifer to the ·ocean instead 
of the basal ground water le.ns, retention in an enclosed aquifer 
not used for water supply or overland flow to reach Kapakahi Stream 
and West Loch. 

An existing storm drainage sy.stem was mentioned on page 18 for 
the disposal of all excessive amounts of water. Does this system 
discharge into Kapakahi Stream and eventually into West Loch? If 
so, what is the composition of the foam which is water soluble and 

·biodegradable? A manufacture's claim of a product being biodegradable 
and non-toxic doesn't necessarily mean it is non-polluting. Will 
there be any contribution of nutrients such as nitrates and phosphates 
to the adjacent Class AA waters by these foams? · 

-----·II!"·---.,,..._... ..... 

RHFY:jmn 
cc: H. Gee 

J. Johnson 

~ --- . -. 

https://Cient.ar
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EPARTMENT OF LAND UTILIZA T 

CDTV. AND COU N TY OF ~..:;{)NOLUIL...U 
gfi}g f2Qll';J(tai+j.14r ~~ 

HONOLULU, H AWAll 110813 

FRANK. F. FASI 
MAYOR 

p A iii. 0 E ~ EN s 
MANAGING DIRECTOl'I 

MEMORANDUM 

TO 

FROM 

SUBJECT 

GEORGE s. MORIGUCHI 
DlRli:CTOl'I 

WILLIAM E. WANK ET 
. DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

LU6/74-1777(BAM) 

July 10, 1974 
: 

DR. RICHARD E. MARLAND, INTERIM DIRECTOR 
OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY _CONTROL 

GEORGE S. MORIGUCHI, DIRECTOR OF LAND UTILIZATION 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR FIRE AND 
POLICE TRAINING FACILITY, WAIPAHU 

We have no objections to the ab .eve proposal. The selected 
site is shown for public facility use on the General Plan 
and is zoned AG-1 Restricted Agricultural District. The 
proposed -use is permitted within the zoning district. 

It is noted, however, that the proposed site is within a 
state~designated agricultural district. A special permit 
from the State Land Use Commission will be required. · 

GSM: sk 



PARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 

CDTV AND COUNTY OF HO~O!LULU 
HONOLULU, HAWAII '16813 

KAZU HAYASHIDAFRANK F : FASI 
DIRECTOR AND CHI£' £HGIH££RMAYOR 

WALL.ACES. MIYAHIRAPAUL. DEVENS 
DEPUTY DIRCCTOR A.ND

MANAGING DIRECTOR 
~£PUTY CHI£' £HGIN££R · ,, 

ENV 74-143 

July 5, 1974 

Office of Environmental Quality Control 
Office of the Governor 
550 Halekauwila Street, Room 301 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Gentlemen: 

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
·,for the Proposed Fire and Police 

Training Faciliti~s 

We have reviewed the draft statement and have the following 
comments. 

1. Waterborne Effluents (pg. 18}: The statement does 
not adequately address or discuss the probable 
impact on the existing drainage condition of the 
area by the proposed fill. The proposed drainage 
improvement should also be elaborated upon. 

2. Solid Waste (pg. 20}: The discussion on sewage 
collection and disposal would be more appropriate 
under subparagraph-III B, Waterborne Effluents 
instead of Solid Waste. 

(pg. 21}: The existing dump area across Waipahu 
Depot Road may not be available for the disposal 
of debris from the fire training exercises. Under 
this circumstance, the debris will have to be 
removed to a sanitary landfill. 
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(· 

3. Resource Depletion (pg. 22): A feasibility study 
for refuse power generation, to be undertaken by 
the Department of. Public Works, AMFAC, Inc., and 
the Hawaiian Electric Company, Inc., will determine 
whether a proposed refuse power generating plant 
should be located in the Waipahu area. The 
feasibility study will be completed in December 
1974. In the event the Waipahu site is selec'ted, 
some adjustment in the boundary of the fire and 
police training site may be necessary. 

4. Sewage Tratment Plant (pgs. 22, 23, 25): The 
parcels earmarked for a sewage treatment plant 
will be redesignated for ash disposal, inasmuch 
as the proposed wastewater treatment plant serving 
the area from Halawa to Honouliuli will be located 
adjacent to the Barbers Point Naval Air Station.:.-.: 

Very truly yours, 

~.bi~~ 
· KAZU HAYASHIDA 

· Director and Chief Engineer 

cc: Div. of Engineering 
Div. of Refuse Collection .and Disposal 



D ~TMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SER\ 
~ I 

··' 
CUTV AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 

CITY HALL ANNEX 
HONOL.UL.U HAWAII 90818 

GEORGE C. VIL.L.EGASFRANK F. FASI 
DIRCCTORMAYOR 

ROY A. PARKER . 
PAUL. DEVENS . 

DEPUTY DiRECTOR 
MANAGING OIRCCTOll 

June 26, .1974 PL-2588-74 

Dr. Richard Marland 
Office of Environmental Quality Control 
550 Halekauwila Street, Room 301 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Dr. Marland: 

Subject: Draft EIS for the Proposed Fire and 
Police Training Facilities 

The Department of Transportation Services has 

no comment on the subject draft. 

Very truly yours, 

~~e~oOR ~. VILLEGA 
Director 

TRAFFIC EL.EC:TRleAL e. MAINTENANCE SAFETY •BUS SYSTEMS 
EN GIN EE RING 

TRANSPORTATION SERVICES EDUCATION 
PL.ANNING HERBERT A. NORTHCUTT 

ACTING CL.IFFORD NOHARA, P . E . KENNETH THONG, p,i;:, RO B E RT ~ I . a l NG JR. 
PH. 040•32110 PH. D40• 2 60!> ~14 , ~ ~ 4 .. ~~ o ..

l'H, DU•7011 



••:,._•_-!...__._. ----- - ·---· .... l 

. 
"A

' JOHN HENRY FELIX , Chairman BOARO OF WATER SUPPLY ( 

STANLEY S. TAKAHASHI, Vice Chairman 
•I( JpCITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU GEORGE APDUHAN 

\ \. / I I KAZU HAYASHIDA\ . ···•'_//-... ._......
630 SOUTH BER ETAN IA ""~- ~ ... WALTER D. HOWARD 

ROBERT H. ROTZ 
POST OFFICE BOX 3410 E. ALVEY WRIGHT 

. . ·July 1, 1974 
EDWARD Y. HIRATA .HONOLULU: HAWAII 96843 
Manager and Chief Engineer 

Dr. Richard E. Marland I
·Interim Director 
Office of Environmental Quality Control 
550 Halekauwila Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Dr. Marland: 

SUBJECT: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Proposed Fire and Police Traininq Facilities 

Thank you for sending us the environmental impact state~ 
ment for our review and comments. 

The proposed project is not anticipated to adversely a f fect 
our present and future groundwater resources or facilities in the 
area. However, we have. the following COIDI!1ents regarding the sewage 
system. . . . . .. · -; . . . · · 

(1) . The impact statement should qiscuss the disposal 'of · 
sewage separately ·rather than under ·the ·title of' 11 Solid Waste". 

{2} A discussion on the offsite sewer construction required 
to service the proposed development should be included in the state­
ment. · The 16-inch sewer line mentioned on page 20 is a force main 
and connection cannot be made to it. · 

(3) A discussion of the project's impact on the existing 
and proposed Waipahu force .main should also be included. There is 
an existing force main along the road fronting the project site. 
A new force main is also proposed along . t~e ~ame route. 

If you have any further questions on this matter, please 
call Mr. Satoru Matsuda at 548-5221. 

Very truly yours, ~ 

11~~/JwXA 
. ~rd Y. ~ 

)" 
Manager and Chief Engineer 

---~::-.:: 

' 

' ... : I I~· ·' ' . I' i I ll' i:: I.,,,, 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 

FRANK F. FASI 

MAYOR 

June 13, 1975 

via State Messenger 

Mr. Eddie Tangen, Chairman 
State Land Use Commission 
Kamamalu Building 
Honolulu, Hawaii 

Dear Mr. Tangen: 

ROBERT R . WAY 

CHIEF PLANNING OF'FICER 

74/SUP-2 (CS) 

~~©~n~rn:[)) 
v 0 ;•i "1 ·1 1975 

State of HawJii 
LAND USE COMMISSfON 

Subject: Request for a State Special Use Permit for 
a Police and Fire Training Facility at 
Waipahu. 

As mentioned in our letter of May 12, we are enclosing 
an excerpt of the approved Planning Commission Minutes 
of May 7, 1975 relating to the State Special Use Permit. 

RRW:mk 
Enclosure 

'.·' 
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Meeting o f the Planning Commission 
. _ . Minutes . _ ... 

May 7, 1975 

UNFINISHED BUSINESS A public hearing was held and closed on 
SPECIAL USE PERMIT ·January 29, 1975 and action deferred for 
(POLICE &FIRE TRAINING the 15 -day statutory requirement. On 
FACILITY WITHIN AG-1 February 26, 1975 the matter was deferred 
RESTRICTED AG.DISTRICT for a field trip to the site. On March 
WAIPAHU-WAIPIO 12, 1975 the matter was again deferred 
PENINSULA for lack of quorum vote. The Commission 
BUILDING DEPARTMENT, on April 2, 1975 deferred action for 1 
C&C OF HONOLULU month and a committee was appointed to 
(FILE #74/SUP-2) study site selections and the Environmental 

Impact Statement. 

ACTION: the Commission, on motioti by Dr. Choy, seconded by Mr. Hosaka 
and carried, recommended approval of the Tequest .for a 
Special Use Permit, subject to the conditions, 
attached and made a part of these minutes. 

AYES - Choj, Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya, Wikum 
NAYES Kahawaiolaa, Takehara 
ABSENT ·· None 

Commiss1oners Kahawaiolaa and Takehara still objected 
mainly to the location of the proposed facility in Waipahu
for the reasons previously mentioned . 
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650 SOUTH KING STREET 
HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 :. . 

ROBERT R. WAYFRANK F. FASI 
CHIEF PLANNING OFFICER 

MAYOR 

74/SUP-2 (CS) 

May 22, 1975 

Stat_ of Ha·11ciii 
LANO USE COM/AISSION 

Mr. Eddie Tangen, Chairman 
State Land Use Commission 
Kamamalu Building 
Honolulu, Hawaii 

Dear Mr. Tangen: 

Subject: Request for a State Special Use Permit for a Police and 
Fire Training Facility at waipahu. 

*Our letter to you of May 12, 1975 
Applicant/Landowner: City & County of Honolulu 
Tax Map Key: 9-3-02: portion of 9 
Location: Waipio Peninsula, Waipahu 

Attached herewith is page two of the Conditions which was 
inadvertently omitted in the mailing. 

Offic r 

RRW:mk 
Attch. 
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Waipahu--Waipio Penin~.ula--Special Use Permit ,. ,, .. Police/Fire Training Facility--(74/SUP-2) (CS) 
Conditions Imposed by the Planning Commission 
May 7, 1975 
Page 2 

11. The Police/Fire Departments will make the facilities available 
to community groups when not required for training purposes. 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
May 7, 1975 

EBC:mk 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF HO~LULU 
/ 650 SOUTH KING STREET
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" 

ROBERT R . WAY' · F,RANK F. FAS! 
CHIEF PLANNING OFFICER 

MAYOR 

74/SUP-2 (CS) . 

~ay 12, . 1975 

~g:@~U~_~\D) 
·.1Al' 1 ""..: ,~(5

Mr. Eddie Tangen, Chairman 
State Land Use Commission State of \-lav1aii
Kamamalu Building LAND USE coMMlSS\ON
Honolulu, Hawaii 

Dear Mr. Tangen: 

Subject: Request for a State Special Use Permit for a Police and 
Fire Training Facility at waipahu. 
Applicant/Landowner: City & County of Honolulu 
Tax Map Key: 9-3-02: portion of 9 
Location: Waipio Peninsula, Waipahu 

The Planning Commission held a public hearing on January 29, 1975 
and deferred action for the 15-day statutory requirement. On 
May 7, 1975, after due consideration and deliberation, the Plan­
ning Commission voted to recommend approval of the request for a 
Special Use Permit with the attached conditions. 

Additional attachments, herewith, include the Special Use Permit 
Application, a copy of the report from the Director of Land 
Utilization, and the Planning Commission Minutes of January 29, 
February 26, March 12 and April 2, 1975. The Minutes of , May 7, , , 
1975 will be forwarded to you as soon as they have been approved_: __:... . 

If you have any further questions, please contact Mr. Carl Smi _..., ·-

of the Department of Land Utilization at 523-4133. '-.....m!!~lll!!!~ 

Off~ 
RRW:mk 
Attchs. 



CONDITIONS IMPOSED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
for 

WAIPAHU--WAIPIO PENINSULA--SPECIAL USE PERMIT 
Police/Fire Training Facility--(74/SUP-2) (CS) 

May 7, 1975 

1. Within one year of the approval of the Special Use Permit, the 
applicant shall properly file for a building permit with the 
Building Department and commence construction. The total con-· 
struction shall be completed in five years. If necessary, the 
time limit may be extended by the Director of the Department 
of Land Utilization provided the applicant makes a request in 
writing and submits reasons which, in the opinion of the 
Planning Commission, justifies the time extension; 

2. The applicant shall comply with all air and water quality 
standards of the State of Hawaii. In the case that a variance 
to the air quality standards is necessary for the fire training 
facility, those exercises which require the variance shall be 
conducted only during tradewind conditions; 

3. The plans as submitted, marked EXHIBIT A and on file with the 
Department of Land Utilization, shall be followed except as 
may be altered by the conditions stated herein; 

4. Police firearms training is prohibited; 

5. The helicopter pad and related helicopter activities connected 
with the training facility shall be prohibited; 

6. Landscape buffering for this facility, including the adjoining 
incinerator, shall be created and maintained to a standard 
acceptable to the Director of Land Utilization for as long as 
this facility exists; 

7. Waipahu Depot Road shall be improved and paved to a width of --
24 feet from the Oahu Railroad right-of-way makai to the makai 
border of the project site; 

.// 8. At such time as 50 acres are landfilled and suitable for Park 
and Recreation use, the Department of Parks and Recreation 
shall establish a park on this site. The Department of Parks 
and Recreation shall request the Chief Planning Officer to 
initiate a General Plan amendment to change the use of the 
50 acres from Public Facility to Park use. 

9. The Director of the Department of Land Utilization may make 
minor modifications to the conditions stated herein when it 
becomes apparent that such modification is necessary and 
appropriate; 

10. In the event any condition as set forth herein is not complied 
with, the Director of the Department of Land Utilization shall 
be authorized by the Planning Commission to take action to 
terminate the use or halt its operation until such time as full 
compliance is obtained. 

---7 
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· · Mee~ing of the · Planning Commission 
Minutes 

April 2, 1975 

The Planning Commission held a meeting on Wednesday, April 2, 1975 
at 1:45 p.m., in the Conference Room of the City Hall Annex . Chairman 
Randall Kamiya presided. 

PRESENT: Randall Kamiya, Chairman 
Charles Duke, Vice Chairman 
Dr. Wilbur Choy 
Donald Hosaka 
Alice Takehara 
Harriet Wikum 

STAFF PRESENT: Robert R. Way, Chief Planning Officer 
Eugene B. Connell, Executive Secretary 

"·· Henry Eng, Staff Planner 
Gerald Henniger, Staff Planner 

MINUTES: The Minutes of February 26, 1975 and 
March 12, 1975 were deferred to the 
next meeting. 

UNFINISHED BUSINESS A public hearing was held on January 
SPECIAL USE PERMIT 29, 1975 and action deferred for the 
CPOLIC~ & f IRE TRAINING 15-day statutory requirement . On 
IA~I~IIY WITHIN AG-1 February 26, 1975, the matter was again 
RESTRICTED AG.DISTRICT) considered and deferred for a field trip 
WAIPAHU-WAIPIO to the site. At its meeting on March 12, 
PENINSULA 1975, the matter was deferred for lack of . 
BUILDING DEPARTMENT, a quorum vote. 
C&C OF HONOLULU 
(FILE #74/SUP-2) Discussion followed. 

· CHAIRMAN: In view of the fact that the commission has received 
some new information concerning site selection, the Chair will 
declare that this matter be deferred for one month . I would also 
like to appoint four members of the commission to sit on a committee 
to review all site selection procedures as well as possible site 
selection, and to take a closer look into the EIS as presented in 
the study. The four commissioners are Dr. Choy, Charles Duke, 
Tony K., and Commissioner Wikum . Any questions? 

TAKEHARA: Is this a motion or a mandate? 

CHAIRMAN: Mandate of the Chair. 

HOSAKA: Are you open for discussion? 

CHAIRMAN: Yes. 

HOSAKA: May I ask your rationale on this? 



CHAIRMAN: Due to the fact that I think t he commission has not 
received enough information, there are other people that are 
interested in the site selection or poss i ble site se lection other 
than Waipahu, and in view of the fact we have received from Mr . 
Yuasa some additional information . 

TAKEHARA: I would like to know if this is our responsibility 
as a commissioner to actually look for alternative sites for this 
facility. Isn't that somebody else's j urisdiction ? 

CHAIRMAN: I think one of the questions brought up from the 
commission itself at one time was if there was anyone agains t this 
Waipahu site, the question brought up was because we all know there 
is a need for this facil i t y , would there be any possibility of 
other sites? So, one of the procedures from the Building Department 
was to take into consideration several sites before they picked 
Waipahu. So, I would like to know exactly what procedures they had 
gone through, what possible sites they looked at before Wa i pahu was 
chosen. 

DUKE: Mr. Chairman, had you not deferred the hearing, I would 
have requested it because on the table to day , I received probably 
100 pages of information that I did not receive till I arrived 
here today. As a result, I could not possibly glance at that, scan 
it and rationalize any opinion from it . I think we would have more 
input and make more intelligent dec isions as a result of the 
deferment . 

HOSAKA: I'd like to di s cuss why just a portion of the commission 
is .being appointed in order to bird dog this thing. Shouldn 't it be 
a committee of the whole rather than just selected members? If more 
information is needed on site and procedures as to what the Building 
Department did in terms of their di scussi on s and criteria, I think 
this should be presented for a workshop of some kind to the full 
commission. What would be the difference between the four of them 
working and the whole body work i ng? 

CHAIRMAN: What I'm concerned about here is I'd like the 
commission members to do a lot of leg work rather than just sitting 
and expecting the information to come to us . I'm sure for this 
particular application the commiss i oner s t hemselves have gotten 
some additional information, and that was purely not through a 
workshop procedure but through their own doing. 

DUKE: I see no objection to a committee of the whole but if 
you should decide to have a committee of four, I also could see no 
objection to the committee reporting back to the commission i n a 
workshop form prior to a meeting of the commission . 

CHAIRMAN: My question to the other commissioners would be do 
you feel you might have additional i nformat ion that might help the 
commission as a whole and if y9µ do, I would welcome you both on 
the committee . 

CHOY: I do concur with your s uggestion; however, according 
to your plan of select i on of four of the commissioner s ~ being that ·· 
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we only have seven, cthis would leave out Commissioners Takehara 
and Hosaka. I would have to concur with Commissioner Hosaka that 
we should have a · committee as a whole in order to be fair. 

CHAIRMAN: The only thing I'm concerned about is the workability 
of the size of the committee itself . If you feel that the entire 
commission can do the leg work to find facts for the commission, I'd 
welcome any commissioner who's excluded from the committee. 
Commissioner Takehara? Commiss ioner Hosaka? 

HOSAKA: I'd welcome joining the committee as a whole; however, 
I'm not really sure about what the purpose of forming this committee 
is. We have most of this material in front of us. It would just be 
a matter of reading and digesting it. Specifically , what kind of 
leg work or further investigation do ~e need to accomplish? Are we 
suppose to do this on our own? I just don 't understand the specifics 
of this committee. 

CHOY: Commissioner Hosaka, this is a surprise to me as much as 
it is to everybody else here . If we're talking about new input of 
information concerning this item before us, I agree with you with 
the tremendous amount of mater ial before us which we have to digest. 
Possibly, if the commission then would look favorably on the indi­
vidual that prepares a presentation to this commission only as an 
input and not as a reopening of the hearing but as an informational 
basis. 

If I'm in order, I would like to make a motion that we permit 
Mr. Carroll to present whatever he has at the present time as input 
to the commission pertaining to this particular item, and it is not 
a public hearing. Will I have that privilege, Mr . Chairman? 

TAKEHARA: I second the motion . 

CHAIRMAN: Dr . Choy, I'm going to call your motion out of order 
at this time. 

CHOY: Fine. 

CHAIRMAN: We're discus sing a committee we're going to have. 
If we hav·e this committee s et up and the committee wishes to talk 
to whoever might have some ideas , that committee can talk to any 
individual and report back to the commission itself . That should 
cover. 

CHOY: I understand . Then, aren't we setting a new precedent 
at this particular point and time t hat after the public hearing had 
been closed on any item on the agenda, the commission members will 
then have no privilege in calling forth any new information pertain­
ing to the matter that had been unresolved . 

. 
CHAIRMAN: The commi ssion as a whole, if it wishes, can call on 

any person after the public hearing is closed to answer questions, 
but not to testify any more . The only thing we can do is ask 
questions. 
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CHOY: Yes, so Mr . Carroll would be here not as testimony for 
or against. It's just input on new i nformation that was not made 
available to the commission at the last two hearings . It's under 
this particular single condit i on that I make my move . It is not 
reopening the hearing neither is it te s t i mony . It' s just a new 
input of information that was not available to us . 

CHAIRMAN: What I'm trying to get at is the format i on of the 
committee. If the committee could handle it from that level, I'd 
appreciate it. 

TAKEHARA: Can you repeat to me the objective of this committee? 

CHAIRMAN: I'm asking that this committee be formed in vi ew of 
the fact that we have received addit i onal in format i on from Mr . 
Yuasa as well as others . I want this committee to look at this 
report. If they have any quest ions concerning t he report, they 
can go out to Mr . Yuasa and ask h i m que s t i ons . 

TAKEHARA: But isn't that wha t our role was all the time, to 
operate independently in reading all this material before us, con­
sidering public input and then mak ing our deci sion wi th i n our own 
conscience for what we feel is the best publ i c welfare . What i s 
the need for this committee? Aren ' t we s uppose to be deal i ng with 
this all on an individual basis a s a commissioner ? 

CHAIRMAN: Well, let me ask the question again, what commissioners 
have done their work? 

TAKEHARA: I prefer - -well, that's s ubject i ve, Randy . What do you 
mean what commissioner has done h is work? 

CHAIRMAN: My feeling is we have not received enough i nformation 
concerning this particular project . I feel that the commissioners 
themselves, if we fo r m a committee, can get more i nformat i on rather 
than just sitting here and try i ng to get i nfo r mation f!om others . 

TAKEHARA: I have a feeling that s ets a precedent with t his 
particular application only . We haven't done it with others . 
We've gotten reports, tried to get the fullest type of public 
input from materials that are given to us and then make our 
own independent decision without committees going into every appli­
cation that we receive . 

HOSAKA: I think perhaps conduct i ng interviews on our own for 
this committee of four and tran smit i t to the commiss i on as a whole 
would just be hearsay evidence . It's just paraphrasing what they 
heard from somebody else . I don't th i nk that kind of env i ronment 
would lead to a prudent decision . 

TAKEHARA: I agree with Mr . Hosaka . I would prefer to hear all 
of that right here in front of the public . 

CHAIRMAN: That's why I say we should form a committee to have 
enough commission members on it . Then i t doesn ' t become the opinion 
of an individual. 
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TAKEHARA: , I thought the s e meetings were open meetings, where 
the public although they may not be able to testify can sit and be 
part of whatever goes on amongst u so 

CHAIRMAN: That's very true, Commissioner Takehara o I think 
whatever the commission find s will be made public record because 
they must report to the commission as a whole, 

TAKEHARA: Why can't it be done before us? 

CHAIRMAN: We can still do thato 

Commissioner Choy? 

M 0 T I 0 N 

CHOY: Mr. Chairman, would I be i n order that the commissioners 
here take a vote on the Chairman ' s suggest i on that we form a 
special committee to make an i ndepth study of th i s particular 
Police/Fire facility. 

TAKEHARA: I second the motion . 

CHAIRMAN: Okay. It ' s been moved and seconded . I think we've 
had enough discussion o 

Commissioner Wikum? 
. . 

WIKUM: Are you asking t his committee to be a fact-finding 
committee? 

CHAIRMAN : Yeso 

TAKEHARA: Why can ' t th is f~ct find i ng be done right here? 
Whoever is available as a re source can come and present t o all of 
us as individuals as we l l as the public who's s itt i ng . 

CHAIRMAN: Because that is s omething we have 'tr i ed and it 
always happens that after a meeting, there ' s a l ot o f questions--

TAKEHARA: Are we going to do th i s with eve r y application? 

CHAIRMAN: And the que s t i ons do not come only from the commis­
sion members themselve s but we have also received letters from 
the public showing concern , 

TAKEHARA: I fe~l like we're s etting a precedent , 

DUKE: Mr. Chai rman, may I i nterject a l i ttle thought here. 
As long as I've been on the commi s s i on which has been about a year 
and a half, we have never made any deci s ion ot her than right here 
at the table. However, we do homework and I do ask questions . 
do try to find out infor mation but I bring that information here 
in order to make dec is ions o I see nothing wrong, really, whether 
it be a committee of four or a committee of the whole to really dig 
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down into this to see if we can't solve i t some way or o ther o I 
don't believe we're setting any precedent by information be obtained 
and digested and presentedo No decis i on will ever be made and will 
not be made in this caseo 

To get on to the tangent of setting precedent, I don't think that's 
proper right nowo I don't think we are setting a precedent . We're 
trying to do a job and do it in the best way possible o 

TAKEHARA: I agree with youo But, I always thought my role 
here was to be part of a decision-making body to make recommenda­
tions in an open meeting. 

DUKE: Well, how much plainer can I state it? I don ' t know o 

TAKEHARA: Well, we can independently make our decision o 

CONNELL: Mro Chairman, perhaps I can clarify something in 
terms of precedento The establishment of special committees by 
the Planning Commission is not a new precedento Though this 
commission in the last couple of years has not done this, it was 
a regular procedure by former commissions on such things as the 
capital improvement budget, the Hawaii Cap i tal District and many 
other issues which have come before the Planning Commission i n 
'the pasto In your Parliamentary Rules you will find under Rule 4: 
Committees may be established among the appointed and ex-officio 
members as necessary to the business of the commission o In terms 
of precedent, you are not establishing a precedent o You are simply 
following one which has long been estab! i shed o 

HOSAKA: How much good was the formation of these commi ttees 
for these projects you just ment i oned? Did they come in with any 
kind of recommendation or just findings of fact? If they did, was 
it fairly presented? 

CONNELL: The word fairly I'm a little bothered with. It's 
a little subjective kind of --

HOSAKA: Well, fairly in that you know there's an impasse, 
4 to 3o I think the Chairman has been fair in appointing people 
that are for and against, 2 for and 2 against, at least that's 
what they voted the last time o That's what I mean by fa i rlyo 

CONNELL: I think it would be poss i ble if the committee spent 
some time looking at the full study which had been done on this 
which could only be presented to the commission in a synopsis form. 
The committee would at least have a better understanding of the 
criteria which are used for site selection, some of the areas which 
have already been investigated and proved not to be possible . There 
is more evidence that can be brought up o 

There is another area which I was go i ng to mention prior to the 
Chairman's action o In discussions with Corporation Counsel, we 
have become somewhat concerned because the Planning Commission does 
make a decision on special use permits that the commi~s~on falls 
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under the Administrat ive Procedures Act of the Hawaii Revised 
Statutes. The commission at the present time doe s not have rules 
of procedure .which qualify under the Administrative Procedures Act. 
In discussing thi s with Corporation Counsel just before this meeting, 
it is : their opinion at this t i me the commission should have rules 
regarding special use permit s t hat do qualify under APA . I would 
have suggested prior to the Chairman's action, if I have the oppor­
tunity, that action be deferred on that until the commission does 
adopt such rules. 

TAKEHARA: I agree with this fact finding business and having 
the best kind of input s o we can have a very thorough investigation. 
I disagree with the synopsis idea. I'd like it to be right here and 
tell us in front of the public what they have to offer. 

DUKE: Mr . Chairman, if my s ugge s tion that we have a workshop 
with the commission as a whole is ob jectionable, I see no reason 
not to withdraw that suggestion. As far as the commission as a 
whole finding out the facts ri ght here before the publ i c, that's 
the only way we can operate . We couldn 't do it otherwise whether 
we had a workshop before or not . Howeve r , I bel i eve there is a 
motion on the floor . 

HOSAKA: Before we consider the mot ion, I would go along with 
the idea that if any investigation be done it be done by the 
commission of the whole with s ome leg work done by i ndividual 
commissioners to be inputted in terms of having people readi ly 
available as to who they talked with in our proposed workshop so 
that everything can be clear all at one time. 

CHAIRMAN : That 's exactly why I'm saying we form a committee 
so we can all go i n and talk to the i ndividuals . 

AMENDMENT TO MOTION 

CHOY: Mr. Chairman, as maker of the mot ion I will amend my 
motion to include the commission as a whole. 

DUKE: What was your mot i on? 

CHOY: My motion was to move in favor of the Cha irman 's recom­
mendation of the four named commissioners t o head a committee to 
study the training faci lity comprehensively. My amendment is to 
include the commission as a whole rather than t he four appointed 
members by the Chairman . 

TAKEHARA : Where does the public fit i n? 

CHOY: My feeling on this, Commi ssioner Takehara, is after we 
have comp~eted our study then i n an open hearing such as this we 
can make our decision. At that time, the findings we had concluded 
will be discus sed before action is taken. 

CHAIRMAN: Does the maker of the second agree to the amendment? 

Maybe we should have the s ecretary read the motion. 



HOSAKA: To save some time, I believe your motion was to call 
for a vote on whether we should have a committee of four or a 
committee of the commission. Your mot i on was not, originally, to 
accept the Chairman's suggestion for the committee of four , 
MOTION WITHDRAWN 

CHOY: Mr. Chairman, the maker of the motion withdraws. 

TAKEHARA: I withdraw, 

CHAIRMAN: Okay, as stated earlier, the Chair will declare this 
~atter deferred, and rather than having the committee of four, we 
will have the seven members look i nto this fact finding, 

HOSAKA : Mr . Chairman, can we be a little more specific. If 
it's agreeable to you, I ' d like to s uggest to the Chair that he 
also include my point about we conducting our own i nvest igation or 
leg work as you called it, and invite t he people t hat we did talk 
with that had pertinent informat ion, including the Waipahu Commu­
nity Association as well as city agencies so that we can all gather 
,them together in a workshop. 

CHAIRMAN: That will be the prerogat ive of the committee . It's 
up to the committee if they want to call those people in. 

HOSAKA: Are you agreeing with me then? 

CHAIRMAN: Yes, as long as we go i nto the fact findi ng i n 
bringing out · the new information. What I'm saying is this committee 
is not limited to the City and County people. They can go ou t and 
ask questions to whomeve r t hey want to but they must do it as a 
committee of the whole , 

·HOSAKA: Did you mention a time on this? 

CHAIRMAN: One month . 

HOSAKA : Correct me i f I'm wrong. In one month, we are to 
investigate and invite people whoever they may be that have perti­
nent information for a work shop one month from now. 

CHAIRMAN: I would expect t he committee to come out with some 
kind of report at the end of one month . It's during that one 
month the committee will be do ing the work. 

HOSAKA: What committee are you r eferring to? 

CHAIRMAN: The fact-finding committee. 

HOSAKA: You mean t he commission of seven members. 

CHAIRMAN: Yes . 

HOSAKA : Well, I ' d like to make a mot ion then if it's i n order, 
unless again -- I don ' t quite understand, I'm trying to ask you some 
questions so I can clarify i n my own mind what you want to do . 
Let's say two weeks from now we do the leg work and. perhaps have a 
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workshop; and· the.n one month from now we pass a deci? ion. 

CHAIRMAN : That's correct. During the one month, it's up to 
the commission to dec ide on their own after reading .whatever 
material they have now, if they have any questions, they can talk 
to whomever they want to. In other words, we don't have to call a 
special meeting like this to go fact finding. It will be up · to 
you commissioners. 

HOSAKA: And all to be thrashed out in a workshop. 

CHAIRMAN: If you want a workshop we can do 'it. 

HOSAKA : When do you want this workshop? 

CHAIRMAN: That 's up to the commission, as long as they can do 
it within a month' s period. See, I'm giving the commissioners 
some flexibility whereby they don it have to say we've got to meet 
next week Wednesday. I want to give them time to read whatever 
material they have, if they have any questions, they can all decide 
among themselves whether we want a workshop or not, if you do want 
~ worksho~ who we want to call at the workshop. 

HOSAKA : May I make a more specific suggestion, Mr. Chairman, 
that in two weeks or thereabouts we have a workshop in bringing all 
these testifiers, and in four weeks have this all out in an open 
public hearing and then arrive at a decision. Is that agreeable to 
you? 

CHAIRMAN: Not in a public hearing. 

HOSAKA : I mean at this regular commission meet ing. 

CHAIRMAN: Right . 

CHOY: Mr. Chairman, there ts a concerned citizen here who I 
think has gone through great lengths in preparing s ome material . 
May I ask, would this individual be permitted to attend the work­
shop and present his presentation. · 

DUKE: He already knows. 

CHOY: Mr . Carroll, when the workshop is actually scheduled, 
will you come? 

RESPONSE FROM AUDIENCE: Yes. 

CHOY: Will you leave your phone number and address with the 
secretary? 

RESPONSE FROM AUDIENCE: Yes. 

HOSAKA : Mr . Cha irman, I don't think the commission knows this 
Mr. Carroll. Could Commissioner Choy tell us who Mr. Carroll is, 
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just real short, his name and what he 's going to do? 

CHOY: Commissioner Takehara has mo re of that i nformat ion than 
do. 

TAKEHARA: The results of our last meeting were published in 
the newspaper, The article discussed the whole issue and mentioned 
my name, It was the only name listed, Mr , Carroll read that 
article in the paper and didn ' t know who to contact as far a s his 
input was to go to, The Office of Information and Complaint tele­
phoned me at school and told me that he did have an alternative 
site available . He is with the General Aviation Council of Hawaii, 
At that time what I did was--great, we all feel there is a critical 
need for this facility, It' s the location we ' re questioning . I 
referred this call to Ernest Yuasa i n the City. He also wanted to 
know if he could come and be present at the next commission hearing. 
The public is i nvited to come, That 's the reason he' s here , 

CHAIRMAN: Do we have everything clear? 

(NO RESPONSE) 

CHAIRMAN: The matter is deferred for one month , 

UNFINISHED BUSINESS The public hearing of February 26 , 1975 
PUBLIC HEARING was kept open and deferred for notification 
CZC AMENDMENT to all hillside community associations and 
MEASUREMENT OF for more information from the Department 
HFIGHT OF STRUCTURES of Land Util ization , On March 12, 1975 
FILE #L&R/CZC/1975-2) action was deferred for lack of a quorum 

vote, 

D is~ ussion followed, 

CHOY: Mr , Chairman, the onl y objection I have as far as the 
height is concerned would be on item C of the proposed ordinance 
which would restrict the residential area, If item C could be 
deleted, I would change my vote to an affirmative vote for the 
Director's recommendation, 

DUKE: If I recall correctly during discussion on t hi s matter, 
this same suggestion was made and staff at that time explained to 
us that would either be impossible or would defeat the whole motion. 
Maybe we could ask staff at this time what their opinion would be on 
item C. 

ENG: I believe staff has reviewed the suggestion and t he 
Director of Land Utilization is confirming his report that i~ , 
i nclusion of item C. I might suggest, if the Commi ssion should 
disagree, that they might make another recommendation that the 
bill be adopted without item C, The Department of Land Ut i lization 
has reviewed the circumstances and feels that the i nclusion of item 
C would be in the best interest of the public , 
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HOSAKA :. Today is April 2nd since -- and we just got the minutes 
here. Commissioner .. Choy, possibly you could refresh our memory 
just briefly, about your objection to C. 

CHOY: I think if we're going to defer the minutes, I would 
like to defer my comments on section C. I really see no reason , 
Commissioner Hosaka, my contention was why involve the small property 
owner who actually owns a small property of 5,000+ square feet to 
such a stringent type of control. I know that the Director spoke 
of the increase in height would be a trade off with the increase 
in space in a yard. When you have a small piece of property and 
the continuation of your property is probably a narrow and long 
one, that doesn't give the independent homeowner much of an arm­
space to build or rebuild. This is my contention. 

Commissioner Hosaka, you should realize living on a hill yourse lf 
some of your neighbors will be in a highly precarious situation 
if their homes should burn down. If they were to reconstruct, 

, they'll have to appear before the Department of Land Ut ilization . 
and there'd be an entire new procedure to ask for a zoning variance. 
I think this is unfa ir. 

HOSAKA: Commissione r Choy, I thought we had that cleared up in 
that we were assured from DLU that there wouldn't be that much of 
a hassle. In other words, it wouldn't be a big thing in order to 
rebuild not an entirely different structure but rather a similar 
structure on that land. I think your main contention is replacement 
of the home, whether that person would be required under the new 
ordinance to go through a lot of rigmarole and you want to cut that 
out. But, my question to yo u is i n trying to remember what DLU--I 
thought they satisfied us by saying that a s an individual homeowner 
that kind of rigmarole would not occur. In other words, they would 
just get a simple cert ificate or whatever they need in order to 
rebuild on that land exactly the same structure that burned down. 
Correct me if I'm wrong. 

CHOY: I respect your recalling what t he Director of Land 
Utilization had di scusse d with us; however, as far as I'm concerned, 
his explanation still leaves a tremendous question i n my mind. I 
hope you. could respect that also. 

HOSAKA: I do. I just wanted to clarify in my own mind whether 
you remembered, and I remembered correctly. 

CHOY: Yes. 

CHAIRMAN: I feel we ' ve had enough discussion. What is the 
pleasure of the Commission? Commi ssioner Duke? 

M 0 T I 0 N 

DUKE: I move that we accept the Director's recommendation . 

HOSAKA: Second. 
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CHAIRMAN: It's been moved and seconded, Further discussion? 
All those in favor of the motion, raise your right hand , 

(The motion failed to carry,) 

AYES - Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya, Wikum 
NAYES - Choy, Takehara 
ABSENT - Kahawaiolaa 

A C T I 0 N 

DUKE: Mr. Chairman, if I counted the votes correctly, there 
was 4 for it and 2 against i t, therefore another i mpasse . By our 
rules of procedure, I now move that we send this to the City 
Council with no recommendation , 

CHAIRMAN : Do we have a second? 

HOSAKA: Second . 

CHAIRMAN: Discussion? All those in favor of the moti on, raise 
your right hand, 

(The motion carried.) 

AYES - Choy, Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya, Takehara, Wikum 
NAYES - None 
ABSENT - Kahawaiolaa 

UNFINISHED BUSINESS The public hearing held March 12, 
C DITIONAL USE PERMIT closed and action deferred for a re 

1975 

(PA NG IN RESIDENTIAL sentative of the State Departmen f 
AREA T UPPORT HOTEL Transportation to appear and l ain 
IN H-1 RE T- HOTEL what is being done about c ring the 
DISTRICT OF E LOT) culvert. 
PUNALUU 
W &C, LTD . Mr, Tetsuo Harano, ief, Highways Division, 
(FILE #75/CUP-2) State Departmen f Transportation was 

estioned by e Commiss i on, 

CHAIRMAN: th i s problem before 
about clear i ng 

HARANO: Yes. 

CHAIRMAN: And as nderstand from one had 
received, there migh e poss i bly something 

HARANO: problem that we run into related to tha culvert 
is due to the estricted maintenance manpower that we have en 
our Hauula ew ass i gned to the maintenance of that section c 
the area om Haleiwa to Kahekili Highway , Also, based on the 

phrase imposed on our maintenance program, our nor~al 
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Excerpt 

Meeting of the Planning Corrunission 
Minutes 

March 12, 1975 

UNFINSIHED BUSINESS A publ i c hearing held on Januar y 29, 1975 
SPECIAL USE PERMIT was closed and the matter deferred for 
(PQLTCE &FTBE TBAINTN.G the 15-day statutory requirement . On 
EACTf,TTY WITHIN AG - 1 February 26, 1975, the matter was again 
RESTRICTED AG.DISTRICT considered and deferred for a field trip 
WAIPAHU-WAIPIO to the site. 
PENINSULA 
BUILDING DEPARTMENT, Discussion followed. 
C&C OF HONOLULU 
(FILE #74/SUP-2) HOSAKA: To start the ball rolling, 

rather than get into a lengthy discussion, 
I would like to move that we accept the 
Director's reco.mmendatiori with the 
following conditions: 

1. That a ll conditions a s outlined in the report be met . 

2. That the Police/Fire departments work together with the 
W~ip a hu Community As sociation to allow use of their facili­
ti es s uch as the pool, gym, and firing ranges. 
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3 o That the Department of General Planning move with deliberate 

speed together with input from the Waipahu Community and 
work out a concept and general plan for the 100-acre city ­
owne d land . 

I'd like to discuss each of these points as to why I'm making 
the s e recommendations . On the field trip, we spent considerable 
time talking to representatives from General Planning, the Police 
and Fire Departments, as well as representatives from the Waipahu 
Community Association (WCA) o I got the feeling from talking to 
these people, especially the residents, that they really did not 
object to the training site as such but what irked them was their 
past experience with the city in the fact that the city had not 
lived up to their promises, for example, the incinerator. However, 
I think we have a new Commission today, unlike the one that was 
here previously. I believe, at least in my own mind, that all the· 
conditions that are outlined by General Planning will be met and 
will continue to be met in the future, otherwise, the training 
facility will be closed " Past actions by the city have been the 
point of contention by the city, as they expressed a feeling of 
being had by the city agencies. 

.. 

Point number 2 about the Police/Fire departments working together 
with the WCA in terms of using their facilities. Again, the WCA 
reacted strongly about this, with the site there as to the use 
of it . First priority should be to the Police/Fire; however, 
night activities in terms of use of the pool, afternoon . activities 
as possible recreational outlets for the residents might be a 
point that could be shared with the neighboring area. This could 
provide for additional recreational activity. 

Point number 5 about General Planni ng working out a concept and 
conceptual design and a more detailed general plan for the 100-
acre city-owned land . Again, this is a point of contention wirh 
WCA in that we've had this vacant land and the city has come in 
and put this incinerator over the objections of WCA. At . this 
point and time, the city is trying to put in a training facility. 
There seems to be a disjointedness about putting different kinds 
of facilities on vacant land . I think there's better use for just 
the plain vacant land than just for ash fill which is proposed 
by the Public Works people . I think the residents feel strongly 
about having an overall concept for the area. 

There are many possibilities that can be utilized and explored, 
one of which would be housing, a golden opportunity to meet the 
housing shortage. A park complex or even a light industrial area 
to accommodate the Leeward directed growth thrust. as outlined by 
the city. I think This will benefit not only the city but also 
people in the Waipahu community which would provide additional 
jobs i n close proximity to the job sites. For these reasons, I 
speak for the motion . 

TAKEHARA: After the hearings we've had and after many reviews 
of the staff report, I'd l i ke to speak against the motion . 

·-10 -
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To begin with, the st~tement i s a p r oject draft · environment~l . 
impact statement and still has to go before review in the Govet~ 
nor's Executive Order. So as far as accuracy and completeness 
of this statement, I feel it at this point questionable. 

Reviewing the criteria guidelines as outlined by the State Land 
Use Regulations for SUP, I don't feel this . application qualifies 
for this particula~ parcel of land. I really don't have any 
·objections for the need of this Police/Fire facility in our 
county but I cannot agree that placing this facility fulfills 
the highest and best use of this particular parcel. Throughout 
the report, I note agency concerns and statements that are 
completed with minimal effect, minimal impact, and I do feel 
that this project will have a diverse effect on the health, 
safety and comfort of the people in Waipahu. I don't think a 
project like this should have any kind of effect for the surround­
ing area. In my good consc i ous, I cannot support this motion . 

As far as the suggestion of pos s i bility for housing, again we have 
to look at the EIS and the concerns which may affect this possible 
housing area that may come up . 

DUKE: I must speak for the motion . I did talk with many 
community leaders there. I'm in accord with them that the city 
is getting another foot in the door and as a result it could use 
up the 100 acres without looking for their concerns. However, 
in this particular instance, t hi s parcel of land is adjacent to 
an existing incinerator. That in itself doesn't indicate to me 
that housing isn't going to be constructed adfacent to this 
facility. Furthermore, the city is going to spend about one 
mi llion dollars in order to keep pollutants out of the air. It 
appears to me that one of the be s t uses of the property would be 
th i s facility because goodne ss knows , we need it. We're long 
overdue. Why we've waited t i ll 1975 to get a proper Police/Fire 
training facility, I'll never know . 

The greatest objection WCA offered to me was the possibility of 
noise . The noise would be generated from three sources . First 
and most often mentioned was the firing range, secondly the heli­
copter, and thirdly from fire trucks when they go through their 
training phases. · As far a s the firing range is concerned, I 
be l ieve that we could recommend tha t it be a must that the quiet 
of enjoyable living not be di s turbed and condition it to that 
effect. I spent 30 years in the army and have fired on many 
ranges. I know that a firing range can be constructed whereby 
you c~nnot be disturbed by the noise it generates. 

I did speak to the Police concerning hours of operation and they 
stated that with the except i on of a very short phase during the 
night, the firing range would be used only during the day. Day 
or n i ght noise could be e limi na ted . 

As far as the helicopter i s concerned, I did speak to the Fire 
Department as to what the helicopter would be .used for and why. 
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I was told that it would only be used for training purposes 
whereby the firemen would be taught how to remove injured people 
from the helicopter and to learn the working mechanics of that 
equipment o We could recommend that it be used for emergency only 
and not for training in that area if we wanted to eliminate that 
one objection . 

So far as the fire trucks when we were on location, we did ask the 
Fire Chief to start up the engines to the extent that it would be 
us ed for training o In my op i nion, that would not interfere with 
the enjoyment of living i n the area o 

To get back to the locat i on, i t would be better for a fac i lity . 
of t his nature to be ad j acent t o that incinerator that's existing 
and is going to continue to exi st o If we wanted a buffer zone 
between the facility, there is approximately 15 acres that is 
p i npointed in a plan a s a commun i ty park to give that buffer to 
t he area that is now populated by light i ndustrial and homes . I 
personally believe thi s is probably one of the best uses that we 
can make of an area where it i s really situated . 

KAHAWAIOLAA: I have n o quarrels as far as the training area 
but I think we have to l ook a little further . We need an area 
where we can expand o The community after hearing so many promises 
about the incinerator going up and the area is going to be beauti­
fied i n such a way you won't even notice the incinerator, and then 
now t o come up and say the tra i ning area is compatible with the 
i ncinerator o If the i nc i nerator wasn't there, there would have 
been a much better use fo r the whole 100 acres o 

Genera l planning of the whole are i s better than this spot kind 
of t hing whe r eby we now have this training area, then now we're 
going to l ook at what's compat i ble to the training facility and 
the i ncinerator, what 's compat i ble to this and what's compatible 
t o that, instead of planni ng the whole area o If it were planned, 
I don' t believe the i ncinerator would be there nor the t ra i ning 
area o So, I ' m voting a ga ins t the motion , 

WIKUM: I'm sympathet i c wi t h the concerns of the people that 
live i n Waipahu o I have a larger c oncern o I am fully convinced 
that there seems to be no other place for such a facility o I 
asked quite a few quest i ons ab out the site search for the facility 
and was thoroughly satisfi ed that this is the place . If that ' s 
true and believing it as I have no other way of finding out other­
wise, it seems to me we have a pressing need for the whole county . 
My concern i~ for that to o as I'm quite sure it is with the rest 
of you o I t ' s too bad we c an 't have a Police / Fire training facility 
that wi ll not have an adverse effect at all on the neighboring 
community but i t seems to me more problematic not to have a Police / 
Fi re fac i lity at all with a well - known adverse effect on t he total 
coun t y o I j ust wanted t o make that point about two levels of 
concern that we have , 

CHOY : I too fee l the Pol i ce / Fi re facility is sorely needed; . 
howeve r , I will have to speak against the motion for the simple 
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fact I feel that all alternatives for the search of this particular 
facility have not been e'xhausted to my entire sat is faction .. 

Commissioner Ho saka ment i oned the fact that the incinerator was 
plac ed in the back yard of Wa ipahu o I would like to correct him 
in that it was placed i n the front yard of Waipahu o 

As far as t~is facility be i ng shared with the good fortune of the 
community , I doubt this very, very mucho 

As far as planning for future residents in that area, even low­
income housing, I don't think t hat' s feasi ble o 

I would think there s hould be some area on this island where 
it ' s so isolated that these facilities could be built o As a 
suggestion, I th i nk Camp Er dman or that area would be an excellent 
placeo It woul d be out of everybody's reach o Even out in Kahuku, 
the air strip where peopl e will not necessarily build a housing 
development, then we won ' t have noise problems and we don ' t have 
pollution problems . 

KAHAWAIOLAA : Talking a bout the Kahuku Air Strip, during the 
fie ld tr ip, the Fire Depar t men t sai d they never carry anybody 
over land on a hel icoptero They usually go down to the ocean, 
The Kahuku Ai r Strip is right next to the oceano 

HOSAKA : In talking about the site itself, we were to l d by 
t he Build i ng Departmen t that 12 or so si tes were evaluated 
thoroughly and thi s site seemd to offer the best advantage for 
a train ing site. The community association rebutt ed by saying 
it's city land and we 1 re paying it t hrough our taxes and the 
like. It was coun tered, I t hought, by the statement that if 
we don't put the site on this particular land, that another site 
which might not be owned by the city would r equire expenditure 
of more funds to acquire the lando For that reason, I ' m satis­
fie d completely that the Building Department and other agencies 
have eval uated all the sites that can be possibly built on and 
Waipahu was selected. I agree with Commissioner Wikum about 
the overall future need for a training site. I don't think 
there's any que s t ion that we s houl d have oneo This kind of 
training site is s orely needed not only for t oday but for the 
futureo • 

DUKE: It seems, Mr , Chairman, we 1 re going to be at an 
i mpass e o Therefo r e, I mus t a s k that we consider the mot i on 
on its merits, Cons i der the area, consider its location within 
the area , consider its i mpact upon the community . I'm talking 
about the benefit s of it be ing l ocated i n this dump area versus 
othe r facilities that might be placed there. 

I asked Mr . Okada on two occasions if he objected to the facility 
per se, and both times he said he objected to not having a general 
plan for the 100 acres, he ob jected to the city not keeping its 
word to landscap ing around the i ncinerator and he objected to 
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the city maybe getting their foot in the door and having another 
facility in there without proper landscaping . I believe it is 
the best use of the land where it is located and it is greatly 
needed not only by the commun i ty of Waipahu but by the whole 
island o 

KAHAWAIOLAA : I'd like to remind Commissioner Duke when we 
di scussed the quarry at Waianae, I think it's the Halawa Quarry 
where they have those holes o They ' re .going to backfill o They're 
going to open up a new quarry and backfill, make another dump . 
On that dump, they're going to build a beautiful housing area . 
The idea to say that the 100 acres is a dump, sure it is now but 
it can be p.lanned for somethi ng beautiful like that quarry o 

WAY: One minor point before action, if you will, directing 
my concern to Commiss i oner Hosaka ' s concern and interest about 
having a plan for the ent i re 100 acres o Maybe in this area your 
comments were a little too explicit to direction as regards 
the Department of General Planni ng's efforts in this . I think 
i t would be more appropr i ate for the Building Department, and 
the Department of Public Works as the custodian agency, if you 
will, of the property -- the dump, ' the Department of Recreation, 
and other agencies working with General Planning to follow 
through on the kind of planni ng that you had in mind which .is 
really a detailed sort of th i ng, site planning for the whole 
100 acres. I would suggest a little change in the -suggestions 
you have for agencies to f o llow through . 

Secondly related to that, any c oncerns the Commission might have 
t hat are directed toward city activity I think would not attach 
themselves to this SUP but might want to be the subject of some 
ot her action of the Commissi on that would get it to the proper 
c i ty agency . What I'm say i ng is what is before us is a SUP and 
we' r e responding back t o the SLUC . So, if you have some other 
conc erns that you want t o bring to the attention of city agenc i es, 
you'll have to send some communi cation or some follow-up that 
would make certa i n it get s t o the proper place. For example, you 
may want to bring this to the attention of the City Council as 
well since they ' re really not parties to the issue at hand b~cause 
of the SUP nature of the application, suggesting that they assist, 
i f appropriations are necessary to undertake these kinds of 
planning studies, that they s hould be aware of your concerns on 
that ·point. 

DUKE: In approving thi s SUP, the SLUC would be compelled 
to go along with our recommended conditions? 

WAY: They coul d add further conditions . 

DUKE: My whole point is I don ' t want to add all of these 
condit i ons on the SUP and have the SLUC erase them because we 
wouldn't be acting properly for the community or for the facility . 

HOSAKA : I also share that concern because as the maker of 
the motion, as a result of input from WCA whiGh I sympathized 

'. ' 
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with all the way, I tried t o be fair in making these conditions 
so that the association wou ld be satisfied with this facility~ c 
with these conditions be i ng met fully, If we get an adverse 
decision on this, then I will consider withdrawing my motion. 

DUKE: The question i s, can we recommend to the SLUC certain 
restrictions or recommendations on the use of this site? 

WAY : The answer is yes . 

DUKE: They cannot detr act or eliminate any recommendation in 
the use of this area, facility . 

WAY : That is correct " They may add. 

One comment having to do with the SUP process from the rules 
and generally consistent wi th our practice under the charter . 
There is a statement that a decision approving a SUP shall 
r equ i re a total membersh i p of the county planning commission 
and shall be subject further to approval of the LUC. In essence, 
I would interpret that to mean to approve the permit, a majority 
vote of this full membership is required or five votes. 

DUKE: Full membership being nine? 

WAY : That is correct . 

WIKUM: That wording seems ambiguous to me, however. Has that 
i nterpretation been supported before, because the full membership 
to me is sitting here, seven. 

WAY: Yes. We've had numerous occasions in the past where 
we ' ve had th i s similar problem. 

HOSAKA: I would like to amend my motion to include more 
explicit language as suggested by Mr. Way, and that is when I 
mentioned about General Planning being responsible for the 
overall concept and general plan of that city-owned property, 
that the custodian of the land being Public Works, along with 
other appropriate agenc i es working in close alliance with 
General Planning to come up with an overall concept. 

Secondly, recommendation that the City Council assist the city 
agencies responsible for this overall concept and also the 
conditions outlined in the report, to be carried out with support 
in terms of finances so that the conditions can be clearly met. 

DUKE : I seconded the motion and I agree. 

CHOY : In the event of an impasse, how does this go to the 
LUC? 

WAY: I would suggest that it go simply with the record 
advising that the vote was whatever short of the five. I would 
pass it on to the LUC with your vote as is. It's their ball 
but again, I think it would be viewed as a vote for non approval 
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since you can't muster the votes for approval. 

TA HARA: In regards to the SLUC's Rules and Regulations, 
it ' s b n clarified that whenever desirous to use this land 
within a ricultural rural district for other than that purpose, 
in lookin at th~ criteria of guidelines for these regulations 
that discu es the agricultural aspect of this land as being 
very margina for agricultural use, not for the tillage typ of 
agriculture, t it also adds that it could be used for nu series 
and so fortho 

Another guideline s that it shouldn't have any adve se effect 
on people and the s rrounding area o Yet still i~ )Z' e report it 
says that it can hav adverse effect on the resi_?ential properties 
lying mauka of the ol Oahu Railroad, and that here is a concern 
as far as the Board of ealth goes in regard o air -emissions o 
They say they n~ed a nee for the air lity standard. That 
would be required . 

In regards to Tony's response to Commi ioner Duke~ I : da agree with 
Tonyo They call this place a ump ar a. Further on page 10 in 
the . report; they call this area p area. I think that's in 
the eye of the beholder. I can e sion this parcel to be very 
beautiful, very worthy and very c tributing to the Leeward people. 

As far as Harriet's comment o we really exhausted all 
parcels in the county for th " · facilit I'm beginning to question 
as Tony brings forth Kahuk Air Strip, Dr. Choy brings forth 
other ideas, and I cannot astily make a cision to favor this 
application. 

~:,. 

(There wa~ no 

AYES osaka, Kamiya, Wikum 
NAYES Takehara 
ABSENT 

A motion to d fer the matter by Mr o Duke, seconded by Mr. Hosaka 
also failed o carry for the same reasons previously d scussed. 
Add i tional , Mr o Kahawaiolaa stated that he will not b present 
at the t meeting o 

- Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya, Wikum 
- Choy, Takehara 

BSENT - None 
ABSTAINED - Kahawaiolaa 

UNFINISHED BUSINESS The public hearing held February 26, I 75, 
PUBLIC HEARING was kept open and deferred for notifica­
CZC AMENDMENT tion to all hillside community associat~ons 
MEASUREMENT OF and for more information from the Depart­
HEIGHT OF STRUCTURES ment of Land Utilization. 
(FILE #L&R/CZC/1975-2) 
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since you can't muster the votes for approval. 

TAKEHARA: In regards to the SLUC 1 s Rules and Regul aticfris; 
it's been clarified that whenever desirous to us e this land 
within agricultural r ural d istrict for other than that purpose , 
i n looking at the criteria of guide lines for the se r egulations 
that discusses the agricultural aspect of this l and as being 
very ma rginal for agricultural u se , not for the tillage type of 
agricul tur e , but it also adds that it could be used for nur se ries 
and so f orth o 

Another guideline is tha t it shouldn't have any adverse effect 
on people and the surr ounding area o Yet still in the report it 
says tha t it can have adverse effect on the residential properties 
lying mauka of the old Oahu Railro ad, and that there is a concern 
as far as the Board of Health goes in regard to air emissions . 
They say they need a variance for the air quality standard . That 
would be required. 

In regards to Tony's response to Comrnissionet Duke; I :.do agree ~ith 
Tony . They call this place a dump area. Further on page 10 in 
the report, they call th i s area a dump area. I think that's in 
the eye of the beholder. I can envision this parcel to be very 
beautiful, very worthy and very contributing to the Leeward people. 

As far as Harriet's comment on whether we really exhausted all 
parcels in the county f or thi s facil i ty, I'm beginning to question 
as Tony brings forth Kahuku Air Str i p, as Dr . Choy brings forth 
other i de as, and I c annot hastily make a decision to favor th i s 
appl i cation. 

(There was no further discussion . The motion failed to carry.) 

AYES - Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya, Wikum 
NAYES - Choy, Kahawaiolaa, Takehara 
ABSENT None 

A mo tion to defer the matter by Mr. Duke, seconded by Mr. Hosaka 
al so failed to carry for the same reasons previously discussed. 
Add i t i onally, Mr . Kahawaiolaa stated that he will not be present 
at the next meeting . 

AYES - Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya, Wikum 
NAYES - Choy, Takehara 
ABSENT - None 
ABSTAI NED - Kahawaiolaa 
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• Excerpt 

Meeting of the Planning Conunission 
Minutes 

February 26, 1975 

. .} ' 

. '-..... 

UNFINISHED BUSINESS The public hearing held January 29, 1975 
SPECIAL USE PERMIT was closed, and the matter deferred for 
(POLICE & FIRE TRAINING the 15-day statutory requirement. 
FACILITY WITHIN AG-1 
RESTRICTED AG.DISTRICT) Since the closing of the public hearing,
WAIPAHU-WAIPIO . the Commission received the following 
PENINSULA comm.m i cati on: 
BUILDING DEPARTMENT, 
C&C OF HONOLULU 1. Petition containing approximately 
(FILE #74/SUP-2) 285 signatures against the proposed 

facility. · 

2. Letter dated Feb. 20, 1975 from 
Mr . John Moriyama, Cha1rman, Planning 
Committee, Waipahu Community As~n. 

3. Letter dat~d Feb. 20, 1975 from 
Hideo "Major" Okada, Second Vice­
President, Waipahu Community Assn., 
and President, Friends of Waipahu 
Cultural Garden Park. 

Both Mr. Moriyama and Mr. Okada were called upon ~nd questioned 
by the Commission regarding their concerns about ~he proposed 
facility. · The following additional information was given: 

1. Noise generated from the firing range and helicopter. Even 
though noise requirements and conditions will be placed on 
this application, there is no assurance that these conditions 
will be adhered to because past commitments made by the City 
on the incinerator and the STP were not kept. Therefore, 
the City will be compounding the problem. 
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Mr. Clegg commented that problems on the STP have been corrected. 
When the STP first operated and failed, no further STPs were 
allowed. The situation has been corrected and as a result, the 
State Department of Health has allowed further hookups. 

2. Request that a land use study be made of the 100 acres owned 
by the City. There are no studies as to future land use. 
Because of its central location on the island, other city 
agencies may also see need to centralize their facilities at 
the same site. 

Questioned by the Commission if a land use study of the 100 
acres determined inclusion of the police/fire training facility, 
Mr. Moriyama stated their objection would remain unchanged, 
the facility would not be compatible with surrounding uses. 

3. The community is interested in the area for a regional park. 

4. They would have no objection if the subject site were used 
for mixed income housing development rather than strictly 
low-cost housing as long as social problems do not occur. 

At this point, Mr. Ernest Yuasa, Director and Building Superintendent, 
was called upon and questioned by the Commission. 

1. Concerning noise generated by gunfire, sound baffles designed 
in construction of the facility will cushion most of the 
noise. 

As to helicopter noise, the helicopter will be used for 
emergency purposes only. It will not be used as part of 
the daily training exercise s and therefore will not be at 
the site. Its ·main station is at the Honolulu International 
Airport. 

2. Concerning site selection of the proposed facility, studies 
of various sites on Oahu were conducted jointly by them, 
and the Police and Fire Departments. Results of this study 
are contained in their draft Environmental Impact Statement. 
Eight locations on Oahu were studied and narrowed to two- ­
Koko Head and Waipahu. Problems encountered at Koko Head 
involved sharing the existing public rifle range controlled 
by the Parks Department, plus the fact that the Koko Head 
site is already earmarked for park use. 

3. Location within the subject 100 - acre site was made in 
conjunction with the Department of Public Works, owners of 
the property. Reasons for the particular site selection is 
also contained in the draft Environmental Impact Statement. 

Questioned as to the possibility of locating the facility 
further makai, Mr. Yuasa stated that it would encroach into 
the Navy's restricted blast zone area. 
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The matter was deferred for a field trip to the site with 
representatives from the Fire, Police, and Public Works Departments, 
and the Waipahu Community Association. Maps of the subject area 
were also requested. 

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 7:15 p orn. 

Respectfully submitted, 

e.1~ 
Secretary-Reporter 
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Meeting of the Planning Conunission 
Minutes 

January 29, 1975 

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a 
SPECIAL USE PERMIT request for a Special Use Permit for the/fPOLICE & FIRE TRAINING City and County of Honoluou to construct 
FACILITY WITHIN AG-1 and operate a police and fire training 
RESTRICTED AG.DISTRICT facility within an AG-1 Restricted 
WAIPAHU-WAIPIO Agricultural District located on approxi­
PENINSULA mately 15 acres of land in Waipahu-­
BUILDING DEPARTMENT, Waipio Peninsula, Tax Map Key: 9-3-02: 
C&C OF HONOLULU portion of 9. 
(FILE #]4/SUP-2) 

Publication was made in the Sunday Star­
Bulletin/Advertiser on January 19, 1975. 
No letters of protest were received. 

Staff Planner Carl Smith presented the Director's report of the 
request . The applicant proposes to establish a police and fire 
training facility on the site . The facility will include six 
buildings housing classrooms and offices, a gymnasium, a firing 
range office and fir,ing sheds, a canine training facility, a fire 
training facility, and a radio facility. 

Based upon review and analysis of the request, the Director of 
Land Utilization concludes that the proposed police and fire 
training facility is: 

1. Not contr~ry to the objectives of the Land Use Law and 
Regulations . 

2. Capable of being conditions so as not to adversely affect 
surrounding property . 

3. Not an unreasonable burden to public agencies or facilities. 

4. No substantial alteration of the character and use of the 
land; and 

5. The highest and best use of the land involved for the public 
welfare. 
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The Director recommends approval of the request. 

Questions were raised by the Commission . 

WIKUM: About the noisiness, I'm not clear as to who enforces 
the condition about firing during tradewind weather onl~. If 
that's one of the conditions of the permit, how does it \~et enforced? 
I'm looking on page 9 . r · 

I . 
SMITH: The conditions start on page 11; We did not l say 

anything about the noise during tradewind weather. We wrre talking 
about airborne emissions, smoke . 

TAKEHARA: The report states that the U.S. Navy expressed 
concern for safety baffling , Could you describe to us what 
precautions will be taken? 

SMITH: . This (referring to building plan displayed) is the plan 
of the firing ranges, What they're talking about is assuring a 
baffling system which will prevent a stray slug from escaping from 
the range, They have, as shown in the plans here, provided for 
this as shown by the hanging baffles which would prevent anything 
from escaping. 

TAKEHARA: One of the conditions states that landscaping plans 
are in progress . Will there be a buffering zone of this area? 

SMITH: The site plan shows buffering all the way around as 
well as a certain amount of internal landscaping. This is probably 
very schematic. What we're saying in the condition is we want to 
see what you're actually going to put in there and have the right 
of approval over it . 

DUKE: You state that the State Land Use boundary is AG. What 
about our general plan? 

SMITH: The general plan designates it as a public facility. 

DUKE: Is it a dump at the present time? 

SMITH: It is not an active dump . The active dump is across 
the road from it , 

DUKE: Was this formerly a dump? 

SMITH: I believe so . This area was turned over to the City 
and County by the Federal government for purposes of rubbish 
disposal . 

DUKE: You say it's lower than the surrounding area. How much 
lower? 

SMITH: A foot or two " It's not all that much lower. 
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DUKE: It's not a lake dur i ng the rainy season. 

SMITH: The proposal is to build it up. 

DUKE: Presently, is it a catch basin? 

SMITH: None of the agencies 
pretty marginal piece of ground . 

indicated that it was. It's a 

DUKE: The emission of smoke, by any stretch of the 
that couldn't be more than cane field burning could it? 

imagination, 

SMITH: I doubt very seriously it could be. 

TAKEHARA: But aren't we being assured whenever there is a need 
for a fire, it will be done only on tradewind days? 

SMITH: Yes, that's basic ally our intent, that if air emission 
standards have to be exceeded, that they would only be exceeded at 
such time as tradewinds are blowing taking it away from the town of 
Waipahu . 

(There were no further questions of staff.) 

Public testimony followed , 

Test i mony FOR - -

Mr . Boniface K. Aiu, Fire Chief, Fire Department, was questioned 
by the Commission . 

DUKE: Just for my own information more than to make any 
decisions on this application, where does the Fire Department 
do their practice now when they're burning? If this is going 
to c reate a problem maybe in that area, where do you presently 
do it? 

AIU: We presently train on the public streets, parks, 
private areas that are made available to us. When I say private, 
I'm talking about highrise buildings that we could use to stretch 
our ladders out . We don't have any particular area that we can 
train . We go out and we beg . Many times when we use the park 
areas, we flood the parks and we get complaints, then we're not 
there anymore . We really don't have any place to train . We're 
j us~ doing the best we can . 

DUKE: Well, undoubtedly you've needed a facility similar 
to t his for such a long time, have you not? 

AIU: Yes . I've been in the fire service for over 32 years 
and we've been trying for the last 32 years . 

DUKE: Have you read the conditions and do you have any 
objection to any of them? 
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AIU: Yes, I've read them . I think we can live with those 
c ondition~ . I think i t will be better than what we have now . 
We have nothing . 

DUKE: Is there a problem on the smoke emission you're 
going to create? 

AIU: No, we don't think this is going to be a problem . 
We're not going to be burn i ng eight hours . We will burn maybe 
five to ten minutes . We burn and we put it out . Unfortunately, 
we've got to bur n . We ' ve got to expose the smoke conditions to 
our fire fighters . They' ve got to have the feel of heat so 
we've got to do this . But, I'm sure we will come out with some 
device . We've been looki ng at other tra i ning facilities where 
t he s moke would pract i cally come out with no color at all. I 
think we can come ab out wi th something. We don't feel that 
burn i ng and smoke is go i ng to be a problem . It's because people 
don't understand what we 1 re going to do . 

DUKE: Well, i f you ' d explain i t to us, all of us would 
understand it . 

AIU : As I said, we ' re not going to be burning eight hours . 
It'l l be l i ke five to ten mi nutes where in this training build­
i ng and this fire t ower, i t wi ll be constructed where we could 
s t a r t a fire right in t h is building . It will be contained , It 
would take about a minute to get this building probably to the 
s iz e t hat we want as f a r a s heat and smoke is concerned, then 
we get our men i n there . See, if we can ' t put i t out in five 
mi nutes, then we ' re not going to be do i ng our j ob . 

Of course, we do have s ome pits outside in the open area where 
we will have some fuel, where we will burn and put out. But, 
t he s e techniques or drill s that we go through will not take 
mo re t han five minutes t o c omplete . 

DUKE: Your ant icipated training schedule, would you be 
operat i ng there dail y? 

AIU: Not daily but we will be operating there pretty much 
t he t i me most of the days . We will have to bring in the various 
f i re s tat i ons throughout the i s land to the site . We might 
bring one s tation one day and the next day and then probably 
rest . It won't be everyday . Unless we have a new group of 
recruit s , then we wi ll be t here daily for maybe about four to 
si x weeks, Monday to Friday . 

CHOY : I know that depa r tments do grow and do evolve to be 
quit e soph i sticated . We have 52,200 square feet of land there. 
The pro j ection into the i mmediate future, do you see any 
conflict in the usage of that premises with the Police 
Department as far a s tra i ning i s concerned? 

AIU: I don ' t th i nk the r e wi ll be any conflict. The way 
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we have arranged the facility by joint use, I can't see any
conflict . · 

CH_OY: Usually how large is a group of recruits and also 
the training personnel? 

AIU: We never start a class unless we have six men which 
is the minimum . We don't feel it is practical to train a class 
less than six. Six is usually the amount of men that we assign 
to a station on one shift. We have trained as many as forty 
men at one time . 

CHOY: I'm really concerned about the possibility of not 
having a facility that is large enough for future uses. This 
is the direction of my question . As far as your parking facili­
t i es are concerned, you think you have adequate parking when the 
Police Department also will be using the facilities on the same 
day, or will use of these facilities be staggered, and you'll 
work on some schedule with Mr . Keala? 

AIU: I'm sure we ' ll have to work out a schedule. 

CHOY: So, you won't be coming back here in three years 
asking us for another piece of land? 

AIU: I don't think so, Dr . Choy, no . 

(There were no further questions of Chief Aiu.) 

Testimony AGAINST--

Mr . Irby C. Tallant, Jr . , Engineer in Charge-WP, Federal 
Communications Commission, Field Operations Bureau, Waipahu 
Monitoring Stat i on . 

Object i ons --

1 . Agriculture, rather than urbanization is more compatible with 
our mission in that the electro-magnetic atmosphere of plants 
and animals is more s terile, i . e . , less sources of electro­
magnetic interference, than that of electronic or electro­
mechanical devices associated with urbanization . 

2 . The Police and Fire Training Facility as it is presently 
planned should not create any problems, however, once the 
foot is in the door, changes could be made which, while 
compatible with the proposed special use permit, may jeopardize 
the accuracy of our equipment. In the 19 years prior to 
our locating in Waipio in 1959, exhaustive studies of soil 
conditions, topography, and electro-magnetic atmosphere were 
made on all the islands attempting to find the "right" spot, 
but the three ideal conditions could not be found together 
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suitable for erection of our precise direction finding 
equipment . 

3. The golf course adjacent to the proposed site has restrictive 
limitations on it wh i ch might create problems for the facility, 
i . e . , there is a 500-foot airspace restriction over the 
Monitoring Station wh i ch may be a problem as the helicopters 
drop on to the proposed landing pad. 

4 . Presently, there are only plans for mobile radio communcation 
stations; however, comments by the Fire Department indicate 
that base stations may be proposed . A 7-story building as 
such may not cause problems now but sets precedent for the 
possibility of a 30 - story bu i lding which could cause problems 
for their director finder . 

Mr . Tallant was questioned by the Commission . 

DUKE: The appl ication befo re us today, never mind the future, 
do yo u have any object ion to the Fi re and Police fixing this 
facility as presently planned ? 

TALLANT: Not as presently planned . I can agree with it as it 
states today, the 7-story highri s e and limited communication 
facilities . 

DUKE : Have you read the conditions? 

TALLANT: No, I haven ' t . 

DUKE: Well, you can have mine . In many respects they are quite 
stringent because they cannot change any without permission from 
the City Counc i l . Quite often i t is misunderstood. If those 
condi tions are met, then it's not truly a foot in the door, then 
yo u would not have any objections? 

TALLANT: Right . 

DUKE: We have heard from the Fire Department as to their use 
of the facility. I ' d like to ask a member of the Police Depart­
ment a question . The present plans as presented, do you anticipate 
in t he foreseeable future, need for expansion in that area? 

POLICE MAJ . BERNARD SUGANUMA, POLICE TRAINING DIVISION: The 
way t he plan is now, we don't anticipate any expansion maybe for 
another 20-30 years. We would be glad to have this facility. 

SMITH : Mr. Chairman, I would like to draw your attention to 
Condition #3, that the bui lding of the facility be built according 
to s ubmitted plans, which are these plans . That is pretty good 
ass urance that expans i on is not going to take place unless another 
publ i c hear i ng like thi s is go i ng to be held . 
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(There were no further questions. ) 

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Dr. Choy , seconded by Mr . 
Duke and carried . 

The matter was deferred for a statutory period of 15 days . 

ADJOURNMENT: The meet i ng adjourned at 3:08 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

~~~ 
Hen r ietta B. Lyman 
Secretary - Reporter 
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:PARTMENT OF LAND UTILIZATlt 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
SUITE 2180 PACIFIC TRADE CENTER 

190 SOUTH KING STREET 
HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 

FRANK F . FASI GEORGES . MORIGUCHI 
MAYOR DIRECTOR 

PAUL DEVENS WILLIAM E . WANK ET 
MANAGING DIRECTOR DEPUTY 01 RECTOR 

74/SUP-2(CS) 

January 3, 1975 

MEMORANDUM 

TO PLANNING COMMISSION 

FROM GEORGE S. MORIGUCHI, DIRECTOR OF LAND UTILIZATION 

SUBJECT: STATE SPECIAL USE PERMIT FOR CITY AND COUNTY 
OF HONOLULU - POLICE AND FIRE TRAINING FACILITY 
AT WAIPAHU 

Transmitted herewith for appropriate action is my report on 

a request to construct and operate a po~ tce\ and fire training 

facility within an AG-1 Restricte~r~ral District. 

GEORGE S. MORIGUCHI 
Director of Land Utilization 

GSM: fm 

Attach. 
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MAYOR DIRECTOR 

PAUL DEVENS WILLIAM E. WANKET 

MANAGING DIRECTOR DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

74/SUP-2(CS) 

January 3, 1975 

DIRECTOR'S REPORT 
STATE SPECIAL USE PERMIT 

Proposed Police and Fire Training Facility 

APPLICANT CI~.X ' A,ND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
LAND OWNER CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
TAX MAP KEY: 9-3-02: PORTION OF 9 
LAND AREA 15 ACRES 
ZONING AG-1 RESTRICTED AGRICULTURAL DISTRICT 
LOCATION WAIPIO PENINSULA - WAIPAHU 
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GENERAL INFORMATION: 

State Land Use Designation: Agriculture. Under the 

State Land Use Rules and Regulations, Sub-Part E, Special 

Permits: 

"2.23 Petition Before County Planning Commission. Any 

person who desires to use his land within an agricultural 

or rural district for other than an agricultural or rural 

use rriay petition the County Planning Commission .•. for 

permission to use his land in the manner desired." 
I 

General Plan: Public facility by Ordinance No. 2443 adopted 

May 7, 1964. 

General Plan Detailed Land Use Map: None adopted. 

General Plan Development Plan: None adopted. 

Existing Zoning: AG-1 Restricted Agricultural District. 

Existing Land Use: The proposed site is vacant, scrub land. 

It is surrounded by a golf course, the City and County 

incinerator, a landfill dump area, and other vacant land. 

A residential and light industrial area lies approximately 

one-fourth mile mauka of the site. 
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Applicant's Proposal: The applicant proposes to establish 

a police and fire training facility on the site. The facility 

will include six buildings housing classrooms and offices, a 

gymnasium, a firing range office and firing sheds, a canine 

training facility, a fire training facility, and a radiology 

facility. The floor area of these buildings totals 74,210 

square feet and they cover 52,200 square feet of the total 

land area, or 8 percent of the site. The remainder of the 

site will be devoted to open uses such as firing ranges, fire 

training grounds, driver training facilities, a drill field, 

and parking and landscape areas. 

Public Agencies Review: 

The proposal was reviewed by eighteen public agencies in the 

course of a review of an environmental impact statement and 
. 

at the request of this department. The following agencies 

offered either no comment or no objection: 

Department of Army 
Department of Transportation 
Department of Planning and Economic Development 
Board of Water Supply 
Department of Public Works (Division of Engineering) 
Department of Parks and Recreation 
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The other agencies raised the following areas of concern, 

primarily in their reviews of the draft environmental impact 

statement. These concerns will be satisfactorily addressed 

in the final environmental impact statement which must be 

accepted before the project can proceed. The project draft 

environmental impact statement was filed prior to the 

effective date of Bill 246 and is being reviewed under the 

provisions of the Governor's Executive Order dated August 23, 

1971. 

Airborne Emissions: Several agencies expressed a concern 

relative to airborne emissions generated by the fire training 

facility. Agencies commenting on this point include: 

Department of Agriculture 
-· .Department of Heal th 

Environmental Center 

All agencies are concerned that the airborne emissions generated 

by the burning exercises will not meet the State's air quality 

standards. The Department of Health indicates that it is 

possible to obtain a variance of these standards. 
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Waterborne Effluents: The Water Resources Research Center 

is concerned that the extinguishing agents and foams used in 

burning exercises could contribute pollutants to runoff water 

from the burning area. The Department of Health raises a 

similar concern. After considerable consultation between the 

Division of Sewers and the Department of Health, it has been 

established that sanitary effluents estimated to be in th~ 

amount of .006 million gallon per day will be permitted to 

enter the Waipahu Oxidation Pond system.
i 

Noise Emissions: The following agencies commented on this 

aspect of the project: 

Department of Engineering, University of . Hawaii 
Department of Health 
Department of Land and Natural Resources 

The major concern is with the operation of the firing ranges 

and the effect of the noise generated by gunfire on the closest 

residences which are approximately one-fourth mile upwind. 

The U.S. Navy also expresses concern for safety baffling. 

The Department of Transportation Services comments that 

Waipahu Depot Road must be improved from the Oahu Railroad 

right-of-way makai to the project site. 
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Private Organization Review: 

The Waipahu Community Association has reviewed the project 

and has filed strenuous objections to the proposal. They 

specifically cite solid waste disposal problems, possible 

airborne emission problems, traffic generation problems, as 

areas of concern. They voice a strongly held contention 

that the area in question as well as surrounding landfill 

areas should be considered for eventual use as a regiona~ 

park. They also suggest an alternative of utilizing various 

military training facilities in lieu of building this civilian 

facility. 

Analysis: This is an application for a Special Use Permit under 

the State Land Use Regulations. These regulations require 

that the proposed use be examined with the following criteria 

to wheth~r or not it is "unusual and reasonable'': 

1. "Such use shall not be contrary to the objectives sought 

to be accomplished by the Land Use Law and Regulations." 

The State's objective is to preserve productive agricultural 

lands and to protect lands which have a significant 

potential for agricultural purposes. The site is not 

currently in agricultural use. The site lies within an 
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area classified by the State Land Study Bureau as 

Class E (lowest of all classes A to E in terms of suitability 

for cultivation). The Department of Agriculture notes 

that, while the site might be usable for nursery and 

greenhouse culture, it is not suitable for agricultural 

production using conventional tillage methods. Thus, it 

would seem that the site can be considered to have very 

marginal agricultural potential. 

2. "That the desired use would not adversely affect surrounding 

property." 

It is obvious that the project will have no adverse effects 

on land uses which abut it directly. The project can have 
·. 

adverse effects on the residential properties lying mauka 

of the old Oahu Railroad right-of-way ~pproximately 

one-fourth mile mauka of the project site. 

There are several factors which will minimize; or which can 

be made to minimize, any adverse effects on the residential 

properties. First, the facility is a quarter mile removed 
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from the nearest residence. Second, the prevailing 

tradewinds come from the northeast, blowing mauka to 

makai, 75 percent of the year. Finally, there are in 

existence, applicable legal constraints on air emissions, 

water quality and noise emissions with which the project 

must comply. These factors impact on the major areas of 

'concern as follows: 

Air Emissions: The project is subject to the State's Air 

Quality Standards. Therefore, air emissions are controlled 
i 

/ 

by the Department of Health. As the department points out, 

it is possible that, in order to simulate certain types 

of fire for training purposes, a variance of the Air Quality 

Standards will be required. In that case~ permitti~g such 

burning only in tradewind conditions will effectively remove 

the emissions from the residential area. 

Water Quality: The project is subject to the State's 

Water Quality Standard. Therefore, the quality of surface 

runoff and waste water disposed from the fire training 

facility would, assuming a logical discharge to Pearl Harbor, 

be controlled by the Department of Health. 
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Noise Emissions: The project is subject to the performance 

standards relative to sound emissions contained within the 

Comprehensive Zoning Code. However, a combination of distance, 

a massing of structures interposed between the firing ranges 

and the residential development, the provision of firing 

sheds, site plan provisions that firing will take place in 

•a makai direction and wind direction would all appear to 
, 

assure that noise from this source will be no problem. 

In light of t hese considerations, a minimum impact on 

the residential area can be predicted. 

3. "Such use would not unreasonably burden public agencies 

to provide roads and streets, sewers, water, drainage, and 

school improvements, and police and fire protection. 11 

The facility is a public facility being funded by public 

funds. As noted in the agency review section, sewage 

capacity is marginal but the minimal loads produced by 

this facility can be accepted. Waipahu Depot Road makai 

from the railroad right-of-way will be improved to serve 

the project. Sufficient water capacity is available to 

serve the project. 
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4. "That the land upon which the proposed use is sought is 

unsuited for the uses permitted within the District." 

By reason of the analysis provided under item 1, it can be 

concluded that the land is unsuited for the agricultural 

uses permitted within the District. 

5. "That the proposed use will not substantially alter or 

~ change the essential character of the land and the p~esent 

use." 

The land is presently un~se~, scrub land which is essentially 

characterless. The change will improve the character of 

the land and, hopefully improve the character of the surrounding 

dump and incinerator areas. 

6. "That the proposed use will make the highest and best use 

of the land involved for the public welfare." 

The. police and fire training facility is basic to the 

public welfare of the citizens of Oahu in the sense that 

it will provide better training with a resultant higher 

proficiency in our police and fire departments. The land 

involved is owned by the City and County and has been 

used for years as a dump. The City has gone through a 
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complete site selection study, considering possible sites 

throughout Oahu. Of the sites studied, this location has 

been determined to be the single most appropriate site for 

this use. 

Conclusions: From the above analysis, it is concluded that 

the 'proposed police and fire training facility is: 

1. Not contrary to the objectives of the Land Use Law and 

Regulations; 

2. Capable of being conditio~ed' so as to not adversely affect 

surrounding property; 

3. Not an unreasonable burden to public agencies or facilities; 

4. No substantial alteration of the character and use of the 

land; and 

5. The highest and best of the land involved for the public 

welfare. 

Recommendation: It is recommended that the Special Use Permit 

be granted subject to the following conditions: 

1. Within one year of the approval of the Special Use 

Permit, the applicant shall properly file for a building 

permit with the Building Department and commence construction. 

If necessary, the time limit may be extended by the Director 

provided the applicant makes a request in writing and submits 

reasons w~ich, in the opinion of the Director, justifies 

the time extension; 
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2. The applicant shall comply with all air and water quality 

standards of the State of Hawaii. In the case that a 

variance to the air quality standards is necessary for the fire 

training facility, those exercises which require the 

variance shall be conducted only during tradewind conditions; 

3. The plans as submitted, marked Exhibit A, which are on 

•
file with the Department of Land Utilization, shall be 

followed except as may be altered by the conditions stated 

herein; 

4. Landscape plans shall be submitted to the Director for his 

review and approval; 

5. Waipahu Depo t Road shall be improved and paved to a width 

of 24 feet from the Oahu Railroad right-of-way makai to 

the makai border of the project site; 

6. In the event all conditions as set forth herein are not 

complied with, the Director of Land Utilization may take 

action to terminate the use or halt its operation until 

such time full compliance is obtained; and 
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7. The Director may make modifications and/or additions to 

the conditions stated herein when it becomes apparent 

that such modification is necessary and appropriate. 

Further, the Director may make modifications upon written 

request of the applicant setting forth justifications 

therefor. 

~ S ~ MORIGUCHI 
pirector of Land Utilization 

GSM: fm 
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' This space for official use 

STATE OF HAWAII Date Applica tion and Fee 
LAND USE COMMISSION Receive d by LUC 
State Karnamalu Bldg. 

P. O. Box 2359 
Honolulu, Hawaii 

APPLICATION FOR SPECIAL PERMIT 

(I) (We) hereby request approval of a special permit to 

use certain property located in the County of Honolulu , Island 

1of Oahu Land Use Commission District Boundary map number1 

and/or name Waipahu, 0-9 , for the following described 

purpose: 

Fire and Pol ice Training Facility 
City and County of Honolulu. 

State of Hawaii Description of pro~ert~: 
Tax Map Key: 9-3-2: 9 ortion ofl LAND USE COMMISSION 
15 Acre site mauka of existing Waipahu Incinerator. 
Bordered by Waipahu Depot Road, Incinerator Site, Ted Makalena Golf Course, and 
. µndevejopep space. fsee attachep drawinQs Sheets 1 and 2)

Petitioner s interesf in subJect property: 

Owned and controlled by City and County of Honolulu 
Petitioned by Building Department, City & County of Honolulu. 

Petitioner's ~ e ason(s) for requesting special permit: 

There has been a need for this training facility for many years. , 
The subject site is an excellent one which meets all of the criteria established for the 

selection of the proper foci! ity site. 
The subject site is presently not being used, and is not desirable for agricultural 

purposes. (See Section 2. 24, Tests to be applied) 
A special permit wou.ld allow this facility to. be constructed ?:h: s:hlect s~ 

Signature(s) ~~~~---.,-~·--~----...:;.....=;.;___ 

Title: Director and Building 
Superintendent 

Building Department 
Address: City Hall 

Telephone: 546-7564 

This space for official use 

The property is situated in a(n) district, 

whose regulations adopted by the Land Use Commission prohi~it the 

desired use. 

Signature(s) 

For (age ncy) 

I 
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FIRE AND POLICE TRAINING FACILITY '.'·.11.Y 1 .:'.i 1975 
CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
STATE LAND USE SPECIAL PERMIT APPLICATION 

State of Haw ii 
LAND USE COMMISSION 

SECTION 2.24: TESTS TO BE APPLIED 

1. "Such a use shal I not be contrary to the objectives sought to be accomplished 

by the Land Use Law and Regulations." 

The objectives of the State Land Use Law and Regulations are "to preserve, 

protect and encourage the development of lands in the State for those uses to 

which these lands are best suited in the interest of public health and welfare · 

of the people of the State of Hawaii. 11 

The subject site is in an Agricultural District. The objective of this designation 

is to preserve productive agricultural lands and protect lands which have a 

significant potential for agricultural purposes. 

·. 
The subject site can be considered as neither productive agricultural land, nor 

having potential for agricultural purposes. · It is presently a low-lying, marshy 

area subject to inundation by the tidal fluctuations of Pearl Harbor's West Loch. 

The grade elevations vary between 0-8 feet above sea level, averaging approxi-

mately 4 feet above sea level. The land has been classified by the State Land 

Study Bureau as Class E (lowest of al I classes A to E). This is primarily due to 

three factors: 

1) High salt content of the soil, 2) High water table of the area, 3) Marshland 

. 
conditions which have been alleviated somewhat only by the construction of the 

Kapakah i Stream Drainage canal • 
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Obviously I the subject site is not suited for what it was originally designated as 

in the Stpte Land Use Law. To restrict this land or to retain it for agricultural 

.purposes is not encouraging the best-suited development or usage for the land 

in the interest of the public, and therefore is actually contrary to the objectives 

of the Land Use Law and Regulations. 

Conversely, the proposed use for this site, as a Fire and Pol ice Training Facility, 

would be a much higher and better use for the land. It will directly benefit the 

health, safety, and welfare of the public by providing a long-needed training 

foci! ity for the Honolulu Fire and Pol ice Departments. 

For these reasons, the proposed use is not considered contrary to the objectives 

sought to be occompl ished by the State Land Use Low and Regulations. 

2. "That t he desir~d use would not adversely affect surrounding property. 11 

The subject site is bordered on the mauko side by a low-lying marshy area not 

uni ike the conditions of the subject site as described pr~viously. Approximately 

one-fourth of a mile beyond this marsh area is the edge of a light-industrial/ 

residential area. Due to the direction of the prevailing tradewinds which blow 

from the mauka direction, the proposed use wil I not adversely affect this 

Iight-industrial/residential area. 

On the Honolulu side, the site is bordered by the Ted Makalena Municipal Golf 

Course. The nature of this proposed facility (a large part of which will be open grassy 

areas) will be similar to the golf course and therefore would not adversely 

·--
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affect it. It is also anticipated that the proposed training facility will have 

( 

planted trees along its perimeter, thereby actually improving the adjacen_t 

properties such as the golf course. 

On the makai side, the site is bordered by the exi~ting City and County Waipahu 

Incinerator. It is a 75 foot high structure which consumes approximately 600 

tons of refuse daily. The proposed training facility would have primarily two-

story structures with the exception of the Fire-Training Building, which will be 

8 stories high (80 feet}. The frequency of fire-training exercises which would 

emit smoke will occur at a maximum of 4 times a day for one minute duration 

periods (4 minutes total per day}. This is considerably less than the present daily 

· smoke emissions created by the incinerator. In actuality, the proposed training 

facility wil I be similar to the existing incinerator in terms of its "industrial 11 

nature, and th~refore, will not advefsely affect it. 

The Ewa side of the site is bordered by the access road {Waipahu Depot Road} and 

a landfill/dumping area. The proposed facility will not adversely affect this 

side of the site. Instead, it should be an improvement to the existing dump 

environment. 

In addition, the proposed site is in an area designated for Public Facility in the 

Oahu General Plan - Detailed Land Use Map. This indicates that the entire 

area is being set aside for pub I ic facility use~ such as the incineratot. Therefore, 
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the proposed use would not, presently or in the future, od1ersely affect the 

surrounding property. 

3. "Such use would not unreasonably burden pub! ic agencies to provide roads and 

streets, sewers, water, drainage and school improvements, and pol ice and fire 

protection. 11 

This proposed facility is being developed by the Building Department of the City 

& County of Honolulu. Pre I iminary inter-agency reviews have indicated that 

the proposed facility would not unreasonably burden pub I ic agencies. The 

existing access road is adequate but may be further improved as part of the 

development of this facility. The existing sewer, water, and drainage and 

utilities are adequate for any additional service required by this facility. School, 

police and fire protection services are not applicable for this proposal. 

4. "Unusual conditions, trends and needs have arisen since the district boundaries 

and regulations were established. 11 

The proposed Fire and Pol ice Training Facilities have been needed ever since 

the inception of the Fire and Pol ice Departments. These Departments have never 

had an adequate centralized training facility. Instead, all training has token 

place in a piecemeal, improvised manner. 
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Due to the tremendous growth of the population and urban areas on Oahu (and 

I 

the corresponding growth at al I pub I ic agencies including the Fire and Pol ice 

Departments within the past decade), the problems due to the lack of adequate 

public facilities has become more pronounced. 

The Oahu General Plan has been responsive to this need. The designation 

of the entire area surrounding the proposed site as Public Facility is a clear 

recognitfon of the need. 

On the other hand, the State Land Use designation for this subject area as 

Agriculture is apparently outdated and therefore needs to also recognize and 

accommodate the needs which have arisen since the district boundaries and 

regulations were established. 

5. "That the land upon which the proposed use is sought is unsuited for the uses per-

mitted within the district. 11 

As discussed under item 1, it is apparent that the subject site is not suitable 

for agricultural uses. The soil and water conditions, and the General Plan 

Designation all indicate that the subject land is unsuited for the uses permitted 

within the District. 
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6. "That the proposed use will not substantially alter or change the essential 
( 

character of the land and the present use. 11 

The essen/ial character of the land is of a marshy low-lying area. The present 

use is one .of 11 non-use 11 due to its essential character. 

Therefore, the proposed use will alter the existing character of the land and 

. the presen~ use. The low elevation wil I be raised approximately to six feet 

(through landfil I) to render the land usable. Artificial earth berms wil I be 

created to enclose certain training exercises. A portion of the site will be 

paved for access and parking purposes . Three 2-story structures, two 1-story 

structures, and one 8-story structure wil I be constructed. Landscaping such as 

trees, groundcover, and grasses will be developed to replace the few kiawe 

trees and buffalo grass now existing on the site. 

The intent of this proposal is to utilize the land in a much more efficient and 

meaningful way than is presently being done. To do so requires the substantial 

,alteration: of the existing character of the land and the elimination of its 

present non-use. 

7. "That the proposed use w ii I make the hi ghed and best use of the Iand involved 

for the public welfare." 

As discussed earlier, the subject land is presently not being used. The State . 
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land Use designation as Agriculture will not make the highest and best use of 
I 

the land. Instead, it hos been pointed out that the .land is not suited at a!I for 

ogricul tu ~~I purposes. 

The utiliz~tion of the land for a .public facility (as designated in the Oahu General 

Pion) would be the highest and best use of the land for the pub I ic welfare. 

The proposed Fire and Police Training Facilities has been detennined to be the 

best public foci I ity to be located on this site. The site meets al I of the crite ria 

. established for the facility such as amount of land available, location on Oahu, 

environmental consideration, topography, utilities, occessib ii ity, etc. 

Also, of all the possible public facilities, the proposed training facility, which 

would result in properly and continually trained firefighters and law-enforcement 

officers, has the most obvious and direct benefits to everyone. Therefore, the 

proposed use would make the highest and best use of the land involved for the 

public welfare. 



DEPARTMENT OF LAND UTILIZATION 

AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
SUITE 2180 PACIFIC TRADE CENTER 

190 SOUTH KING STREET 
HONOLULU , HAWAII 96813 

FRANK F. FASI GEORGES . MORIGUCHI 
MAYOR DIRECTOR 

PAUL DEVENS WILLIAM E . WAN KET 
MANAGING DIRECTOR DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

74/SUP-2(CS) 

January 3, 1975 

MEMORANDUM 

TO PLANNING COMMISSION 

FROM GEORGE S. MORIGUCHI, DIRECTOR OF LAND UTILIZATION 

SUBJECT: STATE SPECIAL USE PERMIT FOR CITY AND COUNTY 
OF HONOLULU - POLICE AND FIRE TRAINING FACILITY 
AT WAIPAHU 

Transmitted herewith for appropriate action is my report on 

a request to construct and operate a po'-ie~ and fire training 

facility within an AG-1 Restricted Ag ·cult~ ral District. 

'----..:i
GEORGE S. MORIGUCHI 
Director of Land Utilization 

GSM: fm 

Attach. 
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FRANK F. FASI 
MAYOR 

PAUL DEVENS 
MANA GING DI RECTOR 

DEPARTMENT OF LAND UTILIZATION 
' I 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
SUITE 2180 PACIFIC TRADE CENTER 

190 SOUTH KING STREET 
HONOLULU, HAWAII Q6813 

GEORGE s. MORIGUCHI 

DIRECTOR 

WILLIAM E . WANK ET 

DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

74/SUP-2(CS) 

January 3, 1975 

DIRECTOR'S REPORT 
STATE SPECIAL USE PERMIT 

Proposed Police and Fire Training Facility 

APPLICANT CITJ ' J\ND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
LAND OWNER CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
TAX MAP KEY: 9-3-02: PORTION OF 9 
LAND AREA 15 ACRES 
ZONING AG-1 RESTRICTED AGRICULTURAL DISTRICT 
LOCATION WAIPIO PENINSULA - WAIPAHU 
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GENERAL INFORMATION: 

State Land Use Designation: Agriculture: Under the 

State Land Use Rules and Regulations, Sub-Part E, Special 

Permits: 

"2.23 Petition Before County Planning Commission. Any 

person who desires to use his land within an agricultural 

or rural district for other than an agricultural or rural 

use may petition the County Planning Commission .•. for 

permission to use his land in the manner desired. 11 

I 

General Plan: Public facility by Ordinance No. 2443 adopted 

May 7, 1964. 

General Plan Detailed Land Use Map: None adopted. 

General Plan. Development Plan: None adopted. 

Existing Zoning: AG-1 Restricted Agriculturai District. 

Existing Land Use: The proposed site ii vacant, scrub land. 

It is surrounded by a golf course, the City and County 

incinerator, a landfill dump area, and other vacant land. 

A residential and light industrial area lies approximately 

one-fourth mile mauka of the site. 



Page 3 

Applicant's Proposal: The applicani proposes to establish 

a pol!ce and fire training facility on the site. The facility 

will include six buildings housing classrooms and offices, a 

gymnasium, a firing range office and firing sheds, a canine 

training facility, a fire training facility, and a radiology 

facility. The floor area of these buildings totals 74,210 

square feet and they cover 52,200 square feet of the total 

land area, or 8 percent of the site. The remainder of the 

site will be devoted to open uses such as firing ranges, fire 

training grounds, driver training facilities, a drill field, 

and parking and landscape areas. 

Public Agencies Review: 

The proposal was reviewed by eighteen public agencies in the 

course of a review of an environmental impact statement and 
. 

at the request of this department. The following agencies 

offered either no comment or no objection: 

Department of Army 
Department of Transportation 
Department of Planning and Economic Development 
Board of Water Supply 
Department of Public Works (Division of Engineering) 
Department of Parks and Recreation 
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The other agencies raised the following areas of concern, 

primarily in their reviews of the draft environmental impact 

statement. These concerns will be satisfactorily addressed 

in the final environmental impact statement which must be 

accepted before the project can proceed. The project draft 

environmental impact statement was filed prior to the 

effective date of Bill 246 and is being reviewed under the 

provisions of the Governor's Executive Order dated August 23, 

1971. 

Airborne Emissions: Several agencies expressed a concern 

relative to airborne emissions generated by . the fire training 

facility. Agencies commenting on this point include: 

Department of Agriculture 
.Department of Health 
Environmental Center 

All agencies are concerned that the airborne emissions generated 

by the burning exercises will not meet the State's air quality 

standards. The Department of Health indicates that it is 

possible to obtain a variance of these standards. 
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Waterborne Effluents: The Water Resources Research Center 

is concerned that the extinguishing agents and foams used in 

burning exercises could contribute pollutants to runoff water 

from the burning area. The Department of Health raises a 

similar concern. After considerable consultation between the 

Division of Sewers and the Department of Health, it has been 

established that sanitary effluents estimated to be in th~ 

amount of .006 million gallon per day will be permitted to 

enter the Waipahu Oxidation Pond 
; 

system. 

Noise Emissions: The following agencies commented on this 

aspect o f the project: 

Department of Engineering, University of . Hawaii 
Department of Health 
Department of Land and Natural Resources 

The major concern is with the operation of the firing ranges 

and the effect of the noise generated by gunfire on the closest 

residences which are approximately one-fourth mile upwind. 

The U.S. Navy also expresses concern for safety baffling. 

The Department of Transportation Services comments that 

waipahu Depot Road must be improved from the Oahu Railroad 

right-of~way makai to the project site. 
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Private Organization Review: 

The Waipahu Community Association has reviewed the project 

and has filed strenuous objections to the proposal. They 

specifically cite solid waste disposal problems, possible 

airborne emission problems, traffic generation problems, as 

areas of concern. They voice a strongly held contention 

that the area in question as well as surrounding landfill 

areas should be considered for eventual use as a regiona~ 

park. They also suggest an alternative of utilizing various 

military training facilities in lieu of building this civilian 

facility. 

Analysis: This is an application for a Special Use Permit under 

the State Land Use Regulations. These regulations require 

that the proposed use be examined with the following criteria 
-

to whether or not it is "unusual and reasonable'': 

1. "Such use shall not be contrary to the objectives sought 

to be accomplished by the Land Use Law and Regulations." 

The State's objective is to preserve productive agricultural 

lands and to protect lands which have a significant 

potential for agricultural purposes. The site is not 

currently in agricultural use. The site lies within an 
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area classified by the State Land Study Bureau as 

Class E (lowest of all classes A to E in terms of suitability 

for cultivation). The Department of Agriculture notes 

that, while the site might be usable for nursery and 

greenhouse culture, it is not suitable for agricultural 

production using conventional tillage methods. Thus, it 

would seem that the site can be considered to have very 

marginal agricultural potential. 

2. "That the desired use would not adversely affect srirrounding 

property." 

It is obvious that the project will have no adverse effects 

on land uses which abut it directly. The project can have 

adverse effects on the residential properties lying mauka 

of the old Oahu Railroad right-of-way ~pproximately 

one-fourth mile mauka of the project site. 

There are several factors which will minimize; or which can 

be made to minimize, any adverse effects on the residential 

properties. First, the facility is a quarter mile removed 



Page 8 

from the nearest residence. Second, the prevailing 

tradewinds come from the northeast, blowing mauka to 

makai, 75 percent of the year. Finally, there are in 

existence, applicable legal constraints on air emissions, 

water quality and noise emissions with which the project 

must comply. These factors impact on the major areas of 

'concern as follows: 

Air Emissions: The project is subject to the State's Air 

Quality Standards. Therefore, air emissions are controlled 
I 

/ 

by the Department of Health. As the department points out, 

it is possible that, in order to simulate certain types 

of fire for training purposes, a variance of the Air Quality 

Standards will be required. In that case~ permitti~g such 

burning only in tradewind conditions will effectively remove 

the emissions from the residential area. 

Water Quality: The project is subject to the State's 

Water Quality Standard. Therefore, the quality of surface 

runoff and waste water disposed from the fire training 

facility would, assuming a logical discharge to Pearl Harbor, 

be controlled by the Department of Health. 
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Noise Emissions: The project is subject to the performance 

standards relative to sound emissions contained within the 

Comprehensive Zoning Code. However, a combination of distance, 

a massing of structures interposed between the firing ranges 

and the residential development, the provision of firing 

sheds, site plan provisions that firing will take place in 

•a makai direction and wind direction would all appear to 

assure that noise from this source will be no problem. 

In light of these considerations, a minimum impact on 

the residential area can be predicted. 

3. "Such use would not unreasonably burden public agencies 

to provide roads and streets, sewers, water, drainage, and 

school improvements, and police and fire protection." 

The facility is a public facility being funded by public 

funds. As noted in the agency review section, sewage 

capacity is marginal but the minimal loads produced by 

this facility can be accepted. Waipahu Depot Road makai 

from the railroad right-of-way will be improved to serve 

the project. Sufficient water capacity is available to 

serve the project. 
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4. "That the land upon which the proposed use is sought is 

unsuited for the uses permitted within the District." 

By reason of the analysis provided under item 1, it can be 

concluded that the land is unsuited for the agricultural 

uses permitted within the District. 

5. "That the proposed use will not substantially alter or 

'change the essential character of the land and the present 

use." 

The land is presently unuped, scrub land which is essentially 

characterless. The change will improve the character of 

the land and, hopefully improve the character of the surrounding 

dump and incinerator areas. 

6. "That the proposed use will make the highest and best use 

of the land involved for the public welfare." 

The· police and fire training facility is basic to the 

public welfare of the citizens of Oahu in the sense that 

it will provide better training with a resultant higher 

proficiency in our police and fire departments. The land 

involved is owned by the City and County and has been 

used for years as a dump. The City has gone through a 
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complete site selection study, consider~ng possible sites 

throughout Oahu. Of the sites studied, this location has 

been determined to be the single most appropriate site for 

this use. 

Conclusions: From the above analysis, it is concluded that 

the "proposed police and fire training facility is: 

1. Not contrary to the objectives of the Land Use Law and 

Regulations; 
/ . 

2. Capable of being conditioned so as to not adversely affect 

surrounding property; 

3. Not an unreasonable burden to public agencies or facilities; 

4. No substantial alteration of the characte~ and use 6f the 

land; and 

5. The highest and best of the land involved for the public 

welfare. 

Recommendation: It is recommended that the Special Use Permit 

be granted subject to the following conditions: 

1. Within one year of the approval of the Special Use 

Permit, the applicant shall properly file for a building 

permit with the Building Department and commence construction. 

If necessary, the time limit may be extended by the Director 

provided the applicant makes a reques~ in writing and submits 

reasons which, in the opinion of the Director, justifies 

the time extension; 
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2. The applicant shall comply with all air and water quality 

standards of the State of Hawaii. In the case that a 

variance to the air quality standards is necessary for the fire 

training facility, those exercises which require the 

variance shall be conducted only during tradewind conditions; 

3. The plans as submitted, marked Exhibit A, which are on 

•
file with the Department of Land Utilization, shall be 

followed except as may be altered by the conditions stated 

herein; 

4. Landscape plans shall be submitted to the Director for his 

review and approval; 

5. Waipahu Depot Road shall be improved and paved to a width 

of 24 feet from the Oahu Railroad right-of-way makai to 

the makai border of the project site; 

6. In the event all conditions as set forth herein are not 

complied with, the Director of Land Utilization may take 

action to terminate the use or halt its operation until 

such time full compliance is obtained; and 
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7. The Director may make modifications and/or additions to 

the conditions stated herein when it becomes apparent 

that such modification is necessary and appropriate. 

Further, the Director may make modifications upon written 

request of the applicant setting forth justifications 

therefor. 

~ s :'i MORIGUCHI 
Director of Land Utilization 

GSM:fm 



DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL PLANNING 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH K ING STREET 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 968 1 3 

ROBERT R . W AYFRA NK F . FASI 
CH IE F PL ANN ING 0 r FI CE R

M AYOH 

74/SUP-2 (CS) 

May 12, 1975 

rR1 ~ ©rn: n~~ [] 
Mr. Eddie Tangen, Chairman MAY li~l 9?5 
State Land Use Commission 
Kamarnalu Building State of Hawaii 
Honolulu, Hawaii LAND USE COMMISSION 

Dear Mr. Tangen: 

Subject: Request for a State Special Use Permit for a Police and 
Fire Training Facility at waipahu. 
Applicunt/Landowner: City & County of Honolulu 
Tax Map Key: 9-3-02: portion of 9 
Location: Waipio Peninsula, Waipahu 

The Planning Commission held a public hearing on January 29, 1975 
and deferred action fer the 15-day statutory requirement. On 
May 7, 1975, after due consideration and deliberation, the Plan­
ning Commission voted to recommend approval of the request for a 
Special Use Permit with the attached conditions. 

Additional attachments, herewith, include the Special Use Permit 
Application, a copy of the report from the Director of Land 
Utilization, and the Planning Commission Minutes of January 29, 
February 26, March 12 and April 2, 1975. The Minutes of May 7, 
1975 will be forwarded to you as soon as they have been approved. 

If you have any further questions, please contact Mr. Carl Smith 
of the Department of Land Utilization at 523~4133. 

Off~ 
RRW:mk 
Attchs. 



CONDITIONS IMPOSED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
for 

WAIPAHU--WAIPIO PENINSULA--SPECIAL USE PERMIT 
Police/Fire Training Facility--(74/SUP-2) (CS) 

May 7, 1975 

1. Within one year of the approval of the Special Use Permit, the 
applicant shall properly file for a building permit with the 
Building Department and commence construction. The total con­
struction shall be completed in five years. If necessary, the 
time limit may be extended by the Director of the Department 
of Land Utilization provided the applicant makes a request in 
writing and submits reasons which, in the opinion of the 
Planning Commission, justifies the time extension; 

2. The applicant shall comply with all air and water quality 
standards of the State of Hawaii. In the case that a variance 
to the air quality standards is necessary for the fire training 
facility, those exercises which require the variance shall be 
conducted only during tradewind conditions; 

3. The plans as submitted, marked EXHIBIT A and on file with the 
Department of Land Utilization, shall be followed except as 
may be altered by the conditions stated herein; 

4. Police firearms training is prohibited; 

5. The helicopter pad and related helicopter activities connected 
with the training facility shall be prohibited; 

6~ Landscape buffering for this facility, including the adjoining 
incinerator, shall be created and maintained to a standard 
acceptable to the Director of Land Utilization for as long as 
this facility exists; 

7. waipahu Depot Road shall be improved and paved to a width of 
2.4 feet from the Oahu Railroad right-of-way makai to the makai 
border of the project site; 

8. At such time as 50 acres are landfilled and suitable for Park 
and Recreation use, the Department of Parks and Recreation 
shall establish a park on this site. The Department of Parks 
and Recreation shall request the Chief Planning Officer to 
initiate a General Plan amendment to change the use of the 
50 acres from Public Facility to Park use. 

9. The Director of the Department of Land Utilization may make 
minor modifications to the conditions stated herein when it 
becomes apparent that such modification is necessary and 
appropriate; 

10. In the eve~t any condition as set forth herein is not complied 
with, the Director of the Department of Land Utilization shall 
be authorized by the Planning Commission to take action to 
terminate the use or halt its operation until such time as full 
compliance is ob tained. 



Excerpt 

Meeting of the Planning Commission 
Minutes 

Marc h 12, 1975 

A.JPROVb:!D 
¥//~/1~ 
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UNFINSIHED BUSINESS A publ ic hearing held on January 29, 1975 
SPECIAL USE PERMIT was closed and the matter deferred for 
(POLICE & FIRE TRAINING the 15 - day statutory requirement . On 
FAC IT. ITY WITHIN AG -· l February 26, 1975, The matter was again 
RESTRICTED AG.DISTRICT considered and deferred for a field trip 
WAIPAHU-WAIPIO to the site. 
PENINSULA 
BUILDING DEPARTMENT, Discussion followed. 
C&C OF HONOLULU 
(FILE #74/SUP-2 ) HOSAKA : To start the ball rolling, 

rather than get into a lengthy discussion, 
I would like to move that we accept the 
Director' s recommendatiori with the 
following conditions: 

1 . That all condit ions as outlined in the report be met . 

2. That the Police/Fire departments work together wiTh the 
Waipahu Community Association to allow use of their facili­
ties s uc h as the pool, gymj and firing ranges. 

-9-



3 , That the Departmen t of General Planning move with deliberate 
s p eed together with i npu t from the Waipahu Community and 
work out a concept and general plan for the 100- acre city­
owned l and. 

I'd like to discus s eac h of these points as to why I'm making 
the se recommendations . On the field trip, we spent considerable 
time talking to repre sent a tives from Genera l Planning, the Police 
and Fire Departments, a3 well as representatives from the Waipahu 
Community Association (WCA), I got the feeling from talking to 
these people, esp e cially the res i dents, that they really did not 
object to the train i ng site as such but what irked them was their 
past experience with the city in the fact that the city had not 
lived up to their promise s , for example, the incinerator . However, 
I think we have a new Commission today, unlike the one that was 
here previously. I believe, at least in my own mind, that all the 
~onditions that are outlined by General Planning will be met and 
will continue to be met in the future, otherwise, the training 
facility will ~e closed . Past actions by the city have been the 
point of contention by the city, as they expressed a feeling of 
be i ng had by the city agencies . · 

Po i n t number 2 about the Police/Fire departments work i ng together 
with the WCA in terms of us i ng their facilities. Again, the WCA 
reacted strongly about this, with the site there as to the use 
of it . First priority s h ould be to the Police/Fire; however, 
n igh t activities in terms of u se of the pool, afternoon act i vities 
as possible recreational outlets for the residents might be a 
po i nt that could be s hared with the neighboring area. This could 
prov i de for additional recreat i onal activity. 

Point number 5 about General Planni ng working out a conc~pt and 
conceptual des i gn and a more deta i led general plan for the 100-
acre city-owned land . Again, this is a point of contention with 
WCA i n that we ' ve had th i s vacant land and the city has come in 
and put this i ncinerator over t he objections of WCA . At this 
point and t i me, the city is trying to put in a training facility. 
There seems to be a disjointedness about putting different kinds 
of facilities on vacant land . I think there 1 s better use for just 
the plain vacant land than just for ash fill which is proposed 
by the Public Works people . I think the residents feel strongly 
about having an overall concept for the area. 

\· There are many poss i bilities that can be utilized and explored, 
one of which would be housing, a golden opportunity to meet the 
hous i ng shortage, A park complex or even a light industrial area 
to accommodate the Leeward directed growth thrust. as outlined by 
the city. I think this will benefit not only the city but also 
people in the Waipahu community which would provide additional 
job s i n clo se proximity t o the job sites. For the se re asons , I 
s pe a k for the mot ion . 

TAKEHARA: After the h earings ·we've had and after many reviews 
of The staff report, I'd l i k e to speak -against the mot ion. 
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To begin with, the statement i s a project draft environmental 
impact statement and still has to go before review in the Gover~ 
nor's Executive Order. So as far as accuracy and completeness 
of this statement, I feel it at this point questionable. 

Reviewing the criteria guidelines as outlined by the State Land 
Use Regulations for SUP, I don't feel this application qualifies 
for this particular parcel of land. I really don't have any 
objections for the need of this Police/Fire facility in our 
county but I cannot agree that placing this facility fulfills 
the highest and best use of this particular parcel. Throughout 
the report, I note.agency concerns and statements that are 
completed with minimal effect, minimal impact, and I do feel 
that this project will have a diverse effect on the health, 
safety and comfort of the people in Waipahu. I don't think a 
project like this should have any kind of effect for the surround­
ing area. In my good cons c i ous, I cannot support this motion . 

As far as the suggestion of poss i bility for housing, again we have 
to look at the EIS and the concerns which may affect this possible 
housing area that may come up. 

DUKE: I must speak fo r the motion. I did talk with many 
community leaders there. I'm in ac cord with them that the city 
is getting another foot in the door and as a result it could use 
up the 100 acres without looking for their concerns. However, 
i n this particular instance, th i s parcel of land is adjacent to 
an existing incinerator. That in itself doesn't indicate to me 
that housing isn't going to be c ons tructed adjacent to this 
facility. Furthermore, the city is going to spend about one 
mi llion dollars in order to keep pollutants out of the air. It 
appears to me that one of the be s t uses of the property would be 
this facility because goodne ss knows, we need it. We're long 
overdue. Why we've waited till 1975 t o get a proper Pol i ce/Fire 
t r a i ning fac i lity, I 'll never know . 

The gr eatest objec tion WCA offered to me was the possibility of 
noi s e. The noise would be generated from three sources. First 
and most often mentioned was the f i ring range, secondly the heli­
copter, and thirdly from fire trucks when they go through their 
training phases. As far as the firing range is concerned, I 
be lieve that we could recommend tha t it be a must that the quiet 
of enj oyable living not be di s turbed and condition it to that 
effect. I spent 30 years in the army and have fired on many 
ranges. I know that a firing r ange can be constructed whereby 
you cannot be disturbed by the noise it generates. 

I did speak to the Police concerning hours of operation and they 
stated that with the except i on of a very short phase during the 
night, the firing range would be used only during the day. Day 
or night noise could be elimi na ted. 

As far as the helicopter i s concerned, I did speak to the Fire 
Department as to what the he licopter would be used for and why. 
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I was told that it would only be used for training purposes 
whereby the firemen would be taught how to remove injured people 
from the helicopter and to learn the working mechanics of that 
equipment. We could recommend that it be used for emergency only 
and not for training in that area if we wanted to eliminate that 
one objection . 

So far as the fire trucks when we were on location, we did ask the 
Fire Chief to start up the engines to the extent that it would be 
used for training . In my opinion, that would not interfere with 
the enjoyment of living in the area . 

To get back to the location, i t would be better for a facility 
of this nature to be adjacent to that incinerator that's existing 
and is going to continue to ex is t o If we wanted a buffer zone 
between the facility, there is approximately 15 acres that is 
pinpointed in a plan as a community park to give that buffer to 
the area that is now populated by light industrial and homes . I 
personally believe this is probably one of the best uses that we 
can make of an area where it is really situated. 

KAHAWAIOLAA: I have n o quarrels as far as the training area 
but I think we have to look a little further. We need an area 
where we can expand . The community after hearing so many promises 
about the incinerator going up and the area is going to be beauti­
fied in such a way you won ' t even notice the incinerator, and then 
now to come up and say the training area is compatible with the 
i ncinerator. If the incinerator wasn't there, there would have 
been a much better use for the whole 100 acres . 

General planning of the whole are is better than this spot kind 
of thing whereby we now have this training area, then now we're 
go i ng to look at what's compatible to the training facility and 
the i ncinerator, what's compatible to this ·and what's compatible 
to that, instead of planni ng the whole area. If it were planned, 
I don't believe the i ncinerator would be there nor the training 
area o So, I'm voting against the motion . 

WIKUM: I'm sympathetic with the concerns of the people that 
live in Waipahu. I have a larger concerno I am fully convinced 
that there seems to be no other place for such a facility o I 
asked quite a few quest i ons about the sit e search for the facility 
and was thoroughly satisfied that this is the place. If that's 
true and believing it as I have no other way of finding out other­
wise , it seems to me we have a pressing need for the whole county . 
My concern is for that too as I'm quite sure it is with the rest 
of you . It's too bad we can't have a Police/Fire training facility 
that wi ll not have an adverse effect at all on the neighboring 
commun ity but it seems to me more problematic not to have a Police/ 
Fire facility at all with a well - known adverse effect on the total 
county o I just wanted to make that point about two levels of 
concern that we have . 

CHOY : I too feel the Pol ice/Fire facility is sorely needed; 
howeve r , I will have to speak against the motion for the simple 
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fact I feel that all alternatives for the search of this particular 
facility have not been exhausted to my entire satisfaction. 

Commissioner Hosaka ment ioned the fact that the incinerator was 
placed in the back yard of Waipahu. I would like to correct him 
in that it was placed in the front yard of Waipahu . 

As far as this facility being s hared with the good fortune of the 
community, I doubt this very, very much. 

As far as planning for future residents in that area, even low­
income housing, I don't think that's feasible. 

I would think there s hould be some area on this island where 
it ' s so isolated that these facilities could be built . As a 
suggestion, I think Camp Erdman or that area would be an excellent 
place. It would be out of everybody's reach. Even out i n Kahuku, 
the air strip where people will not necessarily build a housing 
development, then we won ' t have noise problems and we don 't have 
pollution problems. 

KAHAWAIOLAA : Talking about the Kahuku Air Strip, during the 
field trip, the Fire Department said they never carry anybody 
over land on a helicopter. They usually go down to the ocean. 
The Kahuku Air Strip is right next to the ocean. 

HOSAKA : In talking about the s i te itself, we were told by 
the Building Department that 12 or so sites were evaluated 
thoroughly and this site seemd to offer the best advantage for 
a training site. The community association rebutted by saying 
it's city land and we're paying it through our taxes and the 
like. It was countered, I thought, by the statement that if 
we don't put the site on this particular land, that another site 
which might not be owned by the city would require expenditure 
of more funds to acquire the land, For that reason, I'm satis­
fied completely that the Building Department and other agencies 
have evaluated all the sites that can be possibly built on and 
Waipahu was selected. I agree with Commissioner Wikum about 
the overall future need for a training site. I don't think 
there's any question that we should have one. This kind of 
training site is sorely needed not only for today but for the 
future. 

DUKE: It seems, Mr. Chairman, we 1 re going to be at an 
impasse. Therefore, I must ask that we consider the mot ion 
on its merits. Consider the area, consider its location within 
the area, consider its impact upon the community . I'm talking 
about the benefits of it being located in this dump area versus 
other facilities that might be placed there. 

I asked Mr. Okada on two occasions if he objected to the facility 
per se, and both times he said he objected to not having a general 
plan for the 100 acres, he objected to the city not keeping its 
word to landscaping around the incinerator and he objected to 
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the city maybe getting their foot in the door and having another 
facility in there without proper landscaping. I believe it is 
the best use of the land where it is located and it is greatly 
needed not only by the community of Waipahu but by the whole 
island. 

KAHAWAIOLAA: I'd like to remind Commissioner Duke when we 
discussed the quarry at Waianae, I think it's the Halawa Quarry 
where they have those holes . They're going to backfill. They're 
going to open up a new quarry and backfill, make another dump. 
On that dump, they're going to build a beautiful housing area. 
The idea to say that the 100 acres is a dump, sure it is now but 
it can be planned for something beautiful like that quarry . 

WAY: One minor point before action, if you will, directing 
my concern to Commissioner Hosaka's concern and interest about 
having a plan for the entire 100 acres . Maybe in this area your 
comments were a little too explicit to direction as regards 
the Department of General Planning's efforts in this . I think 
i t would be more appropriate for the Building Department, and 
the Department of Public Works as the custodian agency, if you 
will, of the property--the dump, the Department of Recreation, 
and other agencies working with General Planning to follow 
through on the kind of planning that you had in mind which is 
really a detailed sort of th i ng, site planning for the whole 
100 acres. I would suggest a little change in the suggestions 
you have for agencies to follow through . 

Secondly related to that, any concerns the Commission might have 
that are directed toward city activity I think would not attach 
themselves to this SUP but might want to be the subject of some 
other action of the Commis sion that would get it to the proper 
city agency. What I'm saying is what is before us is a SUP and 
we're responding back to the SLUC . So, if you have some other 
concerns that you want to bring to the attention of city agencies, 
you'll have to send some communicat i on or some follow-up that 
would make certa i n it gets t o the proper place. For example, you 
may want to bring this to the attention of the City Council as 
well since they're really not parties to the issue at hand because 
of the SUP nature of the application, suggesting that they assist, 
if appropriations are necessary to undertake these kinds of 
planning studies, that they should be aware of your concerns on 
that .point . 

DUKE: In approving this SUP, the SLUC would be compelled 
to go along with our recommended conditions? 

WAY: They could add further conditionso 

DUKE: My whole point is I don vt want to add all of these 
conditions on the SUP and have the SLUC erase them because we 
wouldn't be acting properly for the community or for the facility . 

HOSAKA : I also share that concern because as the maker of 
the motion, as a result of input from WCA which I sympathized 
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with all the way, I tried tp be fair in making these conditions 
so that the association would be satisfied with this facility, 
with these conditions being met fully. If we get an adverse 
decision on this, then I will consider withdrawing my motion. 

DUKE: The question is, can we recommend to the SLUC certain 
restrictions or recommendations on the use of this site? 

WAY: The answer is yes. 

DUKE: They cannot detract or eliminate any recommendation in 
the use of this area, facility. 

WAY: That is correct. They may add. 

One comment having to do with the SUP process from the rules 
and generally consistent with our practice under the charter. 
There is a statement that a decision approving a SUP shall 
require a total membership of the county planning commission 
and shall be subject further to approval of the LUC. In essence , 
I would interpret that to mean to approve the permit, a majority 
vote of this full membership is required or five votes. 

DUKE: Full membership being nine? 

WAY: That is correct. 

WIKUM: That wording seems ambiguous to me, however. Has that 
interpretation been supported before, because the full membership 
to me is sitting here, seven. 

WAY: Yes. We've had numerous occasions in the past where 
we've had this similar problem. 

HOSAKA: I would like to amend my motion to include more 
explicit language as suggested by Mr. Way, and that is when I 
mentioned about General Planning being responsible for the 
overall concept and general plan of that city-owned property, 
that the custodian of the land being Public Works, along with 
other appropriate agencies working in close alliance with 
General Planning to come up with an overall concept. 

Secondly, recommendation that the City Council assist the city 
agencies responsible for this overall concept and also the 
conditions outlined in the report, to be carried out with support 
in terms of finances so that the conditions can be clearly met. 

DUKE: I seconded the motion and I agree. 

CHOY: In the event of an impasse, how does this go to the 
LUC? 

WAY: I would suggest that it go simply with the record 
advising that the vote was whatev~r short of the five. I would 
pass it on to the LUC with your vote as is. It's their ball 
but again, I think it would be viewed as a vote for non approval 
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nee you can't muster the votes for approval. 

AKEHARA: 
en 

In regards to the SLUC's Rules and 
clarified that whenever desirous to use 

ricultural rural district for other than that pur ose, 
in looki at the criteria of guidelines for these regula ions 
that discu ses the agricultural aspect of this land as b ing 
very margina for agricultural use, not for the tillage type of 
agriculture, t it also adds that it could be used fo nurseries 
and so fortho 

Another guideline s that it shouldn't have any adv rse effect 
on people and the s rounding area o Yet still in he report it 
says that it can have adverse effect on the resi ntial properties 
lying mauka of the old ahu Railroad, and that ere is a concern 
as far as the Board of H alth goes in regard t air emissions . 
They say they need a varia ce for the air qua ity standard. That 
would be required . 

In regards to Tony's response Commissio et Duke~ I · do agree with 
Tony o They call this place a du area . Further on page 10 in 
the report, they call this area a ump ea. I think that's in 
the eye of the beholder. I can env "si this parcel to be very 
beautiful, very worthy and very cont · uting to the Leeward people . 

As far as Harriet's comment on whet er really exhausted all 
parcels in the county for this fac lity, 'm beginning to question 
as Tony brings forth Kahuku Air S rip, as . Choy brings forth 
other i deas, 

Duke, 
Choy, 

Kamiya, Wikum 

None 
1olaa, Takehara 

and I cannot hasti make a dec "

ed 

sion to favor this 
application. 

(There was no The motion to carry.) 

AYES -
NAYES -
ABSENT -

A motion to defer the matter by Mr . Duke, seconded by Mr . Hosaka 
also failed to carry for the same reasons previously discu sed . 
Add i tionally, Mr o K hawaiolaa stated that he will not be pr 
at the next meeti 

AYES - Du , Hosaka, Kamiya, Wikum 
NAYES - C oy, Takehara 
ABSENT - one 
ABSTAIN - Kabawaiolaa 

sent 

UNFINISH BUSINESS The public hearing h e ruary 26, 1975, 
PUBLIC HE .RRTm:;-------.Y 

an 
~ment 

kept open a eferred for notifica-
CZC AMENDMENT i lls ide community associations 
MEASUREMENT OF tnfg~ ation from the Depart­
HEIGHT OF STRUCTURES _ Utilization . 
(FILE #L&R/CZC/~y-
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s ince you can't muster the votes for approval . 

TAKEHARA: In regards to the SLUC's Rules and Regulations, 
i t's been clarified that whenever desirous to use this land 
wi thin agricultural rural district for other than that purpose, 
i n l ooking at the criteria of guidelines for these regulations 
that discusses the agricultural aspect of this land as being 
very marginal for agricultural use, not for the tillage type of 
agriculture, but it also adds that it could be used for nurseries 
and so fortho 

Another guideline is that it shouldn't have any adverse effect 
on people and the surrounding area o Yet still in the report it 
says that it can have adverse effect on the residential properties 
lying mauka of th~ old Oahu Railroad, and that there is a concern 
as far as the Board of Health goes in regard to air emissions. 
They say they need a variance for the air quality standard. That 
would be required. · 

In regards to Tony's response to Commissionet Duke; I : do agree ~ith 
Tony. They call this place a dump area. Further on page 10 in 
the report, they call this area a dump area. I think that's in 
the eye of the beholder. I can envision this parcel to be very 
beautiful, very worthy and very contributing to the Leeward people. 

As far as Harriet's comment on whether we really exhausted all 
parcels in the county for this facility, I'm beginning to question 
as Tony brings forth Kahuku Air Strip, as Dr. Choy brings forth 
other ideas, and I cannot hastily make a decision to favor this 
application. 

(There was no further discussion. The motion failed to carry.) 

AYES - Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya, Wikum 
NAYES - Choy, Kahawaiolaa, Takehara 
ABSENT None 

A motion to defer the matter by Mr. Duke, seconded by Mr. Hosaka 
also failed to carry for the same reasons previously discussed. 
Additionally, Mr . Kahawaiolaa stated that he will not be present 
at the next meeting. 

AYES - Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya, Wikum 
NAYES - Choy, Takehara 
ABSENT - None /!) /J _! 4-/ / 1 /();w £,"") ~-:"ABSTAINED - Kahawaiolaa ;r, /"'. 1.s--



Excerpt 

Meeting of the Planning Commission 
Minutes 

February 26, 1975 

,· ,: 

UNFINISHED BUSINESS The public hear i ng held January 29, 1975 
SPECIAL USE PERMIT was closed, and the matter deferred for 
(POLICE & FIRE TRATNIN ~ the 15-day statutory requirement. 
FACILITY WITHIN AG-1 
RESTRICTED AG.DISTRICT) Since the closing of the public hearing, 
WAIPAHU-WAIPIO the Commissi on received the following 
PENINSULA communication: 
BUILDING DEPARTMENT, 
C&C OF HO NOLULU 1. · Petition containing approximately 
(FILE #74/SUP-2) 285 signatures against the proposed 

facility. 

2. Letter dated Feb. 20, 1975 from 
Mr. John Moriyama} Chairman, Planning 
Commit tee , Waipahu Community As~n. 

3. Letter dated Feb. 20, 1975 from 
Hideo "Major" Okada, Second Vice­
President, Waipahu Community Assn., 
and President, Friends of Waipahu 
Cultural Garden Park. 

Both Mr. Moriyama and Mr. Okada were called upon and questioned 
by the Commission regarding their concerns about ~he proposed 
facility. The following additional information was given: 

1. Noise generated from the firing range and helicopter . Even 
though noise requirements and con~itions will be placed on 
this application, there is no ass urance that these conditions 
will be adhered to because past commitments made by the City 
on the incinerator and the STP were not kept. Therefore, 
the City will be compounding the problem . 
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Mr. Clegg commented that pr oblems on the STP have been corrected. 
When the STP first operated and fa i led, no further STPs were 
allowed. The situation has been corrected and as a result, the 
State Department of Health has allowed further hookups. 

2. Request that a land use study be made of the 100 acres owned 
by the City. There are no studies as to future land use. 
Because of its central location on the island, other city 
agencies may also see need to centralize their facilities at 
the same site. 

Questioned by the Commission if a land use study of the 100 
acres determined inclusion of the police/fire training facility, 
Mr. Moriyama stated their objection would remain unchanged, 
the facility would not be compatible with surrounding uses. 

3. The community is interested in the area for a regional park. 

4. They would have no objection if the subject site were used 
for mixed income housing development rather than strictly 
low-cost housing as long as social problems do not occur. 

At this point, Mr. Ernest Yuasa, Director and Building Superintendent, 
was called upon and questioned by the Commission. 

1. Concerning noise generated by gunfire, sound baffles designed 
in construction of the facil i ty will cushion most of the 
noise. 

As to helicopter noise, the helicopter will be used for 
emergency purposes only. It will not be used as part of 
the daily training exercises and therefore will not be at 
the site. Its main station i s at the Honolulu International 
Airport. 

2. Concerning site selection of the proposed facility, studies 
of various sites on Oahu were conducted jointly by them, 
and the Police . and Fire Departments. Results of this study 
are contained in their draft Environmental Impact Statement. 
Eight locations on Oahu were studied and narrowed to two-­
Koko Head and Waipahu. Problems encountered at Koko Head 
involved sharing the existing public rifle range controlled 
by the Parks Department, plus the fact that the Koko Head 
site is already earmarked for park use. 

3. Location within the subject 100 - acre site was made in 
conjunction with the Department of Public Works, owners of 
the property. Reasons for the particular site selection is 
also contained in the draft Environmental Impact Statement. 

Questioned as to the possibility of locating the facility 
further makai, Mr. Yuasa stated that it would encroach into 
the Navy's restricted blast zone area. 
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The matter was deferred for a field trip to the si te with 
representatives from the Fire, Police, and Public Works Departments, 
and the Waipahu Community Assoc iation, Maps of the subject area 
were also requested. 

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 7:15 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

~1~ 
Secretary -Reporter 
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Meeting of the Planning Conunission 
Minutes 

January 29, 1975 

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a 
PECIAL USE PERMIT request for a Special Use Permit for the 
POLICE & f IBF TRAINING City and County of Honoluou to construct 

fACIJ.JTY WITHIN AG-1 and operate a police and fire training
RESTRICTED AG.DISTRICT facility within an AG-1 Restricted 
WAIPAHU-WAIPIO Agricultural District located on approxi­
PENINSULA mately 15 acres of land in Waipahu-­
BUILDING DEPARTMENT, Waipio Peninsula, Tax Map Key: 9-3-02: 
C&C OF HONOLULU portion of 9. 
(FILE #74/SUP-2) 

Publication was made · in the Sunday Star­
Bulletin/Advertiser on January 19, 1975. 
No letters of protest were received. 

Staff Planner Carl·Smith presented the Director's report of the 
request o The applicant proposes to establish a police and fire . 
training facility on the siteo The facility will include six 
buildings housing classrooms and offices, a gymnasium., a firing 
range office and firing sheds, a canine training facility, a fire 
training facility, and a radio facility. 

Based upon review and analysis of the request, the Director of 
Land Utilization concludes that the proposed police and fire 
training facility is: 

1. Not contr~ry to the objectives of the Land Use Law and 
Regulations, 

2. Capable of being conditions so as not to adversely affect 
surrounding property , 

3. Not an unreasonable burden to public agencies or facilities. 

4. No substantial alteration of the character and use of the 
land; and 

5. The highest and best use of the land involved for the public 
welfare . 
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The Director recommends approval of the request. 

Questions were raised by the Commission . 

WIKUM: About the noisiness, I'm not clear as to who enforces 
the condition about firing during tradewind weather only. If 
that's one of the conditions of the permit, how does it get enforced? 
I'm looking on page 9 " 

SMITH: The conditions start on page 11. We did not say 
anything about the noise during tradewind weather. We were talking 
about airborne emissions, smoke . 

TAKEHARA: The report states that the U.S . Navy expressed 
concern for safety baffling . Could you describe to us what 
precautions will be taken? 

SMITH: This (referring to building plan displayed) is the plan 
of the firing ranges. What they're talking about is assuring a 
baffling system which will prevent a stray slug from escaping from 
the range. They have, as shown in the plans here, provided for 
this as shown by the hanging baffles which would prevent anything 
from escaping. 

TAKEHARA: One of the conditions states that landscaping plans 
are in progress. Will there be a buffering zone of this area? 

SMITH: The site plan shows buffering all the way around as 
well as a certain amount of internal landscaping. This is probably 
very schematic. What we're saying in the condition is we want to 
see what you're actually going to put in there and have the right 
of approval over it. 

DUKE: You state that the State Land Use boundary is AG. What 
about our general plan? 

SMITH: The general plan designates it as a public facility. 

DUKE: Is it a dump at the present time? 

SMITH: It is not an active dump. The active dump is across 
the road from it. 

DUKE: Was this formerly a dump? 

SMITH: I believe so. This area was turned over to the City 
and County by the Federal government for purposes of rubbish 
disposal . 

DUKE: You say it's lower than the surrounding area. How much 
lower? 

SMITH: A foot or two " It's not all that much lower. 
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DUKE: It's not a lake dur i ng the rainy season . 

SMITH: The proposal is to build it up. 

DUKE: Presently, is i t a catch basin? 

SMITH: None of the agencies 
pretty marginal piece of ground . 

indicated that it was. It's a 

DUKE: The emission of smoke, by any stretch of 
that couldn't be more than cane field burning could 

the 
it? 

imagination, 

SMITH: I doubt very seriously it could be. 

TAKEHARA: But aren't we being assured whenever there is a need 
for a f i re, it will be done only on tradewind days? 

SMITH: Yes, that's basically our intent, that if air emission 
standards have to be exceeded, that they would only be exceeded at 
such time as tradewinds are blowing taking it away from the town of 
Waipahu . 

(There were no further questions of staff . ) 

Public te s timony followed , 

Test i mony FOR--

Mr . Boniface K. Aiu, Fire Chief, Fire Department, was questioned 
by the Commission . 

DUKE: Just for my own information more than to make any 
decisions on this application, where does the Fire Department 
do their practice now when they're burning? If this is going 
to c reate a problem maybe in that area, where do you presently 
do it? 

AIU: We presently train on the public streets, parks, 
private areas that are made available to us. When I say private, 
I'm talking about highr i se buildings that we could use to stretch 
our ladders out . We don't have any particular area that we can 
train , We go out and we beg . Many times when we use the park 
areas, we flood the parks and we get complaints, then we're not 
there anymore . We really don't have any place to train . We're 
j ust doing the best we can . 

DUKE: Well, undoubtedly you've needed a facility similar 
to t his for such a long time, have you not? 

AIU: Yes. I've been in the fire service for over 32 years 
and we've been trying for the last 32 years . 

DUKE: Have you read the conditions and do you have any 
objection to any of them? 
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AIU: Yes, I've read them . I think we can live with those 
c onditions , I think i t will be better than what we have now , 
We have nothing . 

DUKE: Is there a problem on the smoke emission you're 
going to create? 

AIU: No, we don't think this is going to be a problem . 
We're not going to be burning eight hours o We will burn maybe 
five to ten minutes . We burn and we put it out , Unfortunately, 
we've got to burn , We 1 ve got to expose the smoke conditions to 
our fire fighters , They've got to have the feel of heat so 
we've got to do this , But, I'm sure we will come out with some 
device , We've been looking at other training facilities where 
the s moke would pract i cally come out with no color at all. I 
think we can come about with something. We don't feel that 
burn i ng and smoke is going to be a problem. It's because people 
don't understand what we 1 re going to do o 

DUKE: Well, if yo u ' d explain it to us, all of us would 
understand it , 

AIU: As I said, we ' re not going to be burning eight hours . 
It'll be l i ke five to ten minutes where in this training build­
ing and this fire tower, it will be constructed where we could 
start a fire right in this building . It will be contained . It 
would take about a minute to get this building probably to the 
size that we want as far as heat and smoke is concerned, then 
we get our men in there , See, if we can't put i t out in five 
minutes, then we ' re not going to be doing our job o 

Of course, we do have s ome pits outside in the open area where 
we will have some fuel, where we will burn and put out. But, 
these techniques or drills that we go through will not take 
more than five minutes to complete , 

DUKE: Your ant icipated training schedule, would you be 
operating there daily? 

AIU: Not daily but we will be operating there pretty much 
the time most of the days , We will have to bring in the various 
fire stations throughout the i s land to the site. We might 
bring one station one day and the next day and then probably 
rest , It won't be everyday . Unless we have a new group of 
recruits, then we wi ll be there daily for maybe about four to 
six weeks, Monday to Friday. 

CHOY: I know that departments do grow and do evolve to be 
quite soph i sticated o We have 52,200 square feet of land there. 
The projection into the i mmediate future, do you see any 
conflict in the usage of that premises with the Police 
Department as far as training is concerned? 

AIU: I don't think there will be any conflict . The way 
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we have arranged the facility by joint use, I can't see any 
conflict o 

CHOY: Usually how large is a group of recruits and also 
the training personnel? 

AIU: We never start a class unless we have six men which 
is the minimum . We don't feel it is practical to train a class 
less than six. Six is usually the amount of men that we assign 
to a station on one shift. We have trained as many as forty 
men at one time . 

CHOY: I'm really concerned about the possibility of not 
having a facility that is large enough for future uses. This 
is the direction of my question . As far as your parking facili­
ties are concerned, you think you have adequate parking when the 
Police Department also will be using the facilities on the same 
day, or will use of these facilities be staggered, and you'll 
work on some schedule with Mr . Keala? 

AIU: I'm sure we ' ll have to work out a schedule. 

CHOY: So, you won't be coming back here in three years 
asking us for another piece of land? 

AIU: I don't think so, Dr . Choy, no . 

(There were no further questions of Chief Aiu.) 

Testimony AGAINST--

Mr . Irby C. Tallant, Jr o, Engineer in Charge-WP, Federal 
Communications Commission, Field Operations Bureau, Waipahu 
Monitoring Stat i on o 

Object i ons - -

1 . Agriculture, rather than urbanization is more compatible with 
our mission in that the electro-magnetic atmosphere of plants 
and animals is more s terile, i.e . , less sources of electro­
magnetic interference, than that of electronic or electro­
mechanical devices associated with urbanization . 

2 . The Police and Fire Training Facility as it is presently 
planned should not create any problems, however, once the 
foot is in the door, changes could be made which, while 
compatible with the proposed special use permit, may jeopardize 
the accuracy of our equipment. In the 19 years prior to 
our locating in Waipio in 1959, exhaustive studies of soil 
conditions, topography, and electro-magnetic atmosphere were 
made on all the islands attempting to find the "right" spot, 
but the three ideal conditions could not be found together 
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suitable for erection of our precise direction finding 
equipment . 

3, The golf course adjacent to the proposed site has restrictive 
limitations on it which might create problems for the facility, 
i.e . , there is a 500-foot airspace restriction over the 
Monitoring Station which may be a problem as the helicopters 
drop on to the proposed landing pad. 

4 . Presently, there are only plans for mobile radio communcation 
stations; however, comments by the Fire Department indicate 
that base stations may be proposed . A 7-story building as 
such may not cause problems now but sets precedent for the 
possibility of a 30 - story building which could cause problems 
for their director finder . 

Mr . Tallant was questioned by the Commission . 

DUKE: The application before us today, never mind the future, 
do you have any objection to the Fi re and Police fixing this 
facility as presently planned ? 

TALLANT: Not as presently planned . I can agree with it as it 
states today, the 7-story highrise and limited communication 
facilities . 

DUKE: Have you read the conditions? 

TALLANT: No, I haven ' t . 

DUKE: Well, you can have mine . In many respects they are quite 
stringent because they cannot change any without permission from 
the City Council . Quite often i t is misunderstood. If those 
conditions are met, then it's not truly a foot in the door, then 
you would not have any objections? 

TALLANT: Right . 

DUKE: We have heard from the Fire Department as to their use 
of the facility . I'd like to ask a member of the Police Depart­
ment a question . The present plans as presented, do you anticipate 
in the foreseeable future, need for expansion in that area? 

POLICE MAJ , BERNARD SUGANUMA, POLICE TRAINING DIVISION: The 
way the plan is now, we don't ant icipate any expansion maybe for 
another 20-30 years. We would be glad to have this facility. 

SMITH: Mr. Chairman, I would like to draw your attention to 
Condition #3, that the building of the facility be built according 
to submitted plans, which are these plans . That is pretty good 
assurance that expansion is not going to take place unless another 
public hearing like this is going to be held . 
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(There were no further quest i ons. ) 

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by Mr. 
Duke and carried . 

The matter was deferred for a statutory period of 15 days. 

ADJOURNMENT: The meet i ng adjourned at 3:08 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

~~~ 
Henrietta B. Lyman 
Secretary -Reporter 
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A PPROVED 

Meeting of the Planning Commiss i on 
Mi nute s 

April 2, 1975 

The Planning Commission held a meeting on Wednesday, April 2, 1975 
at 1:45 p.m., in the Conference Room of the City Hall Annex , Chairman 
Randall Kamiya presided. 

PRESENT: Randall Kamiya, Chairman 
Charles Duke, Vice Chairman 
Dr. Wilbur Choy 
Donald Hosaka 
Alice Takehara 
Harriet Wikum 

STAFF PRESENT: Robert R. Way, Chief Planning Officer 
Eugene B, Connell, Executive Secretary 
Henry Eng, Staff Planner 
Gerald Henniger, Staff Planner 

MINUTES: The Minutes of February 26, 1975 and 
March 12, 1975 were deferred to the 
next meeting. 

UNFINISHED BUSINESS A public hearing was held on January 
SPECIAL USE PERMIT 29, 1975 and action deferred for the 
(POLICE & FIRE TRAINING 15-day statutory requirement , On 
FACILITY WITHIN AG-1 February 26, 1975, the matter was again 
RESTRICTED AG.DISTRICT) considered and deferred for a field trip 
WAIPAHU-WAIPIO to the site. At its meeting on March 12, 
PENINSULA 1975, the matter was deferred for lack of 
BUILDING DEPARTMENT, a quorum vote. 
C&C OF HONOLULU 
(FILE #74/SUP-2) Discussion followed , 

CHAIRMAN: In view of the fact that the commission has received 
some new information concerning site selection, the Cha ir will 
declare that this matter be deferred for one month , I would also 
like ~o appoint four members of the commission to sit on a committee 
to review all site selection procedures as well as possible site 
selection, and to take a closer look into the EIS as presented in 
the study. The four commissioners are Dr, Choy, Charles Duke, 
Tony K,, and Commissioner Wikum , Any questions? 

TAKEHARA: Is this a motion or a mandate? 

CHAIRMAN: Mandate of the Chair, 

HOSAKA: Are you open for discussion? 

CHAIRMAN: Yes. 

HOSAKA: May I ask your rationale on this? 



CHAIRMAN: Due to the fact that I think t he commission has not 
received enough information, there are other people that are 
interested in the site selection or poss i ble site selection other 
than Waipahu, and in v iew of the fact we have received from Mr . 
Yuasa some additional information . 

TAKEHARA: I would like to know if ~his is our responsibility 
as a commissioner to actually look for alternative sites for this 
facility. Isn't that somebody else's j urisdict ion ? 

CHAIRMAN: I think one of t he questions brought up from the 
commission itself at one time was if there was anyone against this 
Waipahu site, the question brought up was because we all know there 
is a need for this facil ity , would there be any possibility of 
other sites? So, one of the procedures from the Building Department 
was to take into consideration several sites before they picked 
Waipahu. So, I would like to know exactly what procedures t hey had 
gone through, what possible sites they looked at before Wa i pahu was 
chosen. 

DUKE: Mr . Chairman, had you not deferred the hear i ng, I would 
have requested it because on the table today , I received probably 
100 pages of information that I did not receive till I arrived 
here today. As a result, I could not possibly glance at that, scan 
it and rationalize any opinion from it. I think we would have more 
input and make more intelligent dec isions as a result of the 
deferment . 

HOSAKA: I'd l i ke to d iscuss why just a portion of the commission 
is being appointed in order to bird dog this t h ing. Shouldn 't it be 
a committee of the whole rather than just selected members? If more 
information is needed on site and procedures as to what the Building 
Department did in terms of their di scussions and criteria, I think 
this should be presented for a workshop of some kind to the full 
commission. What would be the difference between the four of them 
working and the whole body work i ng? 

CHAIRMAN: What I'm concerned about here is I'd like the 
commission members to do a lot of leg work rather than just sitting 
and expecting the information to come to us. I ' m sure for this 
particular application the commissioners t hemselve s have gotten 
some additional information, and that was purely not through a 
workshop procedure but through their own doing. 

DUKE: I see no objection to a committee of the whole but i f 
you should decide to have a committee of four, I also could see no 
objection to the committee reporting back to the commission i n a 
workshop form prior to a meeting of the commission . 

CHAIRMAN: My question to the other commissioners would be do 
you feel you might have additional i nforma tion that mi ght help the 
commission as a whole and if you do, I would welcome you both on 
the committee . 

CHOY: I do concur with your s ugge stion; however, according 
to your plan of selection of four of the commissioners , being that 
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we only have seven, this would leave out Commissioners Takehara 
and Hosaka. I would have to concur with Commissioner Hosaka that 
we should have a committee as a whole in order to be fair. 

CHAIRMAN: The only thing I'm concerned about is the workability 
of the size of the committee itself , If yo~ feel that the entire 
commission can do the leg work to find facts for the commission, I'd 
welcome any commissioner who's excluded from the committee , 
Commissioner Takehara? Commissioner Hosaka? 

HOSAKA: I'd welcome joining the committee as a whole; however, 
I'm not really sure about what the purpose of forming this committee 
is. We have most of this material in front of us. It would just be 
a matter of reading and digesting it. Specifically, what kind of 
leg work or further investigation do we need to accomplish? Are we 
suppose to do this on our own? I just don't understand the specifics 
of this committee. 

CHOY: Commissioner Hosaka, this is a surprise to me as much as 
it is to everybody else here, If we're talking about new input of 
information concerning this item before us, I agree with you with 
the tremendous amount of material before us which we have to digest. 
Possibly, if the commission then would look favorably on the indi­
vidual that prepares a presentation to this commission only as an 
input and not as a reopening of the hearing but as an informational 
basis. 

If I'm in order, I would like to make a motion that we permit 
Mr. Carroll to present whatever he has at the present time as input 
to the commission pertaining to this particular item, and it is not 
a public hearing. Will I have that privilege, Mr, Chairman? 

TAKEHARA: I second the motion. 

CHAIRMAN: Dr. Choy, I'm going to call your motion out of order 
at this time . 

CHOY: Fine. 

CHAIRMAN: We're discussing a committee we're going to have. 
If we have this committee set up and the committee wishes to talk 
to whoever might have some ideas, that committee can talk to any 
individual and report back to the commission itself , That should 
cover. 

CHOY: I understand. Then, aren't we setting a new precedent 
at this particular point and time that after the public hearing had 
been closed on any item on the agenda, the commission members will 
then have no privilege in calling forth any new information pertain­
ing to the matter that had been unresolved. 

CHAIRMAN: The commission as a whole, if it wishes, can call on 
any person after the public hearing is closed to answer questions, 
but not to testify any more . The only thing we can do is ask 
questions. 



CHOY: Yes, so Mr , Carroll would be here not as tes timony for 
or against , It's just input on new i nformation that was not made 
available to the commi ssion at the last two hearings , It's under 
this particular single condit i on that I make my move , It is not 
reopening the hearing ne ither is it te s t i mony , It' s just a new 
input of information that was not ava i lable to us . 

CHAIRMAN: What I'm trying to get at is the format i on of the 
committee. If the committee could handle it from that level , I'd 
appreciate it , 

TAKEHARA: Can you r epeat to me the objec tive of this committee? 

CHAIRMAN: I'm asking that this committee be fo r med i n vi ew of 
the fact that we have rece i ved add itional informat i on from Mr , 
Yuasa as well as others , I want this commit tee t o look at this 
report . If they have any questions concerning t he report, t hey 
can go out to Mr , Yuasa and ask h i m que s t ions, 

TAKEHARA: But isn ' t that wha t our rol e was all t he time, to 
operate independently in reading all this mater i al before us, con­
sidering public input and then mak i ng our dec ision wi thi n our own 
conscience for what we feel is the best publi~ welfare . What i s 
the need for this committee? Aren ' t we s uppo se to be dea ling with 
this all on an individual basis a s a commis sioner ? 

CHAIRMAN: Well, let me ask the que s t ion a ga in , what -commissioners 
have done their work? 

TAKEHARA: I prefer - -well, that 's s ub ject i ve, Randy , What do you 
mean what commissioner has done h i s work? 

CHAIRMAN : My feeling is we have not rece i ved enough i nformat i on 
concerning this part icular project , I feel t hat the commi ssioners 
themselves, if we form a committee, c an get more i nformati on rather 
than just sitting here and try i ng to get i nfo r mat ion from others , 

. TAKEHARA: I have a feeling that s ets a precedent with t hi s 
particular application only , We haven't done it with others . 
We've gotten reports, tried to get the fullest type of public 
input from -material s that are given to us and then make our 
own independent dec ision without committees going i nto every appli­
cation that we receive , 

HOSAKA: I think pe r hap s conduct i ng interviews on our own for 
this committee of four and transmit i t to the commission as a whole 
would just be hearsay evidence, It' s j ust paraphrasing what they 
heard from somebody else , I don't th i nk that kind of environment 
would lead to a prudent dec ision , 

TAKEHARA: I agree with Mr , Hosaka , I would pre f er to hear all 
of that right here in fron t of the public , 

eno
of 
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TAKEHARA: I thought these meetings were open meet ings, where 
the public although they may not be able to testify can si t and be 
part ·of whatever goes on amongst us. 

CHAIRMAN: That's very true, Commissioner Takehara . I .think 
whatever the commission find s will be made public record because 
they must report to the commis si on as a whole . 

TAKEHARA: Why can ' t it be done before us? 

CHAIRMAN: We can still do that. 

Commissioner Choy? 

M 0 T I 0 N 

CHOY: Mr. Chairman, would I be in order that t he commissioners 
here take a vote on the Chairman's s ugge stion t hat we form a 
special committee to make an indepth study of this particular 
Police/Fire facility. 

TAKEHARA: I second the mot i on . 

CHAIRMAN: Okay. It 's been moved and 
had enough discussion . 

s econded . I think we've 

Commissioner Wikum? 

WIKUM: 
committee? 

Are you asking t his committee to be a fact-finding 

CHAIRMAN : Yes. 

TAKEHARA: Why can't this fact finding be done ri ght here? 
Whoever is available a s a resource can come and pre sent to all of 
us as individuals as well as the public who's sit ting. 

CHAIRMAN: Becaus e t hat is some t hing we have tried and it 
always happens that after a meet i ng, there 's a lot of que s t i ons--

TAKEHARA: Are we go i ng to do this with every appl i cation? 

CHAIRMAN: And the questions do not come only from the commis­
sion members themselve s but we have also received letters from 
the public showing concern. 

TAKEHARA: I fe~l like we 're s ett i ng a precedent. 

DUKE: Mr. Chai rman, may I i n terject a li ttle t hought here. 
As long as I've been on t he commission which has heen about a year 
and a half, we have neve r made any dec ision other than right here 
at the table. However, we do homework and I do ask questions. I 
do try to find out information but I bring that i nformation here 
in order to make dec isions. I see nothing wrong, r eally, whether 
it be a committee of four or a committee of the whole t o r eally dig 
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down into this to see if we can't solve i t some way or o ther. I 
don't believe we're setting any precedent by information be obtained 
and digested and presented. No decis ion will ever be made and will 
not be made in this cas e . 

To get on to the tangent of setting precedent, I don't think that's 
proper right now. I don't think we are setting a precedent. We're 
trying to do a job and do it in the best way possible . 

TAKEHARA: I agree with you. But, I always thought my role 
h~re was to be part of a decision-making body to make recommenda­
tions in an open meeting. 

DUKE: Well, how much plainer can I state it? I don 't know. 

TAKEHARA: Well, we can independently make our decision . 

CONNELL: Mr . Chairman, perhaps I can clarify something in 
terms of precedent. The establishment of special committees by 
the Planning Commission is not a new precedent. Though this 
commission in the last couple of years has not done this, it was 
a regular procedure by former commissions on such things as the 
capital improvement budget, the Hawaii Cap i tal District and many 
other issues which have come before the Planning Commission i n 
the past. In your Parliamentary Rules you will find under Rule 4: 
Committees may be established among the appointed and ex -officio 
members as necessary to the business of the commission. In terms 
of precedent, you are not establishing a precedent. You are simply 
following one which has long been established. 

HOSAKA: How much good was the formation of these committees 
for these projects you just ment ioned? Did they come in with any 
kind of recommendation 
it fairly presented? 

or just findings of fact? If they did, was 

CONNELL: The word fairly I'm a little bothered with . It's 
a little subjective kind of - -

HOSAKA: Well, fairly in that you know t here 's an i mpasse, 
4 to 3. I think the Chairman has been fair in appointing people 
that are for and against, 2 for and 2 aga i nst, at least that's 
what they voted the last time. That's what I mean by fa i rly . 

CONNELL: I think it would be possible if the committee spent 
some time looking at the full study which had been done on this 
which could only be presented to the commission in a synopsis form. 
The committee would at least have a better understanding of the 
criteria which are used for site selection, some of the areas which 
have already been investigated and proved not to be possible. There 
is more evidence that can be brought up . 

There is another area which I was go i ng to mention prior to the 
Chairman's action. In discussions with Corporation Counsel, we 
have become somewhat concerned because the Planning Commission does 
make a decision on special use permits that the commission falls 
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under the Administrat ive Procedures Act of the Hawaii Revised 
Statutes . The commission at the pres ent time does not have rules 
of procedure which qualify under the Administrative Procedures Act. 
In discussing this with Corporation Counsel just before this meeting, 
it is their opinion at this time the commission should have rules 
regarding special use permit s t hat do qualify under APA . I would 
have suggested prior to the Chairman 's action, if I have the oppor­
tunity, that action be deferred on that until the commission does 
adopt such rules. 

TAKEHARA: I agree with this fact finding business and having 
the best kind of input so we can have a very thorough investigation. 
I disagree with the synopsis idea . I'd like it t o be right here and 
tell us in front of the public what they have to offer. 

DUKE: Mr. Chairman, if my s ugge s tion t hat we have a workshop 
with the commission as a whole is ob jectionable, I see no reason 
not to withdraw that suggestion. As far as the commission as a 
whole finding out the facts right here before the public, that's 
the only way we can operate . We couldn 't do it otherwise whether 
we had a workshop befo re or not. However, I believe there is a 
motion on the floor, 

HOSAKA: Before we consider the motion, I would go along ~ith 
the idea that if any investigation be done it be done by the 
commission of the whole with some le g work done by i ndividual 
commissioners to be inputted in terms of having people readily 
available as to who they talked wi th in our proposed workshop so 
that everything can be clear all at one time. 

CHAIRMAN : That's exactly why I'm saying we form a committee 
so we can all go i n and talk to the individual s, 

AMENDMENT TO MOTION 

CHOY: Mr. Cha irman, as make r of the mot ion I will amend my 
motion to include t he commission as a whole. 

DUKE: What was your mot i on? 

CHOY: My motion was to move in favor of the Cha irman 's recom­
mendation of the four named commissioners to head a committee to 
study the training facility comprehensively. My amendment is to 
include the commis si on as a whole rather than t he four appointed 
members by the Chairman . 

TAKEHARA : Where does the public fit i n ? 

CHOY: My feeling on this, Commissioner Takehara, is after we 
have completed our study then i n an open hearing such as this we 
can make our decis ion, At that time, the findings we had concluded 
will be discussed before action is taken. 

CHAIRMAN: Does the maker of the second agree to the amendment? 

Maybe we should have the secretary read the motion . 
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HOSAKA: To save some time, I believe your motion was to call 
for a vote on whether we should have a committee of four or a 
committee of the commission. Your motion was not, originally, to 
accept the Chairman's suggestion for the committee of four . 
MOTION WITHDRAWN 

CHOY: Mr. Chairman, the maker of the motion withdraws. 

TAKEHARA: I withdraw. 

CHAIRMAN: Okay, as ,stated earlier, the Chair will declare this 
matter ~eferred, and rather than having the committee of four, we 
will have the seven members look into this fact finding . 

HOSAKA: Mr. Chairman, can we be a little more specific , If 
it's agreeable to you, I ' d like to suggest to the Chair that he 
also include my point about we conducting our own i nvestigation or 
leg work as you called it, and invite the people that we did talk 
with that had pertinent information, including the Waipahu Commu­
nity Association as well as city agencies so that we can all gather 
them together in a workshop . 

CHAIRMAN: That will be the prerogative of the committee. It's 
up to the committee if they want to call those people in, 

HOSAKA: Are you agreeing with me then? 

CHAIRMAN: Yes, as long as we go into the fact finding i n 
.bringing out · the new information. What I'm saying is this committee 
is not limited to the City and County people . They can go out and 
ask questions to whomever they want to but they must do it as a 
committee of the whole. 

HOSAKA: Did you mention a time on this ? 

CHAIRMAN: One month. 

HOSAKA : Correct me if I'm wrong. In one month, we are to 
investigate and invite people whoever they may be that have perti ­
nent information for a workshop one month from now. 

CHAIRMAN: I would expect the committee to come out with some 
kind of report at the end of one month. It's during that one 
month the committee will be doing the work. 

HOSAKA: What committee are you referring to? 

CHAIRMAN: The fact - finding committee. 

HOSAKA: You mean the commission of seven members , 

CHAIRMAN: Yes, 

·HOSAKA: Well, I'd like to make a motion then i f i t 's in order, 
unless again--I don't quite understand . I'm trying to ask you some 
questions so I can clarify in my ow~ mind what you want to do, 
Let's ·say two weeks from now we do the leg work and perhaps have a 

- 8 -



.J'"' I ' 

workshop, and then one month from now we pass a decision . 

CHAIRMAN : That's correct. During the one month, it's up to 
the commis~ion to decide on their own after r eading whatever 
material they have now, if they have any questions, they can talk 
to whomever they want to. In other words, we don't have to call a 
special meeting like this to go fact finding. It will be up to 
you comm·issioners, 

HOSAKA: And all to be thrashed out in a workshop. 

CHAIRMAN : If you want a workshop we can dQ it, 

HOSAKA : When do you want this workshop? 

CHAIRMAN: That 1 s up to the com~ission, as long as they can do 
it within a month's period. See, I'm giving the commissioners 
some flexibility whereby they don it have to say we've got to meet 
next week Wednesday. I want to give them time to read whatever 
material they have, if they have any questions, they can all decide 
among themselves whether we want a workshop or not, if you do want 
a workshop who we want to call at the workshop, 

HOSAKA : May I make a more specific suggestion, Mr. Chairman, 
that in two weeks or thereabouts we have a workshop in bringing all 
these testifiers, and in four weeks have this all out in an open 
public hearing and then arrive at a decision. Is that agreeable to 
you? 

CHAIRMAN : Not in a public hearing. 

HOSAKA : I mean at this regular commission meeting, 

CHAIRMAN : Right. 

CHOY: Mr. Chairman, there's a concerned ci tizen here who I 
think has gone through grea t lengths in preparing some material. 
May I ask, would this individual be permitted to attend the work­
shop and present his presentation. 

DUKE : He already knows. 

CHOY: Mr. Carroll, when the workshop is actually scheduled, 
will you come? 

RESPONSE FROM AUDIENCE : Yes, 

CHOY: Will you leave your phone number and address with the 
secretary? 

RESPONSE FROM AUDIENCE : Yes. 

HOSAKA : Mr . Chairman, I don't think the commission knows this 
Mr. Carroll, Could Commiss ioner Choy tell us who Mr, Carroll is, 
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just real short, his name and what he 's going to do? 

CHOY: Commissioner Takehara has mo re of that information than 
do. 

TAKEHARA: The results of our last meeting were published in 
the newspaper. The articl~ discussed the whole issue and mentioned 
my name. It was the only name listed . Mr. Carroll read that 
article in the paper and didn ' t know who to contact as far as his 
input was to go to. The Office of Information and Complaint tele­
phoned me at school and told me that he did have an alternative 
site available . He is with the General Aviat ion Council of Hawaii , 
At that time what I did was--great, we all feel t here is a critical 
need for this facility. It 's the location we ' re quest ioning. I 
referred this call to Ernest Yuasa i n the City. He also wanted to 
know if he could come and be present at the next commission hearing. 
The public is invited to come . That's the reason he's here . 

CHAIRMAN: Do we have everything clear? 

(NO RESPONSE) 

CHAIRMAN: The matter is deferred for one month . 

UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
PUBLIC HEARING 
CZC AMENDMENT 

The public hearing of February 26 , 1975 
was kept open and deferred for notification 
to all hillside community associations and 

MEASUREMENT OF for more information from the Department 
HEIGHT OF STRUCTURES of Land Ut i l ization. On March 12, 1975 
FILE #L&R/CZC/1975 -2 ) action was deferred for lack of a quorum 

vote . 

Dis cussion followed. 

CHOY: Mi . Chairman, the only objection I have as far as the 
height is concerned would be on item C of the proposed ordinance 
which would restrict the residential area. If item C could be 
deleted, I would change my vote to an affirmative vote for the 
Director's recommendation" 

DUKE: If I recall correctly during discus sion on t his mat t er, 
this same suggestion was made and staff at that time explained to 
us that would either be impossible or would defeat the whole motion. 
Maybe we could ask staff at this time what their opinion would be on 
item C. 

ENG: I believe staff has reviewed the s ugge stion and t he 
Director of Land Utilization is confirming his report that is , 
i nclusion of item C. I might suggest, if the , Commission should 
disagree, that they might make another recommendation t hat the 
bill be adopted without item C. The Department of Land Ut i lization 
has reviewed the circumstances and feels that the i nclusion of item 
C would be in the best interest of the publ ic. 
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HOSAKA : Today is April 2nd since - -and we just got the minutes 
here. Commissioner Choy, possibly you could refresh our memory 
just briefly, about your objection to C. 

CHOY: I think if we 1 re going to defer the minutes, I would 
like to defer my comment s on section C. I really see no reason, 
Commissioner Hosaka, my contention was why involve the small property 
owner who actually owns a small property of 5,000+ square feet to 
such a stringent type of control. I know that the Director spoke
of the increase in height would be a trade off with the increase 
in space in a yard. When you have a small piece of property and 
the continuation of your property is probably a narrow and long 
one, that doesn't give the independent homeowner much of an arm­
space to build or rebuild. This is my contention. 

Commissioner Hosaka, you s hould realize living on a hill yourself 
some of your neighbors will be in a highly precarious situation 
if their homes should burn down . If they were to reconstruct, 
they'll have to appear before the Department of Land Utilization 
and there'd be an entire new procedure to ask for a zoning variance. 
I think this is unfair . 

HOSAKA: Commissioner Choy, I thought we had that cleared up in 
that we were assured from DLU that there wouldn't be that much of 
a hassle. In other words, it wouldn't be a big thing in order to 
rebuild not an entirely different structure but rather a similar 
structure on that land. I think your main contention is replacement 
of the home, whether that person would be required under the new 
ordinance to go through a lot of rigmarole and you want to cut that 
out. But, my question to you is i n trying to remember what DLU--I 
thought they satisfied us by saying that a s an individual homeowner 
that kind of rigmarole would not occur. In other words, they would 
just get a simple cert ificate or whatever they need i n order to 
rebuild on that land exactly the same struc t ure that burned down. 
Correct me if I'm wrong. 

CHOY: I respect your recalling what t he Director of Land 
Utilization had di scussed with us ; however, as far as I'm concerned , 
his explanation still leaves a tremendous question i n my mind. I 
hope you ' could respect that also. 

HOSAKA: I do, I just wanted to clarify in my own mind whether 
you remembered, and I remembered correctly. 

CHOY: Yes. 

CHAiRMAN: .I feel we 1 ve had enough discussion, What is the 
pleasure of the Commi ssion? Commissioner Duke? 

M 0 T I 0 N 

DUKE: I move that we accept the Director's recommendation. 

HOSAKA : Second. 
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CHAIRMAN: It's been moved and secondedo Further discussion? 
All those in favor of the mot i on, raise your right hand o 

(The motion failed to carryo) 

AYES - Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya, Wikum 
NAYES - Choy, Takehara 
ABSENT - Kahawaiolaa 

A C T I 0 N 

DUKE: Mro Chairman, if I counted the votes correctly, there 
was 4 for it and 2 agains t i t, therefo
rules of procedure, I now move that we 
Council with no recommendation o 

re another i mpasse . 
send this to the City 

By our 

CHAIRMAN : Do we have a second? 

HOSAKA: Second o 

CHAIRMAN: Discussion? 
your right hando 

All those in favor of the motion, raise 

(The motion carriedo) 

AYES 
NAYES 
ABSENT 

- Choy, Duke, Hosaka, 
- None 
- Kahawa i olaa 

Kamiya, Takehara, Wikum 

UNFI HED BUSINESS The public hearing held March 12, 1975 
CONDI ONAL USE PERMIT closed and action deferred for a r epre ­
(PARKIN RESIDENTIAL sentative of the State Department of 

AREA TO SUPP HOTEL Transportation to appear and exp l ain 
IN H-1 RESORT - HO what i s being done about c learing the 
DISTRICT OF SAME LO culvert o 
PUNALUU 
W &C, LTD . Tetsuo Harano, Chi ef, Highways Division, 
(FILE # 7 S/CUP- 2) Sta Department of Transportation was 

questio d by the Commiss i ono 

CHAIRMAN: I believe we th is problem before 
about clearing the culvert o 

HARANO: Yeso 

CHAIRMAN: And as I unde r stand fr om one had 
received, there might be poss i bly someth i ng 

HARANO: The problem that we run i nto related t o that cul 
i s due to the restricted maintenance manpower that we have when 
our Hauula crew ass i gned to the maintenance of that section covere , 
the area from Haleiwa to Kahekili Highway . Also, based on the 
manpower phrase i~posed on our maintenance program, our normal 
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