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•• SUMMARY SHEET . 

FIRE AND POLICE JOINT TRAINING FACILITY 

' ' 
( } Draft (X} Final Environmental Impact 

Responsible Office: Building Department, City and County of Honolulu 

Name of Action: ( ) State (X) Federal and State 
( ) Federal ( ) Legislative 

I. · Description of Action (Brief Statement) 

1. Environmental Impact: The construction of a joint training 
facility for the Honolulu Fire and Police Departments on an 
un-used portion of land adjacent to Waipahu Incinerator. The 
facility will have training exercises resulting in airborne emis­
sions (smoke), and noise emissions (gunfire, fire trucks, 
helicopter, dogs, and automobiles). . 

2. Adverse Environmental Effects: Potentially adverse effects 
include smoke emissions and gunfire noise. 

3: Alternatives: Alternatives to the propo.sed facility include: 
a) No facility, b) Utilization of ex.i sting private, public, or 
niifita.ry facilities, or c) Construction of separate facilities. 
The evaluation of eight alternative sites "l?ased on criteria 
establish the proposed· site as the best location. 
Alternative means of minimizing or eliminating . adverse effects 
are available, and in certain instances, will be utilized. 

4. Short-term Benefits vs Long-term Benefits: The proposed train­
ing facility will result in . both short and long term benefits to · 
the Waipahu Community and to the City and County of Honolulu. 

5. Commitments of Natural Resources: A slightly greater use of 
water which will be retrievable. A long-term commitment of 15 
acres of un-u sed land. An irretrievable commitment of labor 
and materials for the planning, design, and construction of the 
proposed faciHty. 

6. Economic and Social Analysis: There are both economic and 

• 
social bencfits through the construction of the facility. Social 
benefits will outweigh economic benefits. There are no econo- , 
mic or soc Lal non-benefits. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

The proposed project is a joint training facility for the Fire 

and Police Departments of the City anq County of Honolulu. It is 

intended to provide all of the facilities needed by the respective 

departments for the training of both recruits and in-service fire­

fighters and law-enforcement officers. It is being planned to satisfy 

the two departments' training needs for the next twenty years (1975 

to 199 5). 

The total project will occupy approximately fifteen (15) acres 

of land owned by the City and County of Honolulu in an area imme­

diately mauka of the existing Waipahu Incinerator (T.M.K. 9-3-02: 

Portion of -9). H is bordered on the west by .Waipahu. Depot Road, 

and on the east by th~ T~d Makalena" Municipal Golf Course. . The 

mauka ooundary of the project is adjacent· to an· unimproved open area, 

and will be determined by the fifteen acre area allotment. (See 

Location Map, Figure 1 and Tax Map, Figure 2). 

The project will include the following: 1) Administration/Class.:. 

room Building, 2) Gymnasium, 3) Training Pool, 4) Outdoor Fire-training· 

area with a Fire-Training Building, 5) Radiological Building, 6) Firing 

Range, 7) Canine-Training Building, 8) Driver-Training Course, 
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9) Drill Field with a 1-ielicopter landing pad, and 10) a parking area. 

A graphic presentation of the focility ls shown in Appendix F including 

building heights, areas and projected personnel capacity. 

The goal of the proposed facility is to provide a complete 

training complex whiGh will accommodate and encourage, both 

presently and in· the future, ~he development of all possible know­

ledge and techniques of the training of firefighter.s and law-enforce­

ment officers. In order to achieve this goal, the facility has to 

meet the following objectives: 

1. Centralization of all the various types of training faci...; 

litles . (i. e Classroom SI gymnasium I firing range)•o 

This would a) reduce the amount of wasted · travel time 

between separated faciliti;es 1 , b) eliminate s~heduling 

an.d logistical problems inherent in separated facilities, 

c) enable the sharing of certain types of facilities by 

both the Fire and Police Departments (i.e. classrooms, 

training pool, driver training coun:e), d) enable joint 

fire and police training exercises to simulate actual . 

emergency situations where both firefighters and police 

officers cooperate as a team. 

2. Adequate amount and proper type of training facilities. 

This would: a) Reduce the presently overcrowded class­

room conditions of the Police Department, b) Eliminate 
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usage of public and private facilities {i.e. Koko Head 

Fifing Range, Manoa Recreational Pool, Hawaii Raceway 

Park), c) Provide necessary simulated conditions of any 

situations which firefighters and police officers may 

. . · ~ 

experience (such as heat and flame exposure), d) Assume 

the safety of all : new and in-service trainees during 

training exercises. 

3. Flexibility of the different types of training facilities to 

accommodate the development and execution of new types 

of firefighting and law-enforcement ·techniques. This 

would ·assure the long-term capacity of the facility to 

serve any future trafning techniques which may be deveJoped. 

Both the Honolulu Fire and Police Departments have needed this 

joint training facility for many years. The inad~quacie s, problems, 

and effects of the present training conditions of these Departments 

have been documented in a Report writt~n earlier by this consultant2: 

The Honolulu City Council, recognizing this need, appropriated funds-

· in 1970 to begin the acquisition of land, planning, design, and 

construction of this joint training facility. A study of the current 

and future needs of the training programs of the two depurtments3 , 

and an extensive evaluation of possible alternatives sites have 

resulted in the selection of the proposed Waipahu site. It is to this 

proposed site which this environmental impact statement is addressed. 
'. ·· 
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II. EXISTING CHARACTE~ISTICS 

A. Physical Characteristics 

The pro_posed site for the training facility is a 15 acre portion 

of an approximately 100 acre area desig~ated for public ' facility use. 

It is a flat, low-lying area with existing grade elevations averaging 

approximately 4 feet above sea lev.el. Portions of the site which He 

below sea level are constantly inundated due to' the high. water table 

in the area. There are no unique physical features to the site. The 

use cf the ·area as rice ponds, and its subsequent use as a silting 

basin until 1962, have significantly altered th·e original marshy char.:. 

acteristics of the site. 

·Ash and refuse residue from the adjacent · City and County In-

cinerator may be utilized ·to fill and .raise the. elevat.ion .of the exist.- .. 

lng ash/refuse landfill to eliminate the problem of tidal and riverine 
' 

flooding. A master grading plan has been prepared of the Waipahu 

Refuse and Incinerator Ash Disposal Site for the City ·and County of· 

Honolulu Building Department. . This master grading plan includes the 

area west of the proposed Fire-Police Training Facility site to the 

shores of West Loch. 4 

The soll in the area has been classified by the State Land 

Study Bureau as Class E (lowest of all classes A to E). This indi-

cates its undesirability for any agricultural type of usage. This 

.' ·' 
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class lficatlon is prlmarlly due to three factors: a) High salt content 

of the soll, b) High water table of the area, and c) Marshland condi-

tlons which have been alleviated somewhat by its use as a silting 

basin. 

Test borings taken in the adjacent ·area (for the incinerator) · 

show firm red silty clay down to sea level; soft° gray silty clay mixed 

with fine . gravel, decayed vegetation, coral and shell fragments bet-

ween sea level and twenty feet below sea level; soft gray silty clay 

graduating to a hard brown silty clay between twenty feet and 100 

feet below sea level. These findings confirm. the original marshy 

· · conditions and the later silting operations. 

The .atmospheric conditions are as follows: a) Rainfall: 25 

inches. annual a'verage; monthly average . between 1-3 inches I b)' 

o · Temperature: . 73. 8 degrees Fahrenheit a~nual average; r~nge: 65 -

83°, c) Wind velocity: 10 miles per hour aver.age 75% of time, d) 
. . . . . 

Wind direction: from the . Northeast~ 75% of the time. 

The atmospheric quality in the area i's affected by several 

factors such as the incinerator whfch operates on a daily .basis, the 

sugar cane mill, the. industrial types of operations, and the H-1 

Freeway mauka of Waipahu. The constant tradewinds in the area 

tend to alleviate this atmospheric condition quite significantly . . 

.. 
.~ .~· 
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The proposed site ls bordered on the mauka side by a low-lying 

marshy area similar to the subject site (See Figure 1). .Approximately 

one-fourth of a mile beyond ·thls area ls the edge of a llght industrial/ 

residential area. It ls bordered on the Honolulu side by the Ted 

Makalena Municipal Golf Course, the makai side by the Waipahu 

Incinerator, and on the Ewa side by Waipahu Depot Road and · the 
' . 

dumping/l~ndfill area. 

B. Biological Factors 

On March 8, 1974, . Dr • .Horace Clay, PhD. Horticulture, a 

.faculty member at Leeward Oahu Community C91lege I was taken to 

ldentify all plant materials. His findings are as follows: a) .All of 

the existing plant materials are exotic to Hawaii and may . all be 

considered weeds. b) The shrubs · appear to be between 5 to 10 

years old. The trees (only Kiawe) appear to he 20 to 25 years old. 

They can all be considered relatively young plant material. c) Noth-

lng significant or worth saving exists on the site. With ~he possiI:le 

exception of several shallow rooted Kiawe trees, they could all be I 
I 
I

removed from the site and new landscaping brought ln. .A list of l' 
' I 
Ithe plant materials identified on the site may be found in Appendix I 
I 
l 

A of this EIS. 
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C. Land Use 

With the .exception of some incinerator resldue and refuse around 

Lts fringes, the subject land ls not presently being used for any pur-

poses. ~ central portion of the slte Ls cleared where a utility ease-

ment and lines (from the mill to the canefields on Waipio Peninsula) 

cross the site in a mauka-makai direction. · These would have to . be 

relocated along Wa ipahu Depot Road. 

The State Land Use Designation for this area ls Agticulture. As. 

·indicated previously, the soil type does not make i.t ·d~~ir.able for 

agricultural purposes and a State Land Use Sp_ecial Perm.it is now 

being processed to allow the construction of the proposed facility. 

The present City and County Zoning of the parcel is AG-I, 

under which the proposed public facility is a permitted use. 

. . . 
The Oahu General Plan designates this .area for .Public Facility 

use. This indicates the appropriateness of the 
' 

proposed facility in 

terms of the comprehensive long-range plan for the area. 

D. Cultural and Social Factors 

. The existing cultural and social factors may be investigated in 

four categories: a) Recreation, b) Aesthetics and Human Interest, 

c) Social Status, and d) Demography. Since there is no existing 

population on . the proposed site or in the immediately surrounding 

" ..-.· 
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area, all of these factors will be discussed at the larger scale of 

the Waipahu area, and where applicable, the County-wide area. 

The existing recreational facilities of the Waipahu area total 

approximately 223 acres (See Figure 3). These consist of the Ted 

Makalena Municipal Golf Course (200 acres), Waipahu District Park 

(15 acres), Hans L'Orange Field (4 acres), and the Honowai Play-

ground (4 acres). Additional facilities presently in the planning 

stages consist of the Waipahu Garden Park {40 acres), 80% of which · 

has already' been acquired by the City and County to establish this 
. . . 

Botanical/Cultural type of facility depicting the former Plantation 

Lifestyle, and a neighborhood park (4 acres) between the mauka_ edge. 

of W_aipahu Town and H-1 ·Freeway to serve the residential develop-

ment planned for that area • 

. In addition, the . Department of Recreation. _is . investigating the 

potential of establishing a major Regional Park . on the Waipio 

Peninsula to serve th.e lower Central Oahu area. Although, th ls 

possibility does not appear feasible at this time due to the use of 

that land by the Navy, Oahu Sugar Co., and the City and County 

(as ash-disposal site), it has been indicated that the proposed train-

lng facility would ·not adversely affect or hinder the development 

of . this Regional Park. This is due to the following reasons: a) The 

proposed facility is not located along the shoreline which Ls consider-

ed prime land for recreational facilities, b) It is not adjacent to the 
· ' 

." ··' 
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residential areas, which means that the area between the proposed 

facllity and the. residential area could be developed _for p:irk usage 

to serve the immedlate residents in that area, c) There l.s a large 

amount ot area on the Peninsula (1900' acres), of which 15 acres 

fQr the proposed training facility is an insignificant amount, d) The 

major portion of the proposed facility will be large, open, landscaped 

areas, which would make lt similar to any recreational type of deve-

lopment. e) Any. adverse conditions such as open burning exercises 

can be scheduled to respect periods of highest park use such as 

weekends and holidays. Training exercises c~m be held. when trade-

wind conditions are directed towards Pearl Harbor West Loch, thereby 

minimizing the impact of smoke. The effect of this smoke upon 

future recreational facilities at West Loch wiil have less of an im-

pact than over the residential areas in the opposite direction. 

It appears, therefore, that the proposed tiaihing facility would 

· have negligible impact on the recreational facilities in the . area due .to: 

a) the already adequate amount of existing and planned facilities in 

the area, and b) the long-range development of the major Regional 

Park, which would not be hindered by this proposal. 
.· 

The site of the proposed training facility ls in an area which 

does not possess any significant aesthetic or human interest quality. 

As stated earlier, the ·area is presently a neglected flat area used 

.. ·. 
........ 
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as a disposal area for refuse and incinerator residue. Its original 

marshland characteristic has been modified significantly through 

slltatlon and refuse disposal. The plant material which has developed 

since the siltation is exotic, relatively young, and may be considered 

as "weed" types. 

There ·are no specific historical or archaelogical significances 
. . 

on the proposed sit~ or in the immediate surrouJ?-ding_ area. 5 . Ho~ever, · 

Pearl Harbor in general is considered a National Historic Distr-ict due . 

to its unique role in World War II. The Fire-Police Training Facility 

· will have no effect on the natural function of the harbor, . on the 

operations of the naval base and due to the lack of specific sites 

of historical or archaeological significance· in the immediate area, the . . 

project site is not eligible for inclus ion on the National or the Hawaii 

Register. of HLstoric Places. 6 . 

In terms of the County-wide community, however, the Waipio 

Peninsula does offer potentially significant aesthetic and human 

interest opportunities, since it is one of the few publicly-accessible 

areas to Pearl Harbor. This opportunity, however, is not presently · 

realized due to several reasons including military restrictions, un-

attractive polluted waters, · and the neglected shorelines along this 

waterway. Future developments such as the major Regional Park being 

.. 
... .~ · 
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investigated by the Department of Recreation could reverse this 

present situation and result in giving this area a significant aesthetic 

· and human interest quality which ·it now lacks. 

In terms of the social and demographic factors, Lt is appropriate 

. to .consider these at the County level due . to the community-wide 

significance of the proposed training facility. 

The population of the City and County of Honolulu (presently 

650, 000) has experienced a tremendous rate of growth within the past · 

decade. Furthermore, projections by various agencies for different 

_purposes (DPED, Dept. of General Planning) all indicate that this rate 

of growth can be expected to continue for the next few decades (un-
. . 

less drastic measures are taken) I . and can' also be expected ta result 

in increased densities. Both of these factors will undoubtedly have 

significant impacts upon the social lifestyles and well-being of the 

population. Effects such as overcrowding, pollution problems, housing · 

crlse.s, transportation woes, increased crimes, etc. have already b~en 

· felt and can be expected to continue until solution·s through legislative 

actions, governmental services, and public attitudes, etc. can be 
I 

found. · It is in this social and demographic context that the proposed 

training facility must be viewed and analyzed as to its effects upon 

the County-wide community. 

.. 
, c• 
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E. Ecological · Relationshlps 

. . 

Detailed ·investigatlons have indicated no significant or threaten-

ed ecological relationships existing on the ·proposed facility site. 

The relatively young age of the plant material on the slte, and the 

soll characteristics .through test borings indicated that the existing 

characteristics of the area ?re the results of relatively recent develop-

ments which ·modified the original landscape. 

Two Federal Wildlife Refuges are located approximately 2 miles 

to the east and west of the proposed training site. The east slte 

on Pearl City Peninsula is 24. 5 acres and the· west site at Honouliuli 

ls 36. 6 acres. Both of these refuges which include ponds and nest-

ing areas, guard two endangered species of waterfowl, the Alaekeokeo 

(Hawaiian Coot) and the Aeo (Hawaiian Stilt). These birds also feed on 

the mudflats near the mouth of Kapakahi Str~am. 7 State Fish and 

· Game Officials see no adverse effects · to these birds resulting from · 

the proposal facility. See Figure 4. 

Pearl Harbor West Loch has been designated Class AA waters 

by the State of Hawaii Department of Health. Since pollution to these 

. · •waters must b.e kept to an absolute minimum, all surface runoff from 

the proposed facility will be channeled to encourage percolation • 

•-A . " ' 

-15-



• 

.. 

,;,~ 
~
 . ·; 

.. ----~---'i 
.., ~·~~;::.:;.-;... ·.''.:·:· .. 

U.l 
lL

 

. -~ 

.f ~ 

-1
6

-
.I 

! I 



I 

r 
I 
j 

I 

I 

III. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 

A. Airborne Emissions 

The. airborne emissions generated at· the site will be from I 
two primary sources: a) Exhaust emissions from internal com- I 

bustion engines of the automobiles and fire trucks, and b) Smoke 

from fire training burning. exercises. 
·1 
' In terms of internal combustion engines, the actual daily 

training exercises will involve two police pursuit cars operating 

periodically and a maximum of six fire trucks (3 in the ·morni,ng 

. and 3 in the afternoon) for a total of five vehicles · potentially 

operating simultaneously. The exhaust emissions from these training 

vehicles can be expected to be negligible. · 

The police driver training roadway consists of a network of 

"minor streets" for traffic control and accident investigation. Thes~ 

streets will be similar to typical paved city streets with i_ntersectio~s, 

sidewalks and fire hydrants. A longer, straight "major street" will be 

used for accelerated pursuit training. 

In addition, there will be approximately 100-150 automobiles 

parked on the site during the average training day. These will be 

primarily private automobile~ of trainees, training officers and admi-

nistrntors, instructors, and visitors. Since most of the circulation 

within the site will be pedestrial, it can ·be expected that these .. 
.....v 
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automobiles will be operated. primarily during the mornings and 

afternoons for commuting purposes. Therefore, the exhaust 

emissions from these vehicles would not occur for any prolonged 

. . 
period. Also, the emissions from these private automobiles are 

regulated by the Federal Exhaust Emission Standards. 

Burning will occur at .the facility as an integral part of the 

training drills in order to give the trainees · actual exposure to heat · 

and flames. These burning exercises will be involved in three types 

of facilities: a) Fire Training Building, b) Concrete slab and pit, 

and c) X-mas Tree. The eight-story Fire Trai"ning ·Building will have 

a series of valve-controlled natural gas pipes, which will be ignited 

in the interior of the building. Wood and oil fires will also be 

ignited in this building to simulate the full range of ·fire types and 

situations. .The resulting smoke from these exercises will be _con-

tained within the building and can be released slowly to minimize 

the amount of dense emissions. The average exercise will take 

approximately a total of five minutes from the time of ignition to 

total extinguishment. 

The concrete slab and pit (a raised concrete slab and a con...: 

crete depression), and the X-mas tree (a series of gas pipes protruding 

from the ground) will have oil, gasoline, and other fires ignited to 

simulate gas and oil leak s , debris fires, automobile fires, etc. 

.. 
:' .. ~ 
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These exercises will consist of a · 15 second pre-btirn stage followed 

by a 40 second extinguishment stage for a total duration of approxi-

matcly one minute. The projected m~ximum frequency of all of these 

burning exercises is six drills per day • . 

The total duration of these sinoke producing fire.:...training exercises, 

including the fire-training building, will be approximately 36 minutes 

of an eight hour training day; of which approxi~ately 6 minutes will 

be actual open burning. 

During the course of a training day it is expected that a maximum 

of five gallons of diesel oil and 5 gallons of gaso)ine will be utilized 

. -
in a mixed solution. The amount of fuel consumed will vary according to 

.· the time required to extinguish the fire in each separate drill. 8 

Areas around and between the ·fire training building, concrete 

slab, pit and X-mas tree will be ·paved for the operations of vehicles 

and equipment. Training exercises will be conducted with strict 

adherence to Fire Department safety procedures and all burning exercises 

will be concentrated in one particular area of the site. 

Since open burning is permitted by State .law only for agricultural 

purpose~, a variance must be oj;)tain~d for tJ-ie Fire-Police _Training · 

Facility. This variance procedure would required approxir:nately two 

months and would include: a) The variance application, b) Review by 

.. 
•41.• '' 
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the Pollution Investi~ution and Enforcement Branch, State Department 

of Health, c) A public hearing thirty· days after a notice is given, 

d) A decision by the Director of the State Department of Health, 

e) If the decision .i.s favorable, further approval is required by the 

· 9Federal Environmental Protection Agency, Region 9. 

In addition to water, :three types of extinguishing agents will 

be used by the Fire Department for these bu~ning drills: 

a. Carbon Dioxide Extinguisher: an inert gas, heavier than air, 

which will dilute the oxygen content of the .air to . a point at 

.which there is insufficient oxygen to su.pport _'combustion. It . 

is non-toxic in open air conditions and dissipates rapidly~ 

b. Light Water: an aqueous film-forming foam that floats on oil 

fires and smothers the flame. It meets the requirement of 

MIL-F-24385 specifications for fire extinguishing agents, is 

manufactured by the 3M Company, and is a very quick acting 

· agent. It is water soluble, biodegradeable, and non-toxic~ The 

3M Company declined to .release its ·chemical composition, 

which is a trade secret.· 

c. Hi-Expansion or Protein Foam: a fluid suspension of air or gas 

in the form of small bubbles. It is used for combatting flammable 

liquid fires in three ways: 1) excluding ·air or oxygen, 2) elimi-

nating vapor release, and 3) separating the flame from the fuel 

-2 n-
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surface. The manufacturer (National Foam Systems, Inc.) 

indicated that proper usage of the foam would eliminate 

smoke and combustion bi-p~oducts from entering the at-

mo sphere. The protein base type concentrates are prl-

marily hydrolyzed protein, freezing point depressant, and 

organic and inorganic stabilizers. The foam is no_n-toxic, 

biod~gradable and contains no phosphates, lead, mercury, 

or other materials identified as contaminants or pollutants. 

The manufacturer declined to release the spe~ific chemical 

composition. IO 

. . 

The purpose of these foam extinguishing agents is to smother· 

the fire. They do not combine with the fuel, ·but instead prevent 

oxygen from combining with the superheated vapor, thereby elimi-

nating combustion. Thus, no airborne pollutants can be expected 

from the application of these foam extinguishing agents to the fires. 

It should be pointed out again that all emissions from these 
. . . . 

burning exercises may be permitted after a variance ls processed 

thro.ugh the State Department of Health and The Environmental Protection 

Agency. In addition, to avoid any adverse environmental. impcict of 

any air-borhe emissions upon any residential are·as (which are upwind 

of the proposed facility during prevailing ·tradewinds), the Honolulu · 

.. 
.... .~· 
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Fire Department will hold all exercises involving smoke emissions 

only during prevailing tradewind conditions. They will not hold 

any of these . exercises during adverse. wind conditions such as 

Kona wind, "no-wind 11 
, or extreme trade winds (exceeding 20 mph). 

B. Waterborne Effluents 

. The potential sources of waterborne effluents are from three 

fire-training exercises: a) Hose evolution drills, b) Extinguishment 

of wood type fires, c) Extingui shment of oil type fires. It is 

estimated that approximately 10,000 to 12,000. gall_ons of water will. 

be used per training day (S days a week). Al so, sanitary waste 

disposal must be considered. . . 

Hose evolution drills ·are used to give firefighters practice in 

all aspects of hose .handling, connections, layouts, and proper appli- · 

cations of water streams, sprays, etc. Water from the City Board 

of Water Supply will be used via a 12 '' diameter water main (existing) 

and hydrant system. The resulting run-off water will be collected 

through a drainage system and returned to the drafting pit to be re-used. 

· All ·excessive amoupts of water will feed into the. existing storm 

d~ain.age system in the area or · used to irrigate the facilities' 

landscaping. The run-off water from these hose evolutions will not 

carry any waterborne effluents and even significant t. xcess run-off 

will not affect the existing adj a cent sanitary lcr-rl fill area if proper .. 
......... 

drainage engineering meosures are utilized. 
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The water used to extinguish wood fires in the Fire-Training . 

Building or at the slab or pit, will be mixed with ashes, charcoal, 

cinders, etc. This mixture will be drained to a sump pit, then fil-

. 
tered "to remove debris before the water is drained to the drafting 

pit or storm drainage system. The debris will be cleared and re-

moved to the adjacent incinerator for disposal. The drafting pit will 

be cleaned periodically to prevent odors resulting from bacterial 

degradation. 

As pointed out in the previous section, the oil fires will be 

extinguished by foam. The resulting foam mixture will not enter the 

drafting pit, . but will be washed off the slab, pit, and X-mas tree 

ar~as, starting the breakdown of the foam. This mixture could be 

collected in a separate drainage system, removed and disposed of 

by an acceptable method. 

According to the City and County of Honolulu Building Depart-

ment' s master grading plan for the Waipahu Refuse and Incinerator 

Ash Disposal Site, the storm drainage system in the area utilizes 

Kapakahi Stream which in turn flows into Pearl Harbor West Loch, 

classified as Class AA water. The excess run-off from ho.se evolutions 

and soine of the water used for extinguishing wood fires which does 

not enter the drafting pit for re-use may ultimately flow into this 

storm drainage system. 

.. 
.....~· 
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The run-off from hose evolution drills will . not carry any water-

borne effluents, but water used to extinguish wood fires will contain 

particles and chemicals as a result of the combustion process. Due 

to the nature 'of the Fire-Police Training Facility, there may be limited 

amounts of chemicals such as oil, gasoline, and extinguishing foam 

entering the storm drainage system regardless of the precautions taken 

to collect them in a separate drainage system. Oil from car and 

truck engines may drip on paved surfaces and could be carried by 

rainwater into the drainage system along with foam and other chemicals. 

The . quantity of pollutants resulting from · .. 
the Fire-Police Training 

site, however, is infinitesimal when compared to the volume of 

drainage and pollution resulting from the surrounding region and 

Waipahu Town flowing into West Loch via Waikele Stream and ~apa-

· 1eahi Stream. (See Figure 5) 

The City and County of Honolulu Sewers Division concurred 

that domestic waste from the Fire-Police Training Facility, including 

canine waste, can be handled by an existing gravity sewer· line via · 

. a new 8" line connection at an existing manhole near the Waipahu 

Sewage Pumping Station mauka of the training site. A permit is being 

processed to allow this new connection~ 11 

In view of the above, there will be no unusual direct discharge 

of adverse waterborne effluents into Pearl Harbor We st Loch. 

. ; ".·'' 
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C. Noise Emissions 

The potential sources of adverse noise emissions are: 

a) Gunfire, b) Pumper Trucks., c) Helicopter, d) Driver-training 

exercises; and e) Canine dogs. With the exception of the hell-

copter (which will la.nd at the site only for emergency purposes 

·and not for training exerci se.s) all of the above will be occuring 

on a daily basis (S days per week). 

The Honolulu Police Department will be utilizing the firing 

ranges 4 nights per year to train a Special Task Group and 2 nights 

per year for basic recruit training. The total of 6 p.ight firing 

sessions will be spaced throughout the year and will never be con-

ducted on consecutive nights. These classes will terminate promptly 

at 9 :00 p. m. each night. Driver trainlrig classes will not be held 

at night. 

The Honolulu Fire Department will be conducting night training 

. . 
sessions on two nights for each recruit group. A maximum ·of three · 

recruit groups would necessitate 6 nights of training per year. The 

training will basically entail entering and exiting from a darkened 

. building utilizing simulated fire conditions to provide realism. There 

will be no sirens or other loud noises to disturb.the residents in the 

area and all training will be conducted within the Fire-Police Training 

Facility. 

. \ 

.. 
.~ ,. 
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Due to the significant potential impact of noise generated 

by the above sources at the proposed facility, actual on-site sound 

level measurements of these no! se generators were taken by an 

acoustical consultant, Mr. James Chang, on February 19, 1974. 

His measurements, calculations, and conclusions are included in 

Appendix B and C as a supplement to this section of the Environ-

mental Impact State111ent. 

Several findings are significant: 1) The highest sound level 

recorded was generated by gunfire. The sound level of all the other 

noise generators such as the fire trucks and helicopters were sig-

nificantly lower. 2) The highest level of sound at the closest resi-

dence is within the limitations of the· CZC under normal tradewind 

conditions. 3) A comparison to National and Military standards 

indicated that the highest noise level recorded .would not be expected 

to attract public complaints or reactions. 
•. 

It is important to note that the measurements were taken in an 

· open area without any sound baffles, earth berms, or landscaping. 

All of these devices will be utilized for both safety and acoustical 

reasons in the design and construction of this facility, thereby re-

ducing considerably the sound levels recorded that may extend beyond 

the site. If firing tests using many weapons to simulate an actual 

· ' 
4' . ~· 
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training session were held at another firing range where conditions 

are different from the Waipahu site, the sound readings would not be 

representative of the new site or proposed facility. 

Since the highest level of sound was generated by gunfire, a 

major effort will be made to incorporate specific design features for 

the firing ranges and site characteristics for maximum sound attennua-

tion. The Honolulu Police Department will be firing approximately 

1,900 rounds of ammunition per day which will consist of 1,000 pistol, 

500 shotgun and 400 AR-15 rifle rounds. These figures are basec;i on 

a training class of 2 0 recruits. Night firing sessions can be identified 

as a potential worst impact condition and emphasis will be placed on 

achieving acceptable noise levels during this period. See Appendix C • 

. The .design of the firing .shed (facility at the position of weapon 

,discharge) is most critical for maximum sound attenuation. Parallel 

surfaces will be avoided and a choice of materials such as leaded vinyl 
. .. -- . 

walls with a combination of fiberglass and air space insulation may be 

utilized. . The geometric configurations of the sheds will be studied with 

acol}stical consultants in the final design and ranges will be enclosed 

on all sides by earth berms topped with concrete and wood .baffle 

fences for safety and to direct sound waves in a vertical direction. 

· Horizontal overhead baffles will al so be used above the firing range to 

insure adequate sound control and safety for the surrounding community. 

~ ,,,., -.~ . : . 
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Earth berms and other man-made or natural barriers such as dense 

foliage will be utilized to minimize sound disturbances to the resi-

dential area in the main noise sensitive direction mauka of the 

project site. See Figure 6. Under normal wind conditions from the 

Northeast, noise will dissipate away from residential areas. During 

Kona winds, which occur 25% of the time, the wind direction will . be 

towards inhabited areas, but the high moisture content in the air will 

tend to lessen noise. 

I.ocations of noise sources (such as fire engines and cither 

vehicles used in training) relative to these barriers · will be established 

for optimum noise control and building massing will reflect a separa-

tion of incompatible activites and patterns of ang.ul.arity for maximum 

sound suppression within the site. Classrooms and administrative 

functions are intentionally placed on the mauka portion of the site and 

greatest noise producers such as the driver pursuit course and firing 
-~~---- ... 

ranges will locate on the maJ.sai side farthest from the residential areas. 

The direction of firing will also be away frorri inhabited areas for maxi-

mum safety and minimum sound propagation. Interior spaces such 9s 

classrooms and offices will be designed arid insulated to minimize 

exterior sound to recommended noise levels of 40 to SOdB with rever- · 

beration times of 1. 5 to 2 seconds. 12 
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Helicopters will be used for emergencies such as injuries 

resulting from fire or pollce training activities or unique circum-

stances such as visits by government officials or dignitaries. The 

Fire Department does not plan to use these aircraft in hi-rise fire 

fighting procedures and the Police Department will limit their training 

on helicopters to classroom lectures by the crew utilizing video tapes. 

The helicopters assigned to both departments are ' permanently based 

and maintained at the Honolulu Airport. The flight path of these 

infreqL1 ent helicopter landings will not violate air space over residential · 

districts and the area around the landing. pad within the training site. 

may be enclosed by earth or dense foliage barriers for sound contrc:>l. 

Since night training activities are limited, these flights would occur 

mainly during normal daylight working hours. 

The· canine training area is primarily a gra,ssy . area where dogs 

will be trained to .attack, subdue and guard on command . . This area 

will include a one-story structure containing a ·veterinary examining 

room and kennels. The dogs will normally accompany their masters 

to private homes after training hours so canine activities would 

. mainly be limited to working hours. Dogs remaining at the kennels will 

not create a noise problem if proper sound control measures are incor­

porated in kennel design. 
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An extensive review of the preliminary environmental noise 

. . 

survey was conducted by Dr. John C. Burgess of the University of 

Hawaii Department of Mechanical Engineering. He concurred that 

earth bemis, building location and massing, acoustical treatment, 

and direction of firing can be used to control noise emissions. He 

also stated that the proposed site has a great advantage due to only 

one noise sensitive direction (mauka of the site): which encourages 

the effective use of barriers. In his opinion there are no significant 

·techni~al problems to overcome ·to create a negligible environmental 

noise impact. 

The final design of the Fire-Police Training facility will incor-

porate a maximum input from the consultants mentioned above to 

insure that all Federal, State and City noise control codes are sat! sHed. 

Special emph~sis will be placed on the Source - .Path-Receiver relation-

ship. Noise will be controlled at the source and maximum attentuation 

will be achieved along the path to the receiver. 

D. Solid Waste 

There are three primary sources of solid wastes: a) Debris 

from fire-training exercises, b) Spent cartridges and shells from the 

firing range, and c) Radioactive wastes from the future Radiological 

Building. 

. \ 

.. 
, .. 
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As noted in an earlier section, the debris from the fire 

training exercises will be removed to the adjacent City & County 

Incinerator. A significant amount of debris is not expected to be 

generated due to the burning exercises which would considerably 

reduce any combustible materials (wood) to ashes or charcoal. 

The spent cartridges arid shells from the firing range will be 

collected, reloaded, and re-used, thereby not creating any waste 

problem. 

The radiological building is being included in this proposal 

for planning purposes only, and would not be built ·until an appro-

priate time in the future. At that time, the building will be designed 

to. conform to all Atomic Energy Commission standards and specifica-

tlons. At present, the nature or quantity of radioactive waste to 

be used in training programs is not known. Th7 problems of handling 

and removing radioactive wastes, and conformance to safety and 

environmental standards will be determined when more information is 

available. 

E. Resource Depletion 

·The proposed training facility would involve the depletion of 

three resources: a) Ground water supply, b) Land (15 . acres), and 

c) Ash-residue and eat1hfill. 

. . 

.. 
:'··· 
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The amount . of water to be used by the training facilities and 

training exercises such as hose evolutions is anticipated to average 

approximately 10, 000 to 12, 000 gallons per training day (5 days 

a week). The average daily water consumption of the Waipahu area 
' 

is approximately 3. 5· million gallons • 13 The proposed facility would 

therefore create an additional 3/10 of 1 percent increase of water 

usage in the area. Preliminary checks with the :Board of Water 

Supply have indicated that the water supply for the area and the 

existing water main systems are sufficient to accommodate the in-

creased demand. 

It has been pointed out earlier · that the water ·utilized for 

fire training exercises will .be filtered, then re-cycled into the 

drafting pit for additional use in either training exercises or for 

landscape irrigation purposes. It can be assu,med, therefore, 

that maximum use will · be made of the water supply entering the 

·- . . 
facility, and that any run-off water returning to the original ground 

water source will contain a minimum amount of ash residue similar 

. to natural run-off from the total ash disposal site. 

The proposed facil.l.ty is located on the Waipio · Peninsula 

(approximately 1900 acres) of which -1215 acres are presently being 

leased to and cultivated by Oahu Sugar Company, 200 acres are 

. 
:~....... 

-34-

https://facil.l.ty


being used for the Municipal Golf Course, 400 acres are being 

retained by the Navy, and 100 acres are being set aside for public 

facility uses. The proposed facility will occupy an un-used fifteen 

acre portion of this 100 acre public facility area. The remaining 

area includes an ash disposal site and is also being considered 

as a future site for a refuse· power generating plant. However, a 

recent feasibility study by the Department of Public Works states 

that this site is the least desirable of several alternative sites and 

14 
probably will not be selected. 

As discussed previously, although the land is- presently zoned 

and designated (State Land Use} for agricultural uses, the soil and 

water table conditions do not make it desirable; nor feasible for that 

purpose. The proposed usage, therefore, would not deplete any 

quantity of lqnd presently cultivated or desirabl~ for agriculture. 

Instead, it will utilize a presently un-used portion of land which 
·--- - . . 

has been designated for public facility use by the City and County 

General Plan, and which is adjacent to similar types of land uses 

such as the incinerator and a sh~disposal site. 

The effects of the commitment of fiteen acres of land for the 

proposed facility appear to be beneficial rather than adverse: a} It 

will make a better and higher use of land presently un-used. 

.. ~, .. ~· 
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b) The City and County of Honolulu will not encounter land ac-

quisition costs due to its ownership of the subject land. Since 

the nature of the training facility suggests industrial zone com-

patibility, purchase of an equivalent amount of land in an industrial 

area at market prices could mean costs of approximately 7 million 

dollars assuming a cost of $10. 70 per square foot. c) The proposed 

training facility can be expected to be an improvement to the present 

disposal area, thereby potentially raising the resource value of the 

area. 

. . 
It is also signficant to point out that the commitment of the 

subject land for the proposed facility does not terminate public 

ownership nor pre-empt public usage of the land.· Due to the con-

tinuance of City and County ownership, should another use supplant 

the need for the training faCility in the future, the land may be 

reverted back to another public use. The Department of Agriculture 
·--

suggests that filled land, which is no~ suitable for agricultural pro-

duction using conventional tillage methods, could be used for nursery· 

and greenhouse culture. 

Due to low elevation of the land, approximately 117, 000 

cubic yards of fill will be required to raise the low-lying areas. 

Present strategies are to utilize ash and refuse residue from the 

.. 
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adjacent incinerator to provide the greater portion of this fill 

material. A sufficient amount of residue is being generated by 

the incinerator (approximately 3, 000 cubic yards per week) and 

future deposits may be easily diverted from the ash-disposal site 

to fulfill the needs of the proposed facility site. An additional 

top layer of earthfill (approximately 24, 000 cubic yards) would 

also be required to provide an adequate landscaping foundation. 

These requirements are not expected to have significant depletion 

of incinerator residue or earthfill resources. 

Before construction of the proposed Fire-Police Training 

Facility, a soil analysis will be made to determine the footing 

conditions for the various structures. Generally q1,1arry waste is 

used up to two feet below finish grade · and select material is placed 

up to six incl;les from finish grade. The final six inches is topsoil 

for landscaping purposes. The final site elevations for the structures 
. .. . 

will be similar to the adj a cent City and County Incinerator ·site and · 

consultants will determine the extent and solution to the proble~ of 

tidal and riverine flooding. 

If ash residue from the City and County Incinerator is used 

initially for the Fire-Police training site, deep burning or smoldering 

will not be a problem. After combu ~tion, the a sh is shifted through a 

.,, . ·.,. .~.~ · 
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grate, given a water bath, trucked to the landfill area and spread 

in layers to specified elevations. Deep burning and smoldering is 

usually associated with spontaneous cqmbustion when raw refuse 

and open dumping is allowed. These practices are currently not 

allowed at the Waipahu site. 15 

F. Social and Community Aspects 

The proposed facility is not expected to have an adverse social 

or environmental impact upon the Waipahu Community. There are no 

existing residents or populations within the ·im~ediate area. The 

. closest residential development is one-fourth of a mile upwind of 

the proposed facility site. The prevailing tradewinds and precautionary 

measures to be designed into the facility will assure the non-environ-

. mental impact of the facility upon these residences. 

The social impact upon the Waipahu Community can be con-

sidered beneficial rather .than adverse. Whereas the existence of 

the incinerator and rubbish dump, and the designation of the area 

as an ash-disposal site, has apparently committed the area to an 

"undesirable" type of environment, the proposed training facility can 

be expected to improve both the community and physical quality of 

the area. It will be an educational type of facility (classroom 

building, gymnasium, pool, etc.) with large grass-covered open 'areas, 
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landscaped berms, and perimeter trees. Being the only Fire and 

Police Training Facility in the County and State, it can be expected 

to provide an .informative educational ~pportunity not only for fire-

fighters and law officers, but also for school and citizen groups, 

thereby giving the Waipahu area a unique community identity. 

The more significant beneficial social/community impact would 

be County-wide. With the increase in population and density, and 

the corresponding increase in crime, fire, and rescue incidences, 

the effectiveness of the firefighting, rescue, and law-enforcement 

services depends a great deal upon the type ari.d qu. ~lity of training 

that these public servants receive (both initially and in-service). 

The construction of the proposed training facility,· the need of which 

has been evidenced by the many existing problems and shortcomings 

· as pointed out in the Report by Tagawa, Yamachi, A.I.A. & Associates, 

will have a significant impact upon the effectiveness of these public 

services, and correspondingly can be expected to have · a significant 

beneficial effect upon the community . 

. G. Economic Aspects 

The economic impact of the proposed facility may be considered 

in two ways: a) Community and individual losses and income, and 

b) Governmental expenditures and revenue. 

. ' 

. .,. 
.~ 
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There are no expected community and individual loc;ses. The 

proposed facility will not be downgrading to the area. Instead, it 

has been pointed out that it may actually improve the environmental 

quality of the area. Therefore, no decrease in property values . or 

business activities can be expected. Since the land is presently 

not used, there would be no· existing business or community facilities 

affected during the construction of the facility • 

.Although no direct economic benefits .can be expected for the 

Waipallu Community, the proposed facility may have some beneficial 

economic windfalls such as: a} More business for Waipahu Town 

due to increased traffic and exposure (trainees, school and citizen 

groups}, b) In addition to 6 new staff jobs, by 19 85 there will be 

other governmental service positions for the maintenance and security 

of the facility which will be determined by fiscal policies at the 

time of completion. 

Beyond the actual planning, construction, and maintenance 

costs for the proposed facility, .there are no excessive governmental · 

xpenditures expected. The availability of all utilities have been 

reliminarily checked. The relocation of the existing water and 

irrigation/mud lines from the center of the site to Waipahu Depot 

Road can be expected to be a minor expense and a sewer connection 
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would have to be made to an existing gravity line near the Waipahu 

Sewage .Pumping Station tnauka of the. project site. The access road 

(Waipahu Depot Road) is suffic:;ient · although it may have to be im-

. 
proved due to the excessive wear by the refuse trucks. Farrington 

Highway is sufficient to accommodate the additional traffic generated 

by the training facility. There would be no additional required govern-

mental services such as schools, fire and police protection, recrea-

tional facilities, etc. As point.ed out previously, the utilization of 

the proposed site for the training facility will not involve land 

acquisition. costs for the City, thereby eliminating that potential 

governmental expenditure . 

There are no anticipated direct governmental revenues from the 

construction of this facility. Federal arid State funding programs 

have been investigated and may become a sourc.e of revenues to 

alleviate the initial planning and construction costs of the project 

to the . County. 

H. Safety Aspects 

· ·There are three areas of concern that require safety considera-

tions for the surrounding community: a) Vehicular traffic, b) combustion 

for fire fighter training and c) gunfire. 

. \ 

.. 
· 
~ 
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Vehicular traffic on streets surrounding the Fire-Police Training 

site will conform to all City and County of Honolulu Traffic regu-

lations. Driver training will be conducted entirely within the training 

complex and will present no danger to area residents. 

Firefighter training which requires combustion of wood, oil or 

gasoline will also be . confined within the training complex and will be 

strictly controlled through the use of specially designed facilities 

such as a slab, pit and fire tower. Due to the safety precautions 

involved and the distance to the nearest developed area, the danger 

of fire is negligible. 

The firing ranges will conform to all safety requirements which 

V.'!11 include earth berms, bullet stops and lateral' safety baffles. 

Specialized ranges will be included for rifles, shotguns ·and handguns 

. for additional safety and efficiency. Most impo~tant, the direction 

of firing will be away from inhabited areas. 

.... 
,. ..~· 
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IV. UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

Upon Lnvestlgation of all possible environmental impacts result-

lng from the proposed action, it has been determined that there are 

two potentlal unavoidable adverse enviroJ?.mental effects: 

.a) Airborne Emissions, and b) . Noise Emissions. 

A. Airborne Emissions 

As discussed in an earlier section, pot.ential adverse airborne 

emlssions are two-fold: a) Exhaust 'emissions from internal combustion 

-
engines, and .b) Smoke from fire-training exercises. 

The sources of exhaust emissions at the· training site are from 

private vehicles used for commuting purposes, police pursuit cars, 

and fire trucks. It has been determined that the exhaust emissions 

from the operation of these vehi8les would not have significant ad-

verse environmental effects for several reasons: a) Daily training 

exercises will involve, ::it the maximum, two police pursuit . cars and 

three · fire trucks operating simultaneously. The exhaust emissions 

from these five vehicles can be expected to be negligible. b) The · 

exhaust emissions of all vehicles operated on the site or used for 

commuting purposes are regulated by Federal Exhaust Emission Con-

trol Standards. c) The velocity of the prevailing tradewinds at the 

site will quickly and effectively dissipate any e.xhaust emissions • 

•.>.~ ... 
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The more significant potentially adverse airborne emission to be 

considered is smoke from the fire-training exercises. The sources 

of these emissions would be a) Natural gas and wood fires ignited 

wlthin the fire training building, b) Oil and debris fires ignited at the 

concrete slab and pit, and c) Natural gas _ignited at gas pipes from 

the X-mas tree. As discus _sed previously, the frequency and duration 

of all of these drills would amount a . . to total of thirty-six minutes . . . . 

of airborne emissions during an eight hour training day. The impact 

of these emissions will be minimized by the following measures: a) 

The greater portion of the gas and wood fires. would occur within the 

flre training building. The resulting smoke would be contained within 

the enclosed structure and could be released at _a controlled rate 

thereby maximizing the dissipation rate into the atmosphere. ·b) The 

frequency and duration of these exercises (thre'e in the morning and 

three in the afternoon) indicate that these exercises can _be scheduled 
- -· 

at separated intervals, there:-y reducing concentrated or continuous . 

smoke-emissions. c) All of these smoke-producing training exercises 

will be held only under prevailing tradewind conditions. This will 

maximize the dissipation rate and guarantee that the smoke emissions 

wlll be directed towards Pearl Harbor West Loch away from any resi-

dential area. 

.... ·-· 
· -· 
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As stated earllet, all alrborne emissions will have to comply 

with the State Board of Health and Federal Environmental Protection 

Agency Standards. A variance for open burning Will be submitted to 

both agencies. Should the above control measures fail, the following 

mitigation measures are possible: 

· a) An incinerator may be added to the fire training building. 

Since most of the black dense smoke visible in burning ·is unburned 

carbon, this process would re-burn the carbon_before releasing it into· 

the atmosphere. It would draw the carbon-filled smoke through a 

thermal oxidizing system to re-burn the combustibles to emit only, 

co2 (carbon dioxide) and HzO (water). Such incinerator devices are 

being used in various training facilities around the country (Orlando, 

Florida), and have been successful in reducing the adverse smoke 

emlssions.16 

b) Water sprays may be used to control the smoke emissions 

from the slab, pit and X-mas tree. The United States Government 

(Air Force an·d Navy) is currently experimenting with a method of 

controlling smoke with water sprays. Althrough their final results 

are not yet available, preliminary indications are that the proper 

application of water sprays can reduce the amount of smoke emitted 

into the atmosphere. When available, this water spray method may 

.. . '!• 

..-. . ~ · 
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be utilized for the training exercises at the slab, pit and X-mas tree. 

c) Alternative types of burning fuels may be used. This will 

automatically be done as newer and cleaner fuels are developed and 

. made ava.llable. 

This investigation of the airborne emissions to be created at 

the proposed facility has indicated that control measures will be . 

utilized to minimize the effects and that mitigation measures are 

available should these controls not be sufficient. It is important 

to stress that the emissions will not be allowed to adversely affect 

ambient air quality levels prescribed by the S.tate of Hawaii Air 

Quality Standards. It is · not possible at this time to quantify the ex-

.pected air pollution levels which are .subject to such factors as the 

final des ign of the fire training building and natural gas "X-mas tree". 

However if present methods are used, the pollution levels of oil fires 

can be estimated by the quantity of fuel consumed during a training 

·day. This data is included in the previous section on airborne 

emissions. 

B. Noise Emissions 

The so.urces of noise emissions resulting from training exercises 

are: a) Gunfire, b) Pumper trucks, c) Driver Training, and d) Canine 

dogs. Helicopters will only be used for emergencies. The on-site 

· sound level measurements taken by the acoustical consultant indicated 

..;.., ...· 
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that the highest sound level was created by gunflre. It was also 

found that the highest noise level of gunflre was within the llmits of 

the CZC at the closest residential area during normal tradewind cond i-

tlons. 

Nevertheless, certain controls are 'being cons~dered to further re-

duce the possible adverse noise levels. These include: a) Direction 

of firing. Impact sound level studies of gunfirel 7 have shown that all 

guns show a focusing effect in front of the muzzle of approximately . 

20 decibels ., with an egg-shaped polar sound distribution pattern with 

the lowest sound level in the rear. This · indicates that the sound 

· level · can be expected to be approximately 20 dbs less in the rear of 

the gun as compared to the front. Therefore if the direction of firing 

ls away 
, 

from the closest inhabited residential area, · there can be an 

expecte.d minimization of sound level of approximately 20dbs. · b) 

Acoustical treatment of the firing sheds to absorb the gunfire noise at 

the point of firing. This can be expected to have a significant effect 

on the attenuation of the sound level. c) Earth berms will be utilized 

for both sound attenuation and safety factors. The total enclosure of 

the ranges by landscaped earth berms to prevent any stray bullets 

from accidental firings or richocheting, will also contain the gunfire 

noise and direct the sound waves upward to be dissipated by normal 

tradewinds away from the upwind · residential areas. The high mois-

ture content of Kona winds (which exist 25% of the time Ln the 

.. 
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opposlte dlrectlon) slgntficantly reduces the amount of sound carried. 

d) Artifical and natural landscaplng elements such as earth-filled 

berms and dense foliage wlll be carefully located to maximize sound 

attenuation in the Mauka direction toward populated areas. It has 

been found that these landscaplng elements could reduce sound levels 

by approximately 6 dbs per .100 feet (ground distance) J8 e} The 

location of buildings will be carefully studied to 
: 

utilize them as. 

posslble sound attenuators. For example, the upwind location of 

significant building masses such as the classroom/administration and 

gymnasium buildings between the firing ranges. and. the residential 

areas one-fourth of a mile away will aid to attenuate the sound levels. 

f) Enclosed, air conditioned classrooms and offices will eliminate any 

potential disturbance that training exercises or gunfire may have upon 

the functioning of these spaces. 

Should any of these control measures be insufficien·t in reducing 

the gunfire noise to an· acceptable level, several alternative mitigation 

measures are available, though not desirable. The pistols and rifles 

may use "silencer" attachments which would reduce the noise levels 

almost completely. This measure, however, would add bulk and 

weight to a weapon and would normally not be used on the job. 

Another alternative mitigation measure is to completely enclose 

the firing ranges, thereby making them indoor ranges. Since most of 

...... 
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the actual shootlng associated wlth law enforcement is done outdoors, 

the artificial lighting and controlled atmosphere would create an un-

realistic situation and the additional construction costs of completely 

enclosing the ranges (especially the rifle range) can be expected to 

be quite significant. Finally, the use of other military and public 

ranges has been found to be unacceptable by the Honolulu Police 

Department due to inflexibility of scheduling. Therefore, these three 

possible mitigation measures · should only be regarded as "last-resort" 

alternatives. 

In conclusion, the on-site measurements. indlcated that the 

· maximum sound levels are within the CZC standards under normal 

conditions, and the additional control measures to be utilized to 

further reduce the noise levels significantly can be expected to 

render negligible the adverse environmental noise emissions generated 

at the training facility. 

.; 
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V. ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED ACTION 

The alternatives to the proposed action may be inve stlg ated 

in three c;ategories: a) Alternatives to the. proposed training facility 

which may be possible means of attaining the stated goals and 

objectives, b) The alternative sites considered for the location of 

the proposed facility, c) Alternatives available to minimize or ell- · 

.minate any significant adverse environmental effects. 

A. Alternatives to the Proposed Training Facility 

The alternatives to the proposed training · facil~ty which have 

· been considered as possible means of attaining ·the stated goals 

and objections of the project are: ·a) Continuation of the existing 

training conditions (no-facility-alternative), b) Investigation of 
. . 

existing facilities which may be utilized, and c) Construction of 

separate facili ties. 
··--·--._ 

·The continuation of the existing training conditions which 

utilize crowded classrooms, public facilities, public streets, etc., 

and the problems which arise from this practice has been documented 

in the TYA Report and need not be reiterated here. It is significant 

only to point out that the lack of sufficient and adequate facilities, 

not only fails to meet the goals and objectives of the proposed faci-

lity, but also has restricted the goals and objectives of both the Fire 

.. 
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and Police Departments. Their goal of providing the best-trained 

and most informed firefighters and law-enforcement officers is 

simply not possible without adequate training facilities. , 

. 
The investigation of existing facilities which may be utilized 

is an alternative which has already been attempted during the past 

years. Due to the lack of their own training facilities, the Training 

Divisions of both Departments have had to obtain permission, and 

schedule classes or training exercises at various public, private, 

and military facilities such as: Kuakini Hospital, Kewalo Basin, 

Pead Harbor Naval Shipyard, Kapahulu Library; Ft.· Ruger Armory, 
. \ 

Hickam Air Force Base, etc. The continued usage of these facilities 

en a regular and predictable basis has not been ·possible due to 

· othe.r prioritive needs of the private, public, and military sectors. 

Formerly utilized facilities such as the Pearl H?rbor Naval Shipyard, 

and Hawaii Raceway Park are such examples no longer available. The 
. ·· -

. • . 
use of these facilities (should they become available on a continuous 

basis) has further problems: a). The use of separated, disjointed 

facilities does not meet the objectives of having a centralized facility 

where various types and phases of training can take place. Difficultie'S 

due to scheduling, travel time, · etc. still would not be resolved, 

b) The use of public, private, and military facilities, even if they 

are available, do not meet the programmatic and physical needs of 

.. 
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the desired training programs. Classrooms at a public school, 

for example, most often do not have audio-visual equipment avail-

able. The equipment, therefore, which is an ess·ential part of 

training (especially for police officers) has to be carried and set-up 

for every instructional session. 

Another example is the existing fire training facility at the 

Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard. Due to its specialized nature as a 

naval training facility for shipboard fires, it is not appropriate for 

civilian types of fire training exercises which involve highrises, · 

. . 
residences, rescue operations, etc. This facility is no longer opera-

tional and will be replaced by a new Navy fire training complex which 

has a proposed completion date in mid-1976 and an estimated cost of 

$4. 8 million. The new complex will have four classrooms and will 

include enclosed structures _such as a boiler ro9m simulator, flight 

deck simulator and gas chamber which are shipboard mock-ups. There 

will be no open burning since all combustion will take place within 

these structures and emissions .will be consumed by after burners. .The 

fuel and operating expenses of these burners (pollution control) will 

19cost approximately $i57 ,000 per year. 

The new Navy facility will be operational 5 days per week, 

Monday thru Friday from 7:30 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. with approximately 

2/3 of the training conducted within the classroom and 1/3 devoted to 

•........ 
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practical exercises. The highly specialized firefighting procedures 

of shipboard ffres differ .co.nsiderably· from building-type fires. A 

Navy fire team must go immediately to the source of the fire which 

is. often in closed quarters such as a boiler room or under a flight 

deck. These fires usually involve volatile liquids such as gasoline 

or oil. 

The site of the new Navy facility is approximately 3 acres 

compared to 15 acres for the proposed City and County training site. 

The physical layout of the Navy facility would be very impractical 

for civilian firetruck and ladder operations due" to limited maneuvera-

· bility. There is no ·provision for a high structure to simulate high rise 

fires and helicopters will not be used in training operations. See 

Appendix E. 

Therefore, the highly specialized training and intensive schedule 
' 

of Navy training discounts the joint use of this facility on a full-time 
. ~~ ... 

basis -with the Honolulu Fire Department. This facility I however I may 

· be used to train civilian firefighters for shipboard fires. City firemen 

experience this type of training only once in their careers, but these 

civilian classes must be scheduled not to interfere with Navy operations. 

It is concluded that this second alternative of using private, 

public and military facilities has been attempted in the past and besides 

.......... 
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creating, scheduling and other problems, the facilities themselves do 

not meet the training needs of both 'departments. 

The construction of separate facilities is another alternative 

which was conside:ed. · As pointed out previously, separated faci-

lities (such as classrooms at one location, gymnasium at another, 

firing range at a third} cre~te many problems and do not meet the 

goals and objectives of the Training Programs. The possibility of 

separate training facilities for the Fire Department and Police De-

partment was also considered. Although this remains a possible 

alternative, the many advantages · of a joint facili tY. in which cer-

tain facilities such as the gymnasium, classrooms, etc. could be 
• 

' share'd (thereby reducing the construction COStS for duplicate facilities} I 

and al so the potential of holding joint train:i.ng exercises, favor the 

construction of a joint, centralized training facUity. 

In conclusion, the three alternatives to the proposed training 

facility have been considered and have been found to be undesirable. 

Be.sides not meeting the goals ·and objectives of the Fire and Police· 

Departments, these alternatives guarantee the continuation of pro-

grammatic, scheduling, physical, and economic problems. There-

fore, the proposed training facility was considered to be the most 

desirable and logical alternative to meet the training needs of both 

Departments. 

;...v 
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B. · Alternatlve Sites Considered 

An evaluation study to select the most .appropriate location 

of eight possible alternative sites available for the training facility 

was completed in 1972 by this consultant. 20 The results of that 

study indicated that· of all eight alternatives, the Koko Head Firing 

Range was the most suitable (due primarily to the existence of its 

. firing range). However I this Koko Head site had certain disadvan-

tages which included its location in a State Conservation District 

and its General Plan Designation for Park use. Also, an indenture 

between the Bishop Estate and the City and Gounty of Honolulu 

which transferred the ownership of the land to the City, designated 

its use for a park. These were the disadvantages to which several 

citizen groups (including The Honolulu Rifle Association and the 

Outdoor Circle) reacted and .which led to its withdrawal as the site 

for the training facility. 

The subject proposed Waipahu Incinerator site, which was not 

among the eight original alternative sites considered, became avail-· 

able after the site study was completed. If it had been available 

earlier, it would have been selected above these eight ..original al-

ternative sites. In order to assure its appropriateness and to as-

certain its selection as the best alternative site available, the 

subject site was evaluated by the ~ame criteria and compared to 

•~" " 
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the other alternative site.s. This section, therefore, will summarize 

the evaluation criteria used and the eight other alternative sites 

considered for the proposed training facility. 

Evaluation Criteria2 l 

1. Size: A minimum of 14 acres for the total facility. If 

the firing range is located elsewhere, 11 •2 acres 

required with an accessory site of 2. 8 acres for . 

the range. 

2. Location: As close as possible to_ Central Honolulu 

(Central Fire Station} to minimize traveling time 

for instructors, trainees, and majority of fire 

trucks. 

3. Environmental: Generally one-half mile from any incom-

patible types of inhabited areas (residential I apart-

ment, business, resort}. Compatible types of 

areas include industrial agricultural, and preservation. 

This distance may be reduced dependent upon unique 

factors such as topography, existing landscaping, 

wind direction, etc. 

4. Topography: As level as possible .to minimize grading 

cost!:;, maximum slope: 10%. 

. \ 

.. .""'..·' 
.: 

. -56-



·

. ; 

5. Utilities: All utilities available on site or nearby 

within reasonable, ·economically-feasible range. 

6. Z~ning: No incompatible zones within environmental . 

effect range. No negative impact on surrounding 

zones in terms of land values and future develop-

ments. 

7. . Accessibility: Easily accessible from major thorough-

· fare on improved road of sufficient width capable 

of handling heavy use. Access road through 

compatible types of zones. 

8. Availability: Land should be .available. Owned by City 

and County of Honolulu or ac·quirable at a reason-

able cost. 

The locations of the eight alternative sites evaluated by this 

criteria are shown in Figure 7. The reason for the rejection of each 

alternative site is sum.rnarized below. . The detailed assessments 

and evaluations of each site may be found in the TYA Report. 

1. Fort Barrette: Located the farthest from Central Honolulu 

(32 minutes via freeway). Due to topography, 

28 acres would have to be purchased to obtain 

14 acres of reasonably sloped, usable area. 

... 
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1 FORT BARRETTE 
2 WAIMANALO 
3 WAIMANO RIDGE 
4 WAIPAHU (INDUSTRIAL) 
5 WAIPAHU (INCINERATOR) 
6 HALAWA B 
7 HALAWA {JAIL) 
8 . KOKO HEAD 

· / ··. 

I 

/ 

:.'"".<. 
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FIGURE 7: ALTERNATIVE SITES 
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2. Waimanalo (Mauka Lands): Located on the windward 

side, with only access over the Pali, thereby 

putting additional, ~nnecessary wear on fire 

trucks. Environmentally not desirable: surrounded 

by residenti.al-zoned areas. 

3. Waimano Ridge: · Environmentally not desirable: located 

adjacent to Waimano Home fadlity. Only access 

to the site is through Waimano Home. 

4. Walpahu: (Industrial Site): ..The topography of the site 

. . 
is extremely steep along the Pearl Harbor side. 

Wedge-shape parcel renders portion of site unusable. 

Of total available 14 acres, a significant portion is 

unusable, therefore, the site would not be large 

enough to accommodate the fqcility. 

s·. Waipahu (Incinerator Site): This is not the same site 

presently under consideration. It is located Ewa 

of Waipahu Depot Road, closer to the mauka 

residential areas and adjacent to Pearl Harbor West · 

Loch. This ·site was rejected primarily because of 

its low-lying elevation which made it subject to 

flooding due to tidal fluctuat ions. It is also close 

to the residential areas. 
. \ 
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6. Halawa B (Below Board of Water Supply Station): 

Adverse env1ronmerital impact upon residential areas 

1/8 mile downwind s. Fairly steep topography re-

quiring significant amount of grading. 

7. Halawa -A (Below Jail): Potential adverse environmental 

• impacts. :Adjacent to Halawa Jail. Residential 

area 3/4 mile downwind but also up on ridge. Any 

landscaping or earth berms would not prevent sound 

from rising. and reaching this residential area. Since 

the TYA Report was completed, th~ s parcel was 

assigned to the Dept. of Public Works for a Cor-

poration Yard. Therefore, it is ne. longer available. 

8. Koko-Head Firing Range: · One of the more desirable sites. 

Disadvantage: located in Conservation area, and 

designated for park-usage. Public reactions including 
··----.. 

those from Honolulu Rifle Association (which wants 

to retain the crater for future expansion of the firil'lg 

facilities) and the Outdoor Circle has resulted in the -

withdrawal of this site for the proposed facility. 

The evaluation of the subject Waipahu site indicated that it is 

the best alternative of .all the avail?ble alternative sites previously discussed. 

The results of this evaluation based on the eight criteria follows: 

... 
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-6Q-· 



1. Size: There is a total of approximately 100 acres in 

the area designated for public facility. The 14 

acre requirement for. the training facility can readily 

be accommodated, occupying only a small percentage 

of the total area available for other public facilities. 

(A total of 15 acres was set aside for this facility 

to ensure adequate functional ' configurations). 

2. Location: It is centrally located on Oahu and approxi-

mately 15 miles from Central Honolulu. It is ·within 

reasonable driving time from · Honolulu (approximately 

.20 minutes) and centrally_-located in .terms of all 

Fire Stations on Oahu (from which all fire trucks 

will originate) . 

3. Environmental: The closest residential area is approximately 

1/4 mile mauka of the proposed site. Although 

this is less than the general 1/2 mile criteria, 

the prevailing tradewinds and flat open area will 

direct any adverse airborne or noise emission away 

from the residential area. In tl)e downwind direction, 

the site is bordered by compatible types of areas: 

.. .. ..
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incinerator, dump area, canefields, and Pearl 

Harbor West Loch. All other environmental 

concerns have been discussed in detail in previous 

sections of this Report. 

4. Topography: The existing land is basically a flat, open 

area. Its : elevation is fairly low and will have to 

be raised by filling. The availabiiity of incinerator 

residue from the adjacent incinerator relieves this 

potential problem. 

5. Utilities: All required utilities (water, · electricity, tele-

.. , phone, sewage system, s?lid waste disposal) are 

available . along Waipahu Depot Road which adjoins 

the proposed site. 

6. Z.oning: The area is presently zoned Agriculture but de sig-

nated for Public Facility use in the General Plan. 

The proposed facility would not have any negative 

impact upon the surrounding areas in terms of land· 

values or future developments. 

7. Accessibility: The proposed site i s easily accessible 

from two H-1 Freeway Off-ramps which feed unto 

Farrington Highway (a divided highway) to Waipahu 
, · 
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Depot Road. The di stance between Waipahu Depot 

Road and the freeway off-ramps are: Kunia Inter-

change (2. I miles) and Waipahu Interchange (I. I 

miles). The site is approximately 1/2 mile from 

. Farrington Highway along Waipahu Depot Road which 

has just recently been improved for 1/4 mile and is 

of sufficient width to accommodate· the additional 

traffic. 

8. Availability: The proposed training facility site is owned 

by the City and County of Honolulu and will not 
I 

incur any acquisition costs. 

In conclusion, the alternative sites have been considered and 

evaluated on an established set of criteria. · This evaluation has 

shown that the proposed site fulfills all of the ,criteria, and has 

confirmed that the proposed Waipahu site is the most desirable and 

reasonable location for the training facility. 

C. Alternatives Available to Minimize or Eliminate Any Significant 
Adverse Environmental Effects. 

As discussed in Section IV. Unavoidable Adverse Environmental 

Effects, the only potential adverse effects are: a) Smoke emissions 

from the fire training exercise and b) Noise emissions from gunfire . 

..,;,... ... 
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Alternatives available to minimize the smoke emissions from 

the fire training exercises are a) the use of an incinerator attach-

ment to the training building, which would re-burn the carbon con-

tent of the smoke, b) the use of water sprays to control the emissions 

into the atmosphere . from the concrete slab and pit, and c) the use of 

cleaner types of fuels for burning exercises. All of these alternatives 

and their effects on minimizing smoke emissions have been discussed 

in the previous sedion. 

There are two alternatives available to eliminate the potential 

adverse smoke emissions resulting from this p·roposed training facility: 

a) Hold elsewhere those fire training exercises which involve the 

.. - ..· g~neration of smoke, or b) Eliminate all burning · types of exercises 

completely. Both alternatives are contrary to the goals and objectives 

of the training facility. The first ~o~ld physically separate burning 

drills from other types of drills. Since these burning drills are integral 

parts of the different types of training, its .separation will result in 

loss of effectiveness of training and in loss of time (due to traveling 

of fire companies between different training facilities). The · second 

would eliminate one of the most crucial parts of training: exposure 

to actual heat, flames, and smoke. 'J.'his has been one of the major 

deficiencies of the present training conditions, and to construct a 

new training facility which does not fulfill this specific need of 

training is unrealistic and self-defeating. .... .,. 
,~.~'' 
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Therefore, .there are alternatlves available to minimize the 

potentially adverse smoke emissions~ Two of these (water spray 

and. cleaner fuels) will be utilized when they become available. The 

third (incinerator) involves additional. costs to the. facility, but may. . 

still be utilized should the controlled smoke emissions from the 

Training Building (through slower release of smoke) prove to be 

ineffective. The two alternatives available to elimihate the poten-

tially adverse smoke emissions are contrary to the goals, objectives, 

and to an extent, succes::;ful functioning of the proposed training 

facility I and therefore should be considered only as "last-re sort II 

measures. ·~ . 
; ' ~. ~.'.·' · :.,tfJ~/~..~-~:·'.' . . . 

:..>·' 
.'The noise emissions from gunfire can be minimized by several 

alternatives. The use of acoustical treatment, earth berms, land-

scaping, building .locations and massing, and the direction of firing · 

have all been discussed in detail in Section IV, under B. Noise 
. ~- .. 

Emissions. As pointed out, the .se control devices can be ·expected 

to further reduce the measured .sound levels (which already meet the. 

CZC Standards under normal conditions). Other available . alternatives 

·discussed previously are the use of silencers or the enclosure of the 

ranges. Although these measures would ensure the minimum sound 

levels, they are not desirable for training purposes and should also 

be considered only as "last-resort" measures. 

.. 
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· Another alternative which was considered ls the re-location 

of the firing ranges elsewhere such as at the existing Koko Head 

Firing Range, the Army's Schofield Range, and the Kaneohe Marine 

Corps Rarige. The.se alternatives were rejected by the Police De-

partment due to the .integral part of weapons instruction and prac-

tlce towards the total training of law-enforcement officers. The 

use of the firing ranges is linked very closely to other training 

facilities such as classrooms I canine training I etc. Their sepa-

ration, besides creating scheduling problems is also contrary to . 

the goals and objectives of the proposed centralized training facility. 

The Honolulu Police Department weapons firing program extends 

throughout .the year since all police officers mu st participate in 

weapons familiarization and qualification once per year. To accom-

plish .this goal, firing programs will be conducted daily (5 days per 

week) and this intensive schedule would eliminate the practicality 

of sharing facilities with the military which will have first · priority · 

to satisfy their own requirement.s. In the past, the Honolulu Police . · 

Department has been utilizing the Koko Head Range on a shared 

basis with c ivilians and Wahiawa police officers have been permitted 

the use of the Army's Schofield Range on a limited basis. The Hono-

lulu Police Department has not been extended an invitation to use the 

.Kaneohe Marine Corps :Range. 22 

. \ 
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In conclusion, there are several alternatives available to 

minimize any adverse smoke or noise emissions from the proposed 

training facility. Many of these alternatives such as the use of 

water sprays, cleaner fuels for smoke emissions, and earth berms, 

acoustical treatment, landscaping, etc. for gunfire, will be incor-

porated into the design of the facility, and should be effective in 

minimizing or eliminating the potential impact upon the surrounding 

areas. Should any of these measures not be sufficient to meet 

present or future standards, "last-resort" measures may be taken 

to assure compliance. 

------.-··-. 

.... 
•Ji..-"'' 

-67-

- 1 



VI. RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LOCAL SHORT TERM USES AND THE MAIN­
TENANCE AND ENHANCEMENT OF LONG-TERM PRCDUCTIVITY 

A. Expected Long-range Functlon or Use of the Proposed Facility 

The. prop~sed facility is being planned to accommodate the 

tralning needs of both the Fire and Police Departments to the year 
... .. . 

1995. · As ·defined previously, one of the objectives of the proposed 

facility (due to the rapid changes in the knowledge and techniques 

of firefighting and law-enforcement) ts to be flexible, thereby con-

tlnually responsive to any future needs or modifications. 

The proposed facility, therefore, will . have to meet both short-

term and !Ong-range needs of both Departments. It will have to 

satisfy the immediate and urgent needs of ·firefighting and law-enforce-. 

ment training. It will also have to satisfy these needs for the next 

twenty years, and be responsive to · any needs beyond that which are 

difficult to predict at this time. In this way, ' there can be an ex-

pected long-range function and use of the proposed facility. In addi-

tlon, · the facllity should also result in long-term benefits for the 

whole City and County .since governmental services such as fire and 

police protection (the efficiency and success of which depend greatly 

upon training} will always serve important functions in the County 

operations. 

• 
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B. Optional Uses Avallable for Future Choice and Implementation 

The proposed facility will occupy· the land for a minimum of 

twenty years, and should be considered a long-term commitment 

of the 15. acre parcel for that specific. use. For that 20 year period, 

therefore, no other options will be available for any other alternative 

uses. After 1995, the land may be converted for another use such 

as a public facility since the land ownership will s~ill be retained 

by the City and County. This possibility, however, does not seem 

realistic, sfnce the need for such a training facility will, in all 

probability, always be present. 

In another sense, however, there will be certain types of 

options available for future choices during the twenty year period. 

As indicated in the previous section, one of the objectives of the 

training facility is to maintain a certain degree· of flexibility to 

accommodate any changes or modifications in training needs. In 

· this way, the options of alternative training methods which may be . 

developed in response to changing needs will be available and may 

be implemented into this facility, thereby assuring the long-term 

maintenance of properly-trained firefighters and law-enforcement 

personnel. 

Another option available, though not foreseeable at this time, 

Ls the conversion of the proposed training facility from strictly a 

.., 
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flre and police type of functlon to other types of educational and/or 

training activities. Faclllties such as the classrooms I gymnasium I 

training pool, drill field, drlver training are "general-use" types of 

educational facilities which may accommodate a variety of different 

functions such as those required by community colleges, trade 

schools, etc. · However, this does not seem feasible nor desirable 

at this time. 

C. Present and Future Contributions to Economic Productivity and 
Social Welfare 

There will be significant immediate and future contributions to 

economic productivity and social welfare as a result of the proposed 

facility. These may be considered in two ways: a} For the sur-

rounding Waipahu Community, and b) For the County-wide population. 

As discussed previously, the Waipahu Community may experi-

ence some indirect economic windfalls such as '· an increase in busi-

ness activities due to the increa .sed exposure to the area, and some 

governmental service positions for the maintenance and security of 

the training facility. The pote.ntial social contributions would be 

the improvement of the area and also a favorable community image 

due to the uniqueness of the proposed facility. 

The contributions to the County-wide population are much more 

significant. The most significant will be towards the Fire Insurance 

Ratings and premium rates. 

.. 
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"The American Insurance Association (AIA), formerly the 
National Board of Fire · Underwriters, has emphasized the 
Lmportance of training as a significant contributor to an 
effective fire protection service. This non-profit associ­
ation of fire insurance companies has set up standards 
by which a city is graded for insurance ratings in terms 
of water supply, building codes·, police department, fire 
department, etc. Besides being an indicator of adequate 
protection for all citizens, this grading system effects 
the insurance ·rates for residents and private and public 
agencies. "The gradi.ngs that are establlshed .are used 
by rating bureaus as an aid in determining basis rates 
ln a state. The rating bureau will advise city officials 

· as to the approximate reduction in rates due to an im­
provement in the grade of protection." In their latest 
complete report for the City and County o: Honolulu 
(1962), the city as a whole was rated in Third Class. 
The Fire Department, however, was rated in Fourth 
Class due to a number of deficiencies of which the 
most significant was the lack of adequate training 
facilities. In 1970, a supplementary evaluation and 
report reappraised the Fire Department to account for 

. improvements made by that agency. However, a Fourth 
Class ra~ing was still retained, again due primarily to 

.the lack of adequate training facilities. The acquisition 
of adequate training facilities would upgrade the Fire 
Department rating to place them in Third Class. Con­
ceivably, this could favorably affect the ·insurance rates 
of the County. 23 

Another significant economic contribution of the proposed faci-· 

llty would be the results of improved fire-fighting services. Although 

difficult to actually measure, losses due to fire and particularly due 

to firefighting efforts, can be reduced by more knowledgeable and 

well-trained firefighters. One such example is the amount of damage 

in the aftermath of' a fire attributable to water. It has been 

pointed out by the Fire Training Chief that with proper training, a 

firefighter can use a minimum ar:,ount of water to extinguish a flame 
,..\_, .... 
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incident, thereby red·~cing the amount of potential water damage. 

The Fire Department presently does . not have adequate facilities to 

train and familiarize its firefighers on the practice and development 

of such techniques. 

The County-wide social contribution of better trained law-

enforcement officers is obvious. As the population of the County 

continues to grow, the importance of the maintenance and the 

constant availability of well-informed and skilled officers becomes 

more critical. Recently publicized "police brutality" and other · 

similar reports indicate the problems arising in this area. The 

proposed training facility, by providing ·th~ means for 'a more intensive 
.. 

program for beth new recruits and in-service officers, can be expected 

to provide an effective law-enforcement agency, ·a better community 

sense of well being, . and possibly also improve the image of the 

. .. police officer. 
·---

The economic and social contributions of the proposed facility, 

therefore, can be expected to be both short and long term. It may· 

provide some short term windfalls to be the surrounding Waipahu area, 

but more significantly, it can be expected to have long-term benefits 

to all .citizens of the City and County. 

·D. Possible Retardation or Enhancement of Future Uses by the 
Implementation of the Proposed Action 

As discussed previously, the proposed facility is expected to · 
,.;,..... 
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lmprove the quality of the exlstlng dumping and incinerator area. 

This will enhance the area and make Lt much more attractive for 

other future uses such as recreatl.onal or public-use facilities. 

There are no anticipated adverse effects (such as down-

zoning or decrease ln land values) which would retard the future -

use of the area for similar types of public facilities. 

As discussed previously, the future developme_nt of a large 

Regional Park on the Waipio Peninsula would not be hindered by 

the construction of the proposed training facility. 

-. 

' . 

---~-

.. .....
'.• 
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VII. ANY IRREVERSIBLE l\ND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENTS OF RESOURCES 
WHICH WOULD BE INVOLVED IN THE PROPOSED ACTION 

There are four possibly lrreversible and irretrievable commit-

ments of ·resources which should be considered: a) A 15 acre 

parcel of land, b) ~he ground water supply which will be utllized 

ln the training exercises, c) The incinerator ash-residue and earth-

flll, and d) The materials and labor involved in the construction of 

the proposed facility. 

The ·proposed facility will commit 15 acres of land to a spe-

clfic use for a period of at least 20 years. ·As discussed, although 

certain optional uses of the facilities will remain available, the land 

.for all purposes will be committed, therefore making it irreversible and · 

irretrievable during this period. Should the need for the training faci-

llty expire (either during or at the termination of this 20 year period), 

and another prioritive need becomes apparent, or should the useful 

age of the physical facilities become dated and obsolete, .the faci-. 
. s . 

· - litles may be .demolished, thereby retrieving the land for another use. 

Although such an action does not seem realistic nor probable at this 

time, the retention of land ownership by the City and County of 

Honolulu assures this possiblilty. 

A certain amount of ground water supply (10,000-12,000 gallons 

per day} wlll be depleted by this facility. As discussed earlier, the 

water will be utilized to its fullest possiblities through filtration 
........ 
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··and re-cycllng, then used for landscaplng lrrlgation purposes before 

returning unpolluted (through evaporatfon and percolation), to its 

original source. In this sense, .the ground water to be depleted 

. 
will not· be an irretrievable commitment of that resource. 

Approximately 117, 000 cubic yards of incinerator ash-residue 

will be used to raise the 9rade elevation of the pro{:?osed site. Pre-

sently, this residue is being deposited in the dump area and ls not 

being used for any ,purpose. The use of this material for the pro-

posed facility will actually be making a better use of this waste 

. resource, therefore it may actually be consid.ered .as a retrievable 

process, of solid waste. An additional commitment of approximately 

24, 0.00 cubic yards of earthfill (top soil} will be committed for land-

scaping purposes, and may be considered irretrievable. 

The most significant irreversible and irretrievable commitment 

of resources will be the materials and labor. _required for the con-

struction of the proposed facility which will cost an estimated $10. 

million. The time and energy of individuals doing the planning, de-

sign, and construction of the facility, once expended, are not re-

trievable. Likewise, the materials used in the construction cannot 

be returned to· its natural state, and therefore, are irreversible and 

irretrievable commitments of these resources. 

,.. 
.;. ~ , . 
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VIII. ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL ANALYSIS 

·A. Economic Analysis 

There are no anticipated non-beneficial economic effects re­

sulting from the proposed action. 

In terms of the surrounding Waipahu area, the pqtential adverse 

economic effects have beeri investigated and found to be non-existent. 

The · surrounding land values, zoning, environmental, quality, and 

land use would not have any adverse or downgrading effects. In­

stead, the proposed action can be expected to improve the quality 

and potential use of the area. Some beneficial economic windfalls 

for the area have been discussed and are not unrealistic possibilities. 

In terms of the County-wide· economic benefits or non-benefits, 

the total cost _of the planning, design, and construction of th.e facility 

will have to" be weighed against all of the potential benefits such as 

stable and possibly lower fire-in_surance rates, long-range savings 

of property and lives due to improved firefighting and law-enforcement 

methods, more efficient training programs and scheduling by the two 

Departments. In weighing these two factors I lt appears that I al­

though the potential benefits are by no means guaranteed, and for 

the· most part are unmeasurable, ..the greater beneficial economic im­

pact to the community as a whole and as individuals, would be 

•..A..... 
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realized through the commitment of the funds for the construction 

of the proposed facility. 

B. Social Analysis 

Slnce the site of the proposed facility ls presently unoccupied 

and un-used, and the potential · adverse environmental and economic 

effects upon the surrounding area have been determined to be negli-

- glble, there are no anticipated adverse or non-beneficial social 

effects. 

Instead, the social effects of the proposed action can be ex-

pected to be mostly beneficial. As discussed previously, the uni-

queness of the training facil ity, and the anticipated wlde exposure 

to schools, citizen groups, and visitors may give Waipahu a new 

and improved community image unlike any other community. 

County-wide, the proposed facility will socially benefit all 

citizens. The tremendous growth of the County's population and 

density, and the resulting problems which have been surfacing (such. . . 
as increasing crime rates) will have to be solved. _The proposed 

training facllity is one solution which, through the improved training 

of firefighters rJnd law-enforcement officers, and the utilization of 

better firefighting and law-enforcement knowledge and techniques, 

can pe expected to increase the safety and sense of well-being for 

all citizens. 

.. 
/~~ "'' 
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FOOTNOTES 

1 The existing conditions and problems involving wasted travel 
time is discussed in detail in the Report by Tagawa, Yamachi 
and A~sociates, titled Fire and Police Training Facility, Basis 
for Request to Amend the General Plan, 1972. 

2 Report by Tagawa, Yamachi and Associates, 1972. 

3 Ibid 

4 Stanley Shimabukuro & Associates, "Waipahu Refuse and Incinerator 
Ash Disposal Site Waikele and Waipio, Ewa, Oahu, Hawaii", 
prepared for the Building Department, City and County of Honolulu. 

5 Starling, Elspeth P., Sites of Oahu, Bernice P. Bishop Museum, 1962. 

6 Letter from Historic Preservation Officer, · State of Hawaii Department 
of Land and Natural Resources, December 24, 1974. 

· 7 Meeting with Ron Walker, Chief of Wildlife Branch and Widlife 
· Biologists Dave Woodside and Ralph Saito, State Department of 

Fish and Game, December 2, 19 74. 

8 Telephone interview with Deputy Chief Anthony Lopez, Honolulu 
Fire Depqrtment, January 2, 1975. 

9 Telephone interview with Paul Aki, State Department of Health, · 
Pollution Investigation and Enforcement Branch, Dec~mber . 9, 19 74.. 

10 Letter from L .R. DiMaio, Manager of Technical Service, National 
Foam System, Inc., March 22, 1972. 

11 Meeting with Jerry Kami and George Richardson, Engineers, City 
and County of Honolulu, Division of Sewers, December 26, 1974. 

12 Meeting with James K. C. Chang, Acoustical Consultant, 
January 9, 1975 . 

. 13 Source: Honolulu Board of Water Supply. 

,.. ....., .. 
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14 Telephone interview with Herbert Minakami, person-in-charge of 
Proposed Refuse Power Generating Plant Feasibility Study, Department 
of Public Works, December 24, 1974. 

15 Telephone . interview with Wally Miyahira, Deputy Director, Department 
of Public Works, January 2, 1975.· 

16 Further information is avc;lilable through Combustion Equipment 
Associates, New · York. 

17 National Rifle Association, see correspondence letter in Appendix D. 

18 Ibid 

19 Meeting with Pearl Harbor Naval Officers and Staff: Lt. Commander 
R. L. Neesley (in charge of firefighting school), Lt. Commander 
L • .W. Lonnon (in charge of shore training), Hall Technician Chief 
C. A. Jaap (Senior Instructor) January 6, 1.975. _ 

20 Report by Tagawa, .Yamachi and Associates, 1972. 

21 The basis for these criteria may be referred to in the TYA Report. 

· 22 . Letter from Major Bernard Suganuma, Training Division, Honolulu 
Police Department, December 26, · 1974. 

23 Report by TYA, 19 72, Page 10. 
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FIRE AND POLICE TRAINING FACIIJTY 
WAIPAHU SITE 
SURVEY OF EXISTING PLANT MATERIAL 

Survey Taken By: Dr. Horace Clay, PhD. Horticulture 
Date of Survey: March· 8, 1974, 8:30 a.m. 

The following plant materials were found on the proposed Fire and 
Police Training Facility Site: 

1. 

2. 
3. 
4. 
5• 

. 6. 
. .. . . 7. 

a. 
9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 

BATIS (Pickle-weed or akulikuli-kai): Salty plant, ·grows in 
marshy conditions. 
PLUCHEA (Indian): Exotic weed 
CAIJFORNIA GRASS 
SALT-BUSH: Salty soil required. 
"LOVE-IN-A-MIST": Wild Passion Fruit 
KIAWE TREES 
HAOLE KOA 
COCKLE-BURR 
NICANDRA (Apple of Peru): Related to tomato plant. 
SPINY AMARANTH 
DESMANTHUS (Slender Mimosa) 
PENNISETUM (Fountain Grass) 
WILD MORNING GLORY (White 
POPOLO: Berry Plant 
SONCHUS: Snow Thistle 
SWOLLEN FINGER GRASS 
KLU: Weed 
TOMATO 
BERMUDA GRASS 
NATAL RED GRASS 
HEARTSEED (Cardiospermum) 

and Pink) 

.. 
J , . 
, .• 
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APPENDIX B 

...· 

PRELIMINARY ENVIRONMENTAL NOISE SURVEY of PROPOSED 
WAIPAHU FIRE and POLICE TRAINING FACILITY and RANGE 

I. PURPOSE 

The purpose of this preliminary survey was to assess the environ­
mental impact .of a proposed Waipahu Fire and Police Training 
Facility and Rifle Range up~n the adjacent community. 

II. FIELD INVESTIGATION 

A field investigation and noise survey was conducted on February 
19, 1974 with the cooperation of the Honolulu Fire and Police 

.· Departments to evaluate the acoustical characteristics of 
· existing ambient and of the potential impact the proposed. faci­
lity would have. 

A.· Weapons 

Acoustical data was obtained for three representative 
weapons expected to be fired on the proposed range. 

TABLE 1: . WEAPON CHARACTERISTICS 

Weapon/Model Manufacturer Ammunition 

• Pistol - Model 151 Smith & Wesson · 38 Specia~ 
. Chief's Special 

Shotgun Model 870 Remington 00-Buck & Slugs 
12 gauge 

Rifle Model AR-15 Colt 223 
30 caliber 

B. Ammunition 

Standard ammunition was utilized for each of the three 
weapons to simulate representative range firing conditions. 

C. Test Site 
.. 

......... 

All field data was obtained at the proposed outdoor site 
located just below the Waipahu Dump. 
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D. Instrumentation 

An Impulse Precision Sound Level Meter, Type 2204, manu­
factured by Bruel and Kjaer was used for measuring the peak 
sound pressu~e level. The microphone assembly attached to the 
Impulse Meter consisted of a one-half inch Bruel and Kjaer 
Type 413LJ., cathode follower Type 2614, ·and Model UA-0052 Nose 
Cone. All field calibration before and after measurements 
were performed with Bruel and Kjaer Type 4220 Pistonphone. 

E. Measurement Procedures 

Sound level measurements were taken at six points including · 
'the firer's position, and .at 100, 200, and 300 yard intervals 
down renge, closest residence, and also at Kumukahi Street of 
Lower Village. 

·.F. Meteorological Data 

Meteorological data between the hours of 9:00 A.M. and 
12:00 P.M. on February 19, 1974 were obtained from Honolulu 
Inter"1ational Airport and the U.S. Weather Bureau. 

Temperature 68 degrees 
· Humidity 85% . . 

Wind Velocity 8 miles '. 
Wind Direction NE 

. . 
---~III. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT --. 

A. Acoustical Findings 

The average peak sound level in decibels for each weapon 
at the measuring points are presented in the following table. 

TABLE 2 : ACOUSTICAL DATA 

Wea:eon Measuring Points 
Firer's Closest 

Position 100 yds. 200 yds 300 yds Residence 

38 Pistol 122 dB 88 dB 87 dB 78 dB 53 dB 

Shotgun 12 gauge 153 dB 113 dB 113 dB 87 dB 61 dU 

Rifle 30 caliber 159 dB 126 dB 119 dB 98 dB 77 dB 

-83-
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The highest level of sound at the closest residence on . 
private land would be well within the limitations of the CZC. 
However, with baffling for safety, landscaping, etc., further 
sound reduction would result. · 

B. Environmental Impact: Human 

Field data was compared to the National Academy of Science, 
National Research Council and the U.S. Army criteria for damage 
risk. The peak sound level of those weapons, beyond the firer's 
position, was not found to be hazardous to hearing. 

Presently there are no final Federal or State guidelines for 
impulse noise, however, criteria do exist for calculating the 
possible annoyance level for impulsive noise sources. 

Under Section 6 of the Noise Control Act of 1972, the . EPA 
will develop and publish noise emissions standards by April 1974 
which will have to be met and complied with at this proposed 
·firing range and training facility. 

1. Aberdeen Proving Ground 

For its weapons testing program, Aberdeen Proving Ground, 
Maryland, has established operational criteria based on their 
past experience to predict community complaints. Their maxi­
mum · allowable sound level for impulse noise without . the use 
of hearing protection is 138 dB using the NAS - NRC criteria, 
and 140 dB using the U.S. Army criter~a. 

TABLE 3: ANNOYANCE CRITERIA FOR WEAPONS FIRE 

Decibel Level Expected Complaints 

Less than 100 dB None 

100 ... 108 dB Possible 

Greater ~han 108 dB Definite 

2. u. s. Air Force • 

The U. S. Air Force has developed operational criteria· 
for estimating the effects of impulse noise (Sonic Iloom).on 

-04-
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people. Sound .overpressures .up to 1 lb. per sq. ft. of 
128 dB do not generate significant public reaction day or 
night. 

TABLE 4: EFFECTS OF SONIC BOOM ON PEOPLE* 

Sound Overpressure Peak Decibel Level Predicted Effect 
lbs. per sq. ft. 

Less than 1.0 up to 128 dB No significant reaction 
daY: or night 

1.0 - 1.5 128 - 130 dB Probable public reaction 

1.5 ~ 1.75 131 132 dB Significant public 
reaction 

1.75 - 2.0 133 - 134 dB s'ignificant public 
reaction day or night 

Neither of these criteria would be exceeded, therefore, the 
adjacent community population at large would not be expected -to 
complain. 

* C.W. Nixon and P. Borsky: "Effects of Sonic Booms on 
People", Journal Acoustical Society of America, Vol. 39, 
No. 5, May 1966 • 

• 
C. Environmental Impact: Animal 

Based upon existing evidence prepared for the U.S. Environ­
mental Protection Agency* the effects of noise on wildlife and 
other animals would not be of sufficient intensity to alter the 
normal patterns of animal behavior outside the proposed Waipahu 
Range. 

* "Effects of Noise on Wildlife and Other Animals", U.S. 
Enfironmental Protection Agency, Dec. 31, 1971, 
Report NTID 300.5. 

D. Fire Engine Noise · 

With engine and pumps at f-ull throttle, sound level 10 ft. 
from engine measured 9L1- dB; with engine and pumps idling, sound 
level measured 85 ·dB. 
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E. Fire Department Helicopter 

Landing, take-off and hovering at 500 ft. of the Fire 
Department helicopter measured between 85 and 90 dB. 

F. ?olice Department Squad Car 

The Police Department squad car practicing high speed skids 
and turns generated sound l~vels of 90 dB peak at 20 ft • 

.G. Vehicular Noise 

The Garbage Department trucks going to and from the dump 
site at approximately 40 miles per hour generated peak sound 
levels of 90 .dB. 

·1v. CONCLUSION 

The proposed Waipahu Fire and Police Training Facility and 
Range under consideration should not constitute an environmental 
impact . problem. 

' . 

• ..--~ .. --
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NEW MINIMUM ACCEPTABLE NOISE LEVELS 

The minimum acceptable noise level of the pro­
posed .range will have to comply with OSHA and 
the CZC. As of this date, OSHA' s limi tation is 
set at 140 dB peak sound pressure level. 

Transposing the old CZC · Octave Band into the current center frequencies 
mandates compliance with the fo~lowing: 

Octave Band Sound Pressure Level 

31.S 

. 63 . 79 dB 
' . . 

125 74 

250 66 dB 

500 59 

1000 53 . 

2000 47 . . . . 

4000 41 

8000 39-- ... .__·~ 

· During the evening hours of 6:00 P.M. to 12:00 P.M. the Sound Pressure 
Level should be 6 dB lower and during the morning hours of 12 :00 P. M. · 
to 6:00 A. M. the Level should be 10 dB lower than the above figures. 

Information obtained from 
James K. C. Chang, Acoustical 
·Consultant, January 9, 1975. 
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NATIONAL RIFLE ASSOCIA1,ION OF A1\1ERICA 
. .Eefli:JimJ. o/ THE AMERICAN RIFLEMAN~~ 

1600 Rhode Island Avenue,. N.W. • .Washington, D. C. 20036 ~~ 783-6505 
~~ 

February 9, 1972 

Mr. Gordon D. C. Tyau, Architect ·. 
Group ' 7 O Lab 
1186 Fort Street Mall 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

. . 

· Dear Mr. Tyau: . 

Fortuantely, we have done a fair amount of work on the 
problem of the noise of shooting and its attendant problems. 

First, the sound pressure levels (SPL) generated. These 
levels are peak SPL and cannot be measured by the ordinary 
sound survey meter since they are impact type sound. The 
measurements made ·by NRA were as close to free-field as possible. 

· The formula, SPL = 20log10 P1;p can be used to describe these 
0 

·measurements. P1 is the SP'L at 1 meter from the source; . and P :; 
0.0002 dynes per square centimeter. . 0 

It should be noted that all guns show a focusing effect · 
in front of the muzzle of approximately ZOdB. This · falls off in 
a nice even predictable manner as the polar pattern is plotted.
As a result you have an egg-shaped polar pattern with the lowest 
SPL directly to the rear. 

The SPL measured are (All SPL are 1 meter in front of the 
muzzle). 

. 
Cal. 7.62mm NATO, Mll8 match=l72dB 

• 38 Special Wadcut te.r (14 8gr.) =148dB 

12 gauge Shotgun, trap load=l60<lB ... 
J ~· ' .
•" 
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Mr. Tyau Page 2 February 9, 1972 

; 

Equipment used ~ General Radio type 1551-C Sound Level meter 
· With type 1556-B Impact Noise Analyze!· 

Guns used were: a US Rifle, M:-1 converted to Cal. 7.62mm NATO;. 
a Smith &Wesson Model 10 Military and Police w/4" bbl., and 
a Remington 1100 shotgun with 26" bbl. 

The radius of audibility is not readily determinable. Ambient 
noise level, differing meteorological conditions, physical placement 
of the range itself, in relation to the surrounding landforms; and 
physical characteristics of the range will all affect the radius of 
audibility, and of course, any impact on a nearby community ~ 

Ideally, a range should be located in a n~rrow wooded valley. 
The direction of .firing should be away from and downwind of 
any inhabited areas. Placement in a wooded valley allows the sound 
to be reflected from the valley slopes into the air. Vegetation does 
attenuate sound-a good average figure for Hawaii is about 6dB per · 
100 feet (ground distance) of trees since your trees have foliage the 

. year around. Firing in a direction away from habitation simply ·uses 
the fact of . the 20dB focusing previously referred -to in order to 
lowei the sound directed at habitation by 20dB. Placing a range 
downwind actually allows the sound to be blown away from dwellings. 

. If a r~nge is baffled for safety, it is also baffled for 
sound. For exainple, NRA has an Experimental Range. It is located 
in a shallow (lOQ feet at most) valley, and is safety baffled. 
There are dwellings within 2000 feet crosswind of the range. The 
local county Police Department utilizes the range for their 
firearms training, and rarely is the sound of firing even audible 
at the closest dwellings. The combination of baffling and the 
shallow valley have cut the noise level completely. It should 
be noted, however, that both high power rifles and shotguns can~e 
heard at the dwellings. It is only the .38 and .45 cal. pistol · 
that cannot be heard. 

Several surveys of residential areas near ranges have been conduc­
ted. It has been found that if a range is set up properly for 
maximum sound attenuation, many residents are not even aware of the 
existence of the range. Others hear it, but get used to it, as 
people who live close to a jet airport get used to the far greater 
noise generated there. 

We have found that many normal household sounds either mask 
range noise, or are louder. Television sets, hi fi, children 
playing, dogs barking, or screen doors slamming all have a tendency 
to cover the noise of a range. · 

, . 
,J..~ ... 
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Mr. Tyau Page 3 February 9, 1972 

Some residents, of course, convince themselves that guns are 
bad, therefore the noise is bad, and they are annoyed. · Some also 
claim hearing damage. While there is no way to tell a man he is 
not annoyed, it is possible to tell him his hearing cannot be damaged. 
The Walsh-Healey Act has set federal criteria to exposure to noise 
for hearing damage. A gunshot lasts in the order of a millisecond. 
The least amount of time· allowed for high noise level damage by 
Walsh-Healey is about 15 minutes. Therefore, 15,000 rounds would 
have to be fired continuously and consecutively, with a man standing 
close by in order for his hearing to be damaged. It is hardly
"likely that this situation would ever occur. · 

As you may have heard, sound attenuates as it gets further 
from its source by 6dB each time the distance is doubled. This 
is more properly known as the Spreading Loss Law, and may be 
described mathematically as follows: 

Spreading Loss = 2010&10 Rl/Ro 
. . 

R1 = distance ?f observation 

Ro = reference distance, usually 1 meter. 

This equation can be used in predicting noise levels out to 
about 2000 feet, or 600 meters. After that, the atmosphere and 
its effects destroys any reliable prediction. 

We sincerely hope that this information is in a useable form 
fbr you. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to 
contact us again. :~ 

Sincerel~, ~ · , · 
J~·/ .·.: ·!,~r:/ ~ 

( (t, l:, ,, ·c:: t l t. /i/L c 1 1-'l a.Yz t.~ 
Edward D. Andrus, Manager 
Range Facilities Department 

EDA/dn 

-90-

......... 

,;.. ...~ _. , · ....:·.. •.<:··"'· . .. : • > 



.. ... 

r. ~:,. 

\ 
\ 
'.. 

\ 
\ 

\ 
\ 

\. 
• ·! \ 

\ 



-

• • • • 

.

. .

.

.

1 

'_

-~.L. ..---"'-- "'31.\, . > \:• '\ :, r- . .~........ 
. ~ ·'\ . ' • ./ . ·' ,• . • H .· 

. . -
../ .• ,,,... . --:-. ."'!;: '·. .... -~/ / \'..~' ;:/~ 

-- -------·----·-- -··-------·--· 
~----~~~~~--

...1 
r-..

k...........".. _.... 
,..a ' 
I r'-:-:-":'"".c---~..,...~~-----~ 

••.,••<•••'•-• I •I ( f •••••'t <•"'' ·~., ._ '' • •1 ••• 1------"T?'I· . ......... ..... ..~.-... ·· ::,' "'.'"..'- ~ .-~ .... ·..~- · - ·-: -~ -- ~ 
. 

> .·. ~ ·.. •.. :~. 7...- ~~= ~"". ~:.~z · . ~~:-! .•.!\ .. ..:. ·.·. ' -~--~--.--:":'_ ··.-:.~-~ ·.· 

··~ . ... . .. 

.~~·::"'-"':t(f:;". ii ;~1\;~;;J .';;~~,. ;~~:'}~="~;::;·;~::· ~2·<:_13~'~;,. ;.,, "' .. .... .''><· ,:}.~S·'. 
1'· / » . • ..~.,,~ .•,1• It .. , , ... ·· .... . ..-•• --· I ,. •· .">. - ~~·~ _ i!~ • ·.ri:- ~- ·· • • ·... '· ./ ~· \ .. ..... \•. ,f . I ...;.3 • A~ • I l; . . .. i-: \' . I • • -·--"\. • v-···· -::-'-, •.-- • . 

· !'I . -,::· : >t~ . ~ f.. ' \l:t : h " ...;Y Y . '.' '(. • • ··· . ~>! -••· ' , _... • ,\I». ....._ <I' 2.~ · •' .' · '1 ' ! • ..~ ;/, 'T11111c,ConhCI -Y.1 · .. · _ •••/, · . '• · \' .• : ·· 
,. ' ' ....___,, • • ,. ' A•••• •W)>,. " T - _.,.. · .• .:~.•-. . . \ • ,.._ • ' - J.ccl<tnlln•nt. . • • I ·- • . ·,· . • :·,... ,.. •, .: •• ~,. -- - '"''"-,,.__ :,• p · . • •' <.'..: , · ·· • : • "" I :>. . . , ~· · •• • - ·;?."?> +15 •• \~,.; • ~~'\7 . . .. ;; : : \ • ~ : . .·. . ' • ... I . I . ·,. .~~ . ;('Cc; . : Ji!~ -f:~::: ~ )\f: : ~:: '\ " ._. ·\:~. ,\\.-. :.<: (/.. I f]r:·~ 

I 

I 

~:~; , )..... - ~i:- ~::r~- -~,-.r ::. ~'.· · -.:.=·· · -...... , . ·.·. ---,>~'- \ -;···. ----· . . I -.'!"~ 
,.,,.. · ,.... rF · ~ · · S\:.i;· ·f-·"' .•·.- .• • · ·, ·,· .~._\ · ' . ,,. ·• -· •• •'.,'.;; . ..): : ,f<. :_lt, -: : ~.. : ~~\>< "' . ' -.\ . .. .. ' '·':'{ ~......-.~-~- ,,, ..,5 ~ '11,,_, ~' ''·'" . .,,, \ ·~ )' - ' ~1 

: 

I .J; f .. · ·1 - - - :~,:;:: )' -< ~ .- ~ -- -~.:oi:l;~~'!tJ/ .·;•. ./·-
. ~ ..;. 

• 

;'t'.. 

.~-

/ ,.) ,>,..---:, ;.~f 

: - . 
.• 

r . , ., \ ... 
• I 

: 
· . / . ) ' . ··.~:~-.. • '-.___ , ··~ 

\~: . ' •• ;·•: 

j . . ;,....~;;~.., 
.;.. •.(- - - ...,.,...." ' ;~rr. I ~o..tcoH T•H• 

I · -~~ 

I 
• J ~f.~ 

/ • tl~i/ -- ....~~::... 
PnOJCC1'(0 DAILY 

l f 
:~~ ATTEND&NC( I lt7S . 1----·--

t4ol'loh1lu Pol•C• O•pl. . ,, sf.i ,,. ,...,.... ,.Sl•tl & Vi1110t1 "' ,.,,Tol•I t4 P.O. 

t40ftOlwlu F i~ Ot>pt.1:\·' ,,. ,,..... ,,..~"!-: 
$htl lo Vltltort 
Toflf HF.O. 

"·O;" 1; 

I TOTA\. PAOJCCUO 
Oo\ILT AlHNOANCE I '"·- .. (.?:::~;

• ,,,. . · ·<1. itn'k,..~ 
DUIL OIMQ AREA 1-.. 

.q. fl . 

)1,J !AClmlftJCl••.,O>Of" 

JU•CJl'l'lft1th""' 
1. •~Ao•1 • Otflc• & 

Flri"O S~eel• 

Cef'llN ''•'"'"I 81d9. 

I .,,.~.;... .. _-: ~~~~=~=.,=~:~ f;:~y 
1,1<11/ ----·-··-~ ••••• \ · · P.•c•- · ., · . . · .t?,"l, '''• Ttelnl"t 8•dg. • 

"•dlol09J 111u~1,., '·"., 
U .11TOTAL ARCA 

( 10TAL P_AR~~ 

APPENDIX F 
NO"lM 

0 

'"' 



·. 

Appendix G 

Draft ·Environmental Impact Statement Comments From Various 
Agencies and Responses by Building Department 
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. (_ BUILDING DEPARTMENT (~. 
CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 

HONOLULU. HAWAII eaet:J 

El'tNEST T. YUASA 
·K fl, 'I' ASI 

•••CC'l'Olt -a •un.auu; SUPIClllMTCIOOCMT\ )""°" 
ll081tl'tT O. TSUMURA~AUL DEVENS 

MAMACINC OlllCC:TOll •&llVTY OtltlCC:TO". 

.· 

August 8, 1974 

- . ,_,. ........... 
r."" - ·-~-~I':··•• .r·'f 
• . • • • • . t . . ' •. ' •• • • • \ .. 
.,~. . : ·.:...: . . :..• ·- ....... : : ~ 

"'lo\ . ' •J'J

l.'. . ' -.... ' •. . ·,, •·' 
t-.J 

.... ·.. ·: ,,·... :-..
Group Architects Collaborative, Inc. 
926 Bethel Street," Second Floor ~I;,:.,._•" ,.'\ ,. .•; •~ i • .:.. .. &~ 

cctt:-so:~:.:::\~r.. t,~c.Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Gentlemen: 

SUBJECT: Fire and Police Training Facilities 
Draft - Environmental .Impact Statement 

,.. 
Please take action on the attached comments made by 

the Office of Environmental Quality Control and various other 
agencies on the subject statement • 

.. 
--... 

Very truly yours, 

(a,_,±T~ 
ERNEST T. YUASA 

Director·and Building Superintenpent 

TH: kh 
Attach. 
cc: J. Harada 

APPENDIX G 
AGENCY CO~lMi~NTS 
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JOHN ~.. EJUflNS 
RICHARD E. MARLAND. PH.0. 

COVEJINOA 
IN\'ERIM 01REC?OA 

• .. STATE OF HAWAII · 

·_ r\ 

• 

OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY CONTROL 

. OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 

ISO HALEKAU"1LA ST. 

ROOM.301 

HONOlUlll. HAWAII 968t3 

July 25, 1974 

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

SUBJECT: Draft Environmental Impact Statem_ent _for Pol.ice 
and Fire Training Facilities at Waipa~u 

Dear Mr. Yuasa, 

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

In our evaluation of the draft EIS (dEIS) and comments 
pr~vided, this Office finds several areas in which the final 
EIS should expand discussion. The following comments are 

• offered: · · 

I. INTRODUCTION 

This Off ice recommends the use of a tax map to pin­
point the exact location of the site area. This would 
avoid confusion. Reference to the Location Map should 
include the page number. Also, City & County's owne~ship 
of the land should be recognized in the second par~graph. 

One important part of the dEIS was omitted. A 
description of the build i ngs should be included in the 
final EIS. Information should includ~ building heights, 
number of buildings, square footage, use of the buildings, 
and personnel capacity. 

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

' " 
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Page 2 
July 25, 1974 

.· 
Are there going to be any environmental effects, such as 
noise and air pollution? A discussion of the above subjects 
should be included in the fin~l EIS. 

II. EXISTING ~HARACTERISTICS 

The aEIS states on page 10, " •••proposed training 
facility would no~ have a~y effect oti the recreational 
facilities in the area ••• " It states further in the dEIS 
that fire training will he conducted when tr~dewind condi­
tions are directed towards Pearl Harbor . West Loch (page 29). 
This means smoke will blow over the ~roposed park. Thus~ 
these statements contradict one another. 

Corps .of Engineers recommends a discussion of the 
low-lying area's susceptibility to both tidal and riverine 
flooding in this section, since it is assumed that land 
filling elevates the ground and will eliminate some of the 
flooding. · 

III. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 

Most comments received pertain to this section. 
Please consult individual letter for further information 
since only a brief summary will be presented. 

A. Airborne Emissioris 

Because burning will be an integral part of the 
. • training exercises, a description o~ the training 

building, and concrete slab and pit should be provided • . 
Safety precaution measures should be mentioned within · 
the final EIS. Also, this Office recommends emission 
measurement be taken. 

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

Department of Agriculture recommends that the 
quantity of fuel consumed for burning exercises be 
estimated to determine emission values and data. 

Department of Health· indicates that burning 
exercises may not comply ~ith present legislation. 
Although experiments have been conducted, acceptable 
methods of cont1,ol are not in sight. A variance 
might be required. They also poi~t out that complete 
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Page 3 
July 25, 1974 

combustion of wood will take lo~ger than five minutes. 
(p. 15 of dEIS) 

Extinguishing agents to be used is another area 
of concern. Water Resources Research Center at the 
University of Hawaii points out that . any water containing 
biodQgradable and/or non-toxic would coristitute 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 ph~s­
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 run-off water from these hose 
evolutions will not carry any waterborne effluents and 
therefore would not have any significant environmental 
effects," does not explain the quantity of run-off 
which could be a problem if there i~ 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 storm drainage is unclear. This section 
should also include discharges of sanitary wastes • 

. Since there is a moratorium on new connections to 
Waipahu .oxidation pond, 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 sub~tantia1 comments 
from other agencies and the Waipahu Community Asso­
ciation. Reference to the appended l~tters should be 
made before the final EIS is submitted. 

In the Appendix under acoustical data, do the 
numerical values represent actual noise emission during 
a practice. session? Data for each weapon is noted but 
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Page 4 
July 25, 197~ 

more than . one gun will be fired during a practice 
session and more noise will be produced. Thus, from 
the given figures, mi~imum moise factors are represented 
rather than ·the maximum. Therefore, a discussion on 
noise reduction should be included in the final EIS. 

•University of Hawaii's Department of Engineering 
discusses this subiect in great detail. The major 
concern is the .gunfire noise measurements and impa~t. 
Discussion of the design and operati6nal features 
should be inc1uded in the final EIS. (See letter for 
details.) 

Department of Health feels this section should 
includ~ a discussion concerning night training on firing 
range and other noise generating activities. All 
regulations regarding noise must De complied with 
during construction and operation . of this proposed 
proj~ct. · 

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-
1ife presently in that area. ~here is a bird ref~ge 
·in that area. 

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"• be · written in. This Office finds ~his a very good 
~ecommendation and concurs strongly with them. 

· Waipahu Community Asso~iation sugge~ts 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 additional point concerns the employees who 
will work there. What will the noise levels be for the 
workers inside the buildings? Special design is needed 
to reduce the noise impact. ~ 

D. Solid Waste 

Since one of the solid wastes will be radioactive~·' 
there are a few thines that should be noted. The 
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Page 5 
July 25, 1974 

radiological building must conform tb Atomic Energy 
Commission standards and specifications. If there is 
more than the regulated quantity permitted, a certified 
person from AEC must 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 Aata be given in the final EIS concerni~g 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 be made to it. 
Offsite sewer construction is necessary. Thus, it is 
recommended to discuss this section separately from 
solid waste to inc _lude sewage coll.ection and disposal. 

The dEIS states on page 21 th~t ·debris from· the 
fire training exercises will be removed to an existing 
dump 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 
resulting from the exercises should be disposed at the 
incinerator. 

E. . Resour~e Depletion '· 

• Although the dEIS states that ash residue wil1 be 
used for landfiil, it does not indicate what kind of 
cover soil will be used. Discussion should be expanded 
to include the process of packing and filling, the 
support capacity of the landfili, 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 
adjustment 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. With~ut additional fill and grading, 
the land is suitable for nursery and greenhouse cult~rc • 

.""···· 
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Page 6 
July 25, 1974 

.. <·- -· .,. 

F. SociaL and Community Aspects 
. . .. . . 

This Office has found many references made to 
Report ~y Tagaw~, Yamachi, A.I.A. & Associates, as 
illustrated on page 25. Please provide this Office with 
a brief summary or the report itself if .it is available • 

• 
This section· has brou.ght st~ong criticism from the 

Waipahu Community Associatiori. · Ra~her than being bene- . 
ficial to the commutiity, they find it undesirable. 
(See letter) 

IV. UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL· "EFFECTS 

B. Noise Emissioris 

The discussion· on· page ·33, first paragraph needs 
improvement. The statem~nt that · t~ainees . will be given 
"full and actual experience of firing a . weapon" and 
noise is a major consideratiori is misleading. It is 
required that all personnel firing a gun must wear an 
ear protection device to avoid hearing loss. · The other 
alternative mentioned is to · enclose the range. This 
would allow some safety and noise control. If the two 
alternatives are "last resort", then what are other 
reasonable · alternatives? These .other alternatives 
should be included in the final EIS. 

VII. ANY IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENTS OF 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 Office 
feels shculd be addressed. Cost of the project should be 
mentioned. How many people will this facility accomo<late? 
Impact on wildlife in the area needs_discussion. Footnotes 
need page numbers. Are there any historical or archeolo­
gical sites? This must be documented. Also, Environmental 
Center comments on the numerous grammatical errors. We 
recommend editing. 
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Page 7 
. July .25, 1974 

·RECm1.MENDATIONS 

We reco~men~ that (1) written r~sponses b~ sent to a11 
commentators including this Office, indicating how specific 
concerns were considered, evaluated and disposed; (2) ali 

". 
comments and your responses should be 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 commen.ts will prove to ·be helpful to 
you in preparing the final 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. 

Richard E. Marland 
Interim Director 

At.tachrnent 
• . 

• 

.. ...~· 
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ATTACHMENT 

" ..__,_...•: 

List of Responding A~eneies 

Federal 
.; .· 

U.S. NaV"y July 3 ,. l.974 
Department of the Army 

~(Corps of Engineers) Jul.y 3, l.974 . . .. ·- -

*Department of Army · July l.O. 1974 . 

State 

UH Water Resources Research Center June 25, l.974 
*Department of Planning & Econo~ic Development June 27, 197~ 

Department of Land and Natural. Resour.ces Jul.y 3, .1974 ·,..,..... ,, 
Department of Agriculture · July 9, . 1.974 

. . Department of Health July 9, 1974 
Environmental Center July 15, 1974 · ..:: .. . 
UH Department of Mechanical Engineering July 5, 1974 . 
~Department of Transportation · · July l.8, l.9711-

· ·city ·& County 

*Departmen\ of Transportation Service~ June 26, l.974 
Board of Water Supply July J., 1974 
De~~rt~ent·of Public ~oiks Jul.y s, i97'-1-. 
Department of tand Utilizatio~ July 10, 1974 

*Department of Recreation May 22, 1974 

Private Organizations 

Waipahu Community Associatio~ Jul.y. 15, 1974 
John Moriyama (Private Citizen) Sept. 4, 1974 

... 
*Offers no comments 

.. 
...... ~· 
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..':' " PB-75-247 . . . : 

March li, 1975 
• '.~ •• -- .l, : ~ . . .. ~ 

Dr. Richn.rd t·!arlund, Intc:i..-n Director 
Officc of Enviro~mcntal Qu~lity Control • , ' . . .. 
550 I!olcko.uwila Street 
Honolulu, Ha~'laii 96813 . . . . . 

.J' • • t 

Dear Dr. Marland: 

SUBJECT: Draft Environmental Impact statement 
fire dnd Police JoL~t Training Facilities 

Our response to your comments cubmitted on July 3, 1974 
pertaining to the subject EIS is as follows: 

, -~-· 

1. Introduction 

A. · A t<:lX map is included in page 5 of the 
final EIS. 

B• City and County o-vmership of the subject 
parcel is recognized in the second 
paragraph of page 1. 

c. A description of the buildings, including 
building h~ic_;;hta, number of buildings, 
cquare footnge, use of the buildings, and 
peroonnel c<:ipacity is graphically submitted 
in tho Appendix on page 92. 

D. C<inine tr:::dning is doccribcd on pnge 31 and 
driver trnining is included on page 17. 

A. Tho City nnd Cou~ty Dc ~<:lrt~cn ·t of nocrcntion 
bus found the EIS c:icccp-cnblo. Smoko from 
firc-tr~ining mccrci::;co will bo c.-nittcd cluring 
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Dr. Richard M<:lrland 
·~CJO 2 

\, }lnrch 17, 1975 
'~-· 

.. . 
... tradewind conditions.and would havo negligible 

effect on the proposed pa1:'k if burning is 
scheduled to respect periods of highest park 
uso such as \·1oc1~cnds and holidays. It will 
huve lc~s of nn im9act than over the residential 
ar~as in the opposite direction. See page 12. 

. . .~ .~ : a.· Ash and refuse rc~idue from the adj~cent City 
and Ccunty Incinorutor will be utilized to raise 

'' '.'the elevation of the existing landfill according 
to a recently prepared Master Grading Plan. 
Consultants will determine the extent and 

.solution to the problem of tidal and riverine 
flooding. See pp. 6. 36-37. 

3. Environmental Impact of the Proposed Action 

A. Airborne Emissions 

1. A description of the training building, 
concrete slab and pit is included on 

·.pages 18•19. Safety precaution measures 
are discussed on pages 41-42. 

It is not possible at this time to . ~ .. 
quantify the expected air pollution 
levels which arc slibject to such factors 

t. as the final design of the fire training 
building and natural gas "X-rnas treo". 
However, if present burning practices 
are uccd, tho pollution levels of oil 

·' fires can be estimated by the quantity 
of fuel conswnod during a training day. 
It io expected that a mm:imum of 5 gallons 
of dic~cl oil and 5 9allons of ga~olinc · 
will be utilizod in a mixed solution. The 
amount of fuel consumed will vary according 
to t}1c time require~ to extinguish tha 
fire in cnch Geparato drill. 

..· 

.. 
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Dr. Richc:ird UarlQnd 
"'.Cjo :: 
,rch 17, 1975 

3. Since open burning is permitted by Stnte 
law only for ngrict'lltural purposes,, a 
variance must be obtained for tho burning 

· during training exercises. This variance 
procedure is outlined on pages 19-20. 

4. Debris rem~ining after e'ctinguish.~ent 
wood fires will be disposed of at the 
adjacent incinerator. 

of 

s. Extinguishing agents,, including their 
composition and dicponal,, are discussed on 
PP• 20-25 of the final EIS. 

B. Waterborne Effluents 

1. The 10,000 to 12,,000 gallons of water used 
per training day will not affect the land 
fill if proper drainage engineering measures 
are utilized• 

. 2. Hose evolution drills are primarily used to 
train f ircfighters in the proper application 
of water streams, sprays etc. The drafting 
pit will collect most of the water for re-use. 

3. Canine and human sanitary waste will be 
handled by a new connection to an existing 
system as mentioned on page 24. 

. " 
c. Noise Emission 

, 

1. The numerical values on page 03,, Appendix B, 
represent the averaga peak sound level in 
decibels for czich wcup.on at dcsigm:i.ted rnc<.rnuring 
points on the proposed site. If firing toots 
using many wcapono to cirnulatc an actual 
training scF.sion were held atcnothcr firing 
range where conditions arc different fre>m tho 
Waip~!'lu Gitc, the cound re&ldings would not 
be rcprcccntativc of the new site or proposcj 

~ · · -.J....... facility. 

•. 
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Dr. Richard .Marland 
'l ·:JO . 4 
'.lrch 17, 1975 
) 

../ 

2. Design and operational features to 
minimize noise impact are discussed on 
pages 28-32. 

3. Hight tr.iining activities for the Honolulu 
. Fire Dc~:Jzirtr.;cnt ~nc:"l Honolulu Police Department 
· aro discu=ccd on p~ge 26. Minimu.~ acccptublo 
noise levels for evening and early morning 
hours are given on pago 07 in Appendix c. 

4. A discussion of Federal Wildlife Refuges 
in the area i~ included on pages 15-16. 

s. A new section entitled •safety Aspects• has 
been incorporated on pages 41-42. 

6. 'l'he possibility of sh<:lI'ing the Kaneohe Marine 
Corps Air Station Firing Range is discounted 
on page 66. 

7. Expected building interior noise levels for 
the proposed facility are included on page 29. 

D. Solid Waste 

1. The proposed Radiological Building and its 
conformance to Atomic Energy Standards is 
discussed on page 33. 

2. Discussion of sewage collection and disposal 
is included under the heading of "Waterborne 
Effluents •• on page 24. 

3. Debris from the fire training exercises will 
be rcreov·cd to the adjacent City and County 
Incincr~tor for di~pos~l. 

E. Rcoourcc Depletion 

1. Site prc:?:lrntion, !ncludinry pt-lckin<J and filling 
cover soil, elevations <ind precautions tu:Kcn 
to avoid "fi~o hole::;" i!: discucscd on page& 
36 throuJh 30 in tho final ·EIS. . ... .. . . 
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Dr. Richard Harland 
"'ago S 

,_) arch 17* 1975 

2. The probability of a refuse power generating 
,plant locating near the Fire-Police Trnining 
Facilities is discussed on pag~ 35. The 
parcels previou~ly designated for a sewage 
treatment plnnt have been re-assigned as ash 
disposal sites. 

3. An alternative usa of filled land for nursery 

;. . 
and greenhouoe culture is mentioned on pa3e 
36. 

. . 'F. Social and Community Aspects 

1. A copy of the report titled Fire c.nd Police 
Tr-..jni"nrt ,';'.,,cni~v -;:>,,,ei.·.,,. r.o,.. r.•l'V",,C!rt to .1 . .'.·' ·~nc:i. · · u. ':' 4<. ~ ·· · ·-~ t .__·\-• ..... '-·""'- ... ~ ·· - · -·~ ~ A 

tho ccnernl Plon, by Tagawn, Ya.~achi and 
Associotes, 1972, will be included with this 
letter to OEQC. 

2. A letter has been sent to the wa;pahu community 
Associatio11 addressing their concern for the 
proposed facility locating in the neighborhood. 

4. Unavoidable 1\d•Jerse Environ,-r,ental Effects 

. .~ ;.B. Noise Emissions 
··-- ·~ · -'!. ··~~ 

1. The sentence which states that noise is an 
important factor in weapons training has been 
deleted. 

2. Proposed nltcrnatives to reduce the noise 
impact of gunfira at the project site are 
discussed on puges 48-49. 

5 • {'..ny_ Irr~~.r0":".'rd~:;l~ <.'.':.!"irl !r:r~tr.~.0.'-"<"lhle Cor..~. i tr.~".mtr:; of 
R~!~mu:-c~s ·v11.ici1 L'o1.i ·ta Be I~volv0d in the Prcpo~ed 
1\ctfrm 

A. Propoccd uses of the Eubjcct fucility after 
twenty years ara ~ontioncd en pages 68-70 and 
74. 
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Dr. Rich'-lrd l·:.:irland 
~aa.o 6 
.arch 17, 1975 

\ ,l
"'·-' 

-.. : : · -:.: 6 • l\dditionnl Co':Th.,,ent :1 from OEQC ..~ .. " . . . ' :, 

1. 'l'he ·cost of the project has been estimated at · 
10 million dollars• 

2. The projected daily attcnd~nce for the prop~scd 
facility is included in the chart on page 92 •.. 

. " 3• . Impact on wildlife in the area is . diecussed on 
~.·..... 

· PP• 15-16 and historical or archaclogical 
significa.ice is discounted on page 13. 

. . We have rcspon(1 ';~ d to all commentors and incorporated all 
comments and responses as an appendix to tha final EIS. A copy of the 
final EIS has been sent to agencies that provided substantive comments 
to the draft EIS. 

. . f .· •• ' : - 1 · I • , • ; . · , ., ' 

We are transmitting twenty (20) copies of the f~nal EIS for 
· your distribution. 

· · · . · · , ··· Very truly yours, 

. q;/mu;-f:_ T ~Wl<14- · 
ERNEST 'l'. 'lrt!ASA 

Director and Building Superintendent 
. ,_ 

. -,.__ -m:le 
attach. 
c:ca J. Harada 

Group Architects Collaborative, Inc• 

.-•. 

·, . 
,-'.'.."'' 
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HEADQUARTERS 

FOURTEENTH NAVAL DISTRICT 
BOX 110 

Fl'O SAN fRAHCISCO !IGGIO IN Rtl'LY RU"CR T01 • 
48:09F:SH:mm 
Ser 1913 

• ~.<I/ 
'• 

S JUL 197~· 

· Dr. Richard E. Marland 
Director 

.• 

Office of Environmental Quality 
Control ·· · • 

Office of the Governor 
550 Halckauwila Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

·Proposed ·Fire and Poli-c:y Traini~g 
Center 

Dear Dr. Marland: 

. . 

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement far the Proposed 
.. . .. Fire and Police Training Facilities to be lo.cated on 

Waipio Peninsula has been reviewed. The u. s. Navy has 
~roperty near the proposed site; 

A letter to ?-1r. Ernest T. Yuasa, Director and Building 
Superintendent, 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 aspects of this project, 

·including lateral safety. baffles, is not discussed. As a 
suggestion·,·, it . is recommended that a new section (l.11-G) 
entitled "Safety Aspects" be written into the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement • . 

Thank you for the opportunity afforded for review of, 
and comments upon, this Draft Environmental Impact "State..;; 
ment. 

Sincerely, 

~-c-
~~~7·J2,p:.-0~··~-.__L
•. 7 ~ 

L. G. TJMBERLAKIZ 

CAPTAIN, CEC, USN 

ors·rrncT CIVIL ENGINCr::R 
...

BY DlnC:CTJON OF T.HIZ COMM/\ND('N& ... .~· 

., 
-11~- ·1

•• 



PB-75-233 

March 13, 1975 

Fourteenth Uavnl District 
Box 110 
FPO San rrancisco 96610 

Attention: Captain L. ·G. Tilt.berlake 

Gentle.."Ilen: 

SUBJECT: Draft r.i1vironno..."ltal Impact Statement 
'r.'• :i P 1· ::r _ra1n1n9• • F·ac1·1•.i..•1~1cs~ire ana o.ice Loin~• .._"' 

'l'hanl~ you for your comments of July . 3, 1974 regarding the 
-~ ~Ubject p~ojcct. Our responoe to your cor..ments is as follows: 

1. Latc:t'nl r::a ·f~t"' baffl~s have been incluC!ed in 
the design oi the firing ranges. These baffles . 
are mentioned 011 p'1gcs 28, 42 and are graphically 
shown on the . scher~1atic architectural drawings on 
file at tha City and County Building Department. 

2. A new section titled "Snfetv Ar-m~cts" has been 
added in tho fin~l EIS on pp. t!-1-42. -

Vary truly yours, 

q,,/'vni.:rt T . (/~. ·~A-:!­
() 

r::rums'l' T. YiJASA 
Director and Building ~upcrintcndcnt 

T.thle / 
cc: J. IIu.rada 

Dr. Richard H~rlnncl (OEQC) 
Group Architect Collaborative, Inc. ... .... 

,.;,.,."' . 
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. \ .". . .. :.; ~:.. . DEPARTUiC:NT OF THE ARMY 
· · I ,\\Ill ' '\

I '::.·;·'' ''-.":, .. ·. ·' PACIFIC QCC:AN DIVISION, CORPS OF ENGINEERS.. ... ,..,, . .. \.. . ' . BUILDING 9G, FORT ARMSTRONGI· ' • ., . '1• ... . . ... HONOLULU, HAWAII 9G813\ .,~~:~~p 3 ..Tul,y 1974 

. Dr. Richard E. Marl:md, Interim Director 
Office of Envirorunc~tal Quality Control 
State of llawaii 
550 i!~~lckauwila Street, Room 301' 
Uonoiulu., Hawaii 96813 

Dear Dr. Narland: 

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 comments are as follows: · 

a. In the discussion of alternative actions on pages 42 and 43, the 
statement mentions tidal flooding p::oblems as a reason for eliminating the 

.. :·Waipal1u (incinerator site) fa:om consideration. Since the 15-acre recom­
mendcci 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 Existin:; Characteristics. It is assumed that the purpose of 
the ?roposed 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 (Sec "Name of Action" on sllm:nary sheet) since the project is for 
City ar.d Co~nty facilities on land owned by the City and County of Honolulu. 
This apparent inconsistency should be clarified. 

Sincerely yours, 

~;.a1~ 
ELROY C.HINN . 
Actin?chicf., Engineering Division 

., -112-
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PB-75-232 

March 12, 1975 

Department of the Army 
Pacific Ocean DiviGion, Corps of Engineers 
Fort Shafter, Hawaii 96558 

Attention: Mr. Elroy Chinn 

Gentle.."llen 1 

SUDJBCT i Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
Fir~ and Police Joint Training Facilities 

Our response to your comments· e~bmitted on July 25, 1974 ) 
pertaining to the subject EIS is as follows: 

1. ~he suscqptibility of the project site, to 
both tidal and riverine flooding is· 
discussed on pages 36-37 together with 
proposed nethods t~ eliminate the problem. 

2. Federal and State · funding programs havo been 
investigu~cd and may beco~e a source of 
revenue to alleviate the initial planning 
and construction costs of the project to the 
County. 

Very truly yours, 

ERUEST T. YUASA 
Director and Duiluing Supcrintcn~cnt . 

--:10 / ' .. 
.""'·' ' _, J. H'1r~cla ) 

Dr. nichnrd ~~rl~nd (O~QC) 
Group l\rchitcctc Colli:.i.!Jorutivc, Inc. 
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•· DC:?Ai.:-.-MENT OF THE ARMY·,.\ 
· \ • · hEADQUARTERS UN1TEO STATES ARMY SUPPORT COMMAND, HAWAII

'· ( , •'i·' APO SAN FRANCISCO 96557 ....__)·.. . ; l I 
\~.··. .. > '/ . ,,;... " .. ·• ·.. ... 

10 JUL 19"/4HCfE-?S 

•1f'tice of Enviro11incmtal Quality Coiitrol 
:. : . ·: ce o·:: ·~.i::: uovcrnm" 

· ,,,.,\; ·: ;~i 1ekc:.La·1i ~ ~ Street, Roor,1 301 
. 11(1,.,' •'-'I U > :·:;.\•J..:4 •; i 96813 

•:-.·.•... \!u1~r.: 

•·:.:: i .. -.ve rcviewec.i the following Di"aft Environmenta1 Impact Statements: 

"· Proposed City and County of Hor.o1u1u Corporation Yardi. 

~. Proposed Fire and PoliceTraining Facilitiesi. and 

c. fti11helona Hospital Sewerage System. 

·. ::e: r.uve no comiiients to offer. 
._ 1 ·-

Sincerelyi. 
. . · -· . . . /.' ' 

// {{;~~
. . • , /.'YI) ·r...-l-"c... t,. ,ri - ct 

• .,_;ctl/\RLES~ VARNUM . 
Colonel, CEf Director of Facilities Engineering 

.. 
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.. ·~i~IVER. SI'l'Y OF HAWAII.,. ................_.. . 
W:iter R(·;;l)l:tcel a.~sr:.'Ui:h Center'._) 
O:ii..:.l or tilu Dil'c..:wr 

~ . 

~Ef.IOR.ANDUM 

June 2s. 1974 

.. , 

MEMO TO: Richard E. Ma~land 
Interim Director,, OEQC 

FRO~:: Reginald H. F. YoungMi"7 
Asst. Director,, WRRC 

SUu.'rnc·r: Oraft EIS,, Fire and Police Training Facilities 

n1c subj cct draft EIS was reviewed in this office principally by 
Henry Geo and myself Gnd the following comments are submitted for 
your consideration: 

Reference has been made that maximum usage of the water supply 
will be maJc and that any i·unoff water will be returned to the 
original ground water source in a non-polluted condition. Several 

..· •.' points are in error in this statement • 

· 1. Ally 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. · Tile water actually used will dissipate to other sinks 
• other than the original source which includes evaporation to the 

atmosphere 1 percolation th:rough the aquifer to the ocean . instead · 
·of the bas~l g1·ound water 1ens 1 retention in an enclosed aquifer 
not used for water supply or overland flow to reach Kapakahi Stream 
nnd \\'est Loch. 

An existing stonn drainage system was mentioned on page 18 for 
the disposal of all excessive amounts of water. Does this system 
dischnr:;e into Kapakahi Stream and eventually into West Loch? If 
so,, what is the composition of t~c foam which is water soluble and 
biodegradable·? A manufacture' s claim of a product being biodegradable 
nri<l non-toxic doesn't necessarily mean it is non-polluting. Will 
·there be any contribution of nutrients such as nitrates and phosphates 
to the a<ljaccnt Class AA . waters by these foams? 

RI lFY : j mn .•..cc: ll. Gee .r.~ 
J ..Johnson 
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PB-75-235 

March 13, 1975 

Dr- Reginald H• F. Young 
Ascist~mt Direc·tor 
Water Resources Research Center 
University of Hm:.'aii 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96822 

Dear Dr. ~oung: 

StmJECT: Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
Fire nnd Police Joint Txaining Facilitieg 

Our response to your comments ~ubmitted on June 25, 1974 
pertaining to the subject EIS is as follows: 

1, Water u~cd for exti~guishing fires or used to 
flush off foa~ will b~ considered as polluted 
and handled according to methods mentioned on. 
pages 22-25 of the final EIS • . · . . 

2. The quantity of pollutants resulting from the Fire­
Polica Training site, however, is infinite~dmal 
·when compared to the volu.~o of drainage and 
pollution rcEulting from the surrounding region 
and t·:oipJhu 'l'o·...m flm1ing into t·lcst Loch via 
Waikele Stream and .Kap<:lkahi Stream. 

3 • · The c~:isting storm dr~im:ige syztcm in the area 
utilizes Kapnkahi Stream which i., turn fl0'!.'1S into 
Pearl ll<l:rbor tfoct Loch. Tho fo~r:!-wutcr rnb::turc 
can be collcc-tcd in a ECPi:·.r~to dr~in~g~ system 
and dicpo:::·oa of by tm ncccpto~lc rncthocl. 

;, . "' ,,,,,... 
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l"r .. Rogin~ld u. F. Young 
ego 2 

'- t!nrch 12, 1975 

4. The composition of the foam, as given by the 
~anufncturers, is included on.pagas 20-21. 

Very truly yours, 

ERUEST T. YUASA 
Director and Building Superintendent 

TH: le / ·· 
CCI J. Harada 

Dr. Richard Harland (OECC) 
Group Architects Colla!Jorative, Inc. 

. .. . 

'· 

. ...~-
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JOHN A. BURNS 
Cio"9'"°"LO. -

SHELLEY M. MAAt<ll/ 
·· o.-r.w 

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING 
EDWARD J. GREANEY. JR.\ 

( 
· AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT Ot!OUI• D•rt>c!Or 

250 Soulh King St. I Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 IP. O. Box 2359 I Honolulu, Hawaii 96804 

J'une 27, 1974 

Ref. No.; 1140 

: . · . 

·..:u: Dr. \'1ch01rd l~. Narland, Interim Director 
Olficc oY,:~nvironraE!ntal Control· Qu;:;.li~y 

.' ;I' , J , ' ,,{' . ;, 
-~. I . . >, . . / . , ,#-- ,. ,(,,;.'"""'-' .t#• ·' ,~
• ·<:··' J""· -:· , • ./II•,.·' •r •' •1.r_· / ...-""._/;..._II"'·,> ·~=:,~- ....... ,,.... J..••1' ;rJ:.. ~ ... ,j.: ~- ..""-'­

su::.;JECT: Review of Draft EIS for the City &County Fire and Police 
Trainin(; Facilit::!.cs 

We have reviewed the above subject draft and feel that it is an 
ackquat:c evuluation of the probable environmental effects the proposed 
i&c~litics wili have on the subject site, as well as on its abutting land 

Thls draft. EIS anT)cars to be quite comprehensive an<l objective. .. 
ia·l · :i.ts cover.:>.ce. We consid.:!-.: it to be one of the better EIS prepared for 
~~~~ ty?~ of public facilities. 

,._: .. 

,J. .• "'' 
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.IOtU• A, llUl~N!; 

• -- ..on or HAWAII 

....__ 

) 

Ju:i.y 3, 

·. 

STATE OF HAWAII 

DEPARTMENT OF LAND AND NATURAL RESOURCES 

f', O, EIOX 62 I 

HONOLULU, HAWAII ' 96809 

1974 

DIVISION:i: 
CONVICY4NCl:9 

PtaN .ANO GA­

P01119Tlt'f 

LAND MANAGCMICNT 

8TATC rAll-

WA'rCll AND LAND DCVCl.0..MCNY' 

.. 

. 
'l'O; Hon. R. E. Marland, Interim Director 

· Office of Environmental Quality Control 

l:"RO.H: ··sunao Kida, Chair:111an 
Board of L~nd and Natural Resources 

SUBJEC'l': Conuuents on Environmental Impact Statements 

i~ro:;·ooac1 City and County of Honolulu's Proposed Corporation Yard 
in ~1lawa Valley, Oahu 

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

We nave no·objections to the proposed Corporation Yard • 

• ~\:..·o;:;o:;e.:i ?i.re c>..nd Police Trc:.::!...!1ing Facili·cies, Waipahu, Oahu 

~~1if:i c1epartrnent has no objections to the proposed ·Fire and 
Police Training Facilities at Waipahu, Oahu. The Division 
of l:,izh ar.d Game, howevc:;:-, requests that the final EIS 
provide rnore refere~1ce to the irapact of noise on the wild_;, 
life presently in tne area. 

~raft E:S covering the Honolulu District Court Site Selection 
e:;.t · iionoluJ.u, Hc:.waii 

r..:•~lis c"icpa.rtment. !las r.o objections to the recommended 
site selections for the new Honolulu District Court 
:;:Juilding as proposed in the EIS subiu.itted by the Dept. 
of J\.cr.onnting c:md Gcn<!i'.'n:L ScrvicC?s. 

\/• .~ 11i 1l..t! l:Ja.l L ULi.:; d•-'t'• u: L111~ :ill:. w:i.LL lu ! iuvolved lu acquiring 
the !Jropcrty clt t!1c propo!.;c<l District Court site. 

, • 
..; .~· 
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PB-75-236 

March 12, 1975 

l • • • •I • • • 

Mr. Christopher Cobb, Chairman 
Department of Land and N'1tural Resources 
P. O. Bo:c 621 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96609 

. • • .. .. I ' : ' tDear Mr. Cobbz . ; · • • I •. I • 

SUDJEC'l':. Draft Environmental Impact statem:tent 
Flrc and Police Joint 'l'r.aining Facilities 

I • • :~ f • I • 

Our response to Mr. Sunao Kido's comments of July 3, 1974 
\ pertaining to the subjcot EIS is as follows: 

le 'l'Wo Federal Wildlife Refugeo are located 
approxilnatcly 2 milc3 to the ~ast and west 

·of the prO?.:l.ccd trai11ing site. The impact 
Of the proposed facility on the wildlifo Li 
the area is considered negligi!llc. We have 
.included a diocucsion of endangered waterfowl 
and a map showing \·7ildlife Refuge locations 
on pp. 15-16 in the final EIS. . · 

. ·. , 

Very truly yours, 

~/1,n:~-.l::, T {.1~~~-4__ . 
. · 11 

E1"'1tEST T • YUASA 
· Director und Building Superintendent 

Tllilo 
CCI J. Il'1radll / ' I. 

Dr. r..ichnrd Hnrl~nd (O!::CC) 
,,, .. .GrOtlp 1\rchitcct:i Collu.bor~tivo, Inc. ,~.~ "' . 
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' 
~Olli~ A. CUilNS 

QOVUINOll 

FREDERICK C. ERSKINE 
CHAIAMAN0 OOAAOOF' ACAtCVLTUA£. 

WILLIAM E. FERNANDES 
,DEPUTY TO THI: .CHAI AM•N • 

•TATll: 0"' HAWAII 
,. 

, · DEPARTMENT OF AGRICUL.TURE 

••a• eo. KINO ST..CltT 

MONOl..Ul..U. HAWAII 9881• 

.July 9, 1974 

·a.\l: . Di:. !Ucha.rd E. Marland, Interim Director 
Of ~icc of Environmental Quality Control 

s u o.J i~c·.c : Environmental Iinpa.ct Statement for the 
Proposed Fire and Police Training Facilities 
City and County of Honolulu, Building Department .· 

:ri1.:- D<•partmcnt of 4\griculture has reviewed this draft statement for agricultural 
; t;1p.1..:i: and finds it complete and correct except for quantification ·of smoke 
.·:11L:rnions. While the proposed site on filled land is not suitable for agricul­
,·Hral production using conventional tillage methods, without addit~onal fill 

.•11\\i :~1;.idini; it would be suitable for nursery and greenhouse culture methods 
wld.I.!:\ is a possible alte~native use. 

l'it.! i>,:-partn,cnt requests that analysis of airborne emissions recognize the impact 
,, ~ increqsed vehici:tla'r i 'traffic and burning exercises in general terms. It is 
l~\~C1)111;.1cndcd · that quantides of fuel consumed be estimated rather than expressing 
.::mL;:;i.ons · on the basis of duration of burning exercises. ' Such quantification 
,,;: rucl would make it possible to estimate emission val~es for the incinerator, 
s·~•t;:tL' tnill and cane burning activities centered on Waipahu. 

:J'i1~ ·ucpartmcnt .does not oppose location of this training center on Ag-1 land. 
The need £or improved training facilities is a vital aspect of public safety 
ri.-og;:ams. 

'l'haai< you for the opportunity to comment on this matter. 

,_ 

... 
~" ···' 
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PB-75-237 

March 12, 1975 

Mr. John Farias Jr. , Chr.drman 
Dcpa::t-:icnt of i\.griculture 
1428 ·South 1'~ing Street 
Honolulu, liaw~1ii 96814 

Dear Mr. Fari'1s: 

SUBJECT: Druft Em1ironmc.."ltal.--·.lmpact Stat€.-nont 
t .Fire and P.ollce Join.t '.I'r t:dnina J?<-lc:llities I 
I· 

Our rcspon~e to itr. Federick c. Ex~kine•s comments of I 
July 9, 1974 pertaining to the subject ElS is as follows: 

1. The final EIS di~cusses the possibility of 
using f illcd land for nursery and greonhouse 
culture as an alternative uce on pc:ige 36. 

2. Airborne emissions due to vehicular traffic 
are recognized in general terms on page 17. 

· Very truly yours, 
. ; ~ . 

~,./"t~ !::'/\~~ T I I •I A 
~ v.·!,.,·;....: '·-· · . /·,·, (/.....M/-L-

r.' IErumsT •T. YUASA 
Director and Building Superintendent 

TH:lc / ' 
cci · J. Jforada/ 

Dr. Rich~::a Mu::-l~nd (o:;Qc) 
Croup 1\rchitccts Collnborat:ive, Inc. - ·•, 

.1. 
·>· · 
.~~ . . 
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WALTER D. QUISENBERRY. M.... H •• M.O.1N A. DURNS 
DlltCCTOR Off HltAl.TH

llHOlt 01' H"WAll 

Wit.BUR s. LUMMIS JR•• M.S.. M.D.STATE OF HAWAII DCr\ITT OlllCCTO" 01' HaALTN 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 

P. O. BOX 3370 

HONOLULU. HAWAII OGBOI In reply, please refer to: 

·EPH$D-NRJuly 9, 1974 

Tp: Dr.' Richard E. Marland, Interim Director 
Offic.c oi Enviro·nmcnt:il Qu:ility Control 

Froin: Director of Health 

SubjC.ct-: Co1:1mcnts Rcr;nrding the Draft Environmental Impact Stntcmcnt for the Propm;ed 
Fire and Police Tr;Jining Facilities on •m Un-used Portion of Land Adjac~nt 
to lfoipahu Incinerator 

1. It is expected th:it 0111 pertinent statutes :ind rcgulaticns regarding the 
control of ai.r, wa tcr, solid w.:u:te and noi:;c be complied w.ith during con­
s.truction and in the operation of these facilities. 

.2 • . JJowrivcr, rcr;ardinz the .:ti r cmi:;sions during burnirig cxcrci::c:J, it i:i 
indicntcd thnc the fncilicy may not be nhlc to comply with ~11 dctnilG 
rclntivc to prcnent legislation. We note thnt experiments arc being con­
ducted by the military. llouevcr, indic.:itions arc that an acccpt.'lble method
of control is not in sight. The Air Force, for example, hopen to h.:ivc a 
control n1cthod i.n January, 1977. The1·efore, this ~i-ght require a variance. 

3. The EIS fails to -Oiscuss the fact that a portion of 'tfaipio Pcninsulo:J is now 
used as a bird sanctuary. Discussion in the EIS ~hould include but not be 

• limi tcd to: 

a. Bird sanctuary location, size in species inhabiting the area. Rare or 
cnd~nr,ercd S?ecies should be identified. Eco-description should be· 
provided. 

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

c. Cumulative effects of water, air .:md noise pollution on the sanctuary 
ciuc to the pro?oscd facility, incinerator, open dumping and sewage 
stabilization pond. .. 

4. Sec: ti.on II .n. "H.1ter . Borne Effluents" is confu:;ing and a number of quc:;tions 
:uttl f;ic torn nc~(!d to h(! cont: i clc~rC'd :iml/01· &mr.wc-rrd • 

. 
(I. lt: Llac run-off rcr.ulti.111~ frC'lm hwa~ cvolutf.nn 1~ol. n1~ into n <h-:l(tiu1~ pit · 

fnt· "'"'''~ 1111cl in: i1~:1tfo11, ot· 1.nt:n th" 1•bH'111 1.li·nl11t1w'.! 11y11tc•111'/ .•rhlrt Jo · .... ., . 
\1111·lr:11 • 
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Iir. J{.ichiird ~. :·t:irl.'.lnd -2- July 9. 1974 

b. I·'onm i·esulting from oil fires arc s01id to be bio-dcgr:utablc and r....n-toxii 
and will be left on the ground to cvapor~tc and dccradc. This is con­
tradictory to the statements .concerninB dr;iin:igc a.round the slab and pil: 
area in the preceding para~ra?hs. Also, should this effluent be stored 
in sump or drafting pit. b.:icterial dcgra.dation 1nay give rise to odors 
and other problem • 

.c. nisch.:irgc of a bio-dc&l"i'1<1ablc effluent through :i drainage sys tcm and 
into a ~"'\:orm drain m.1y be a viol:ition of St.itc Water Quality St.:indards. 

d. This section shoultl include dir:chnrgcs of sanitnry sewage. It should be 
pc1intcd out th~t thei·c is ."\ 1nor'1tol.·ium on new connections to the Waip:ibu. . 
O;<id.:lticm Ponci. Doc:; this mean a delay in the project: or an on site 
scw:isc treatment pl;mt? 

e. No mention of disposal of c•minc w<Jstc is made • 
. . s. In Section II .C "Noise Emi:rnions," a discu:osion should be made concerning' 

night training on the firing range and other noise ·generating activities. 

6. In Section II.D "Solid Waste," it is Gtntcd that a significant amount of 
debris is not expected to be generated due ·to the combustion of the material. ..... 
Comhu:;tion time given in the EIS is only 5 minutes/drill, much too i;hort for 
complete combu!> tion of wood. Solid w.:istc gcneratc·d in this exercise should 
be ~inposcd of ~t the incinerator. 

· 1. All stntutcs and regulations regarding noise, including those of the City anc 
County of Honolulu's Com?rchcnsivc Zoning Code :ind others, must be complied 
·wlth during construction and O?Cration of this facility • 

.• 

-- ----.· 
• 

.. 

.. ........ 
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March 11, 1975 

~ .. . .. 

Mr. ceorge Yuen, Director 
.. Department of Health 

State of Ha:waii .. 
' ·' ; ·, . : ~ . ..

P. o. nox 3373 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96801 

....' : !

Dear Mr. Yueni 

SUBJECT: Dra~ Environmental Impact Statement 
Fire and Police Joint Training Facilities 

Our response to Dr. Walter Quisenbcrzy•s comments submitted 
on July 9, 1974 pertaining to the subject EIS is as follows1 

1. All pertinent statutes and regulations regarding 
the control of air, water, solid waste and noise 
will be complied with during construction and 
operation of the subject facil~ty. 

--- .... 

2. ~he open burning asGociated with fire training 
exercisc:J will require a vario.nce. T°he variance 
proceduxe is discussed on pages 19 and 20 of 
the final EIS. 

3. Two Federal Wildlife Refuges are located approxinw.tely 
2 miles to the eazt und west of the proposed 
training cite. The inpact of tho propo~cd facility 
on tho wildlife in the area is considcs:cd negligible. 
We have included n discu~sion of endangered 
waterfm·1l und a mop nhowing i;ildlifc I"!cfuge 
locations on pp. 15-16 in thC3 final EIS • 

.. 
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Mr. Gcorgo Yuen 
~<:igc 2 

.rch 17, 1975 

4. Waterborne Effluents , . 
• ''. I 'i i .'. . . I . •.• •• . : : I ., ! ' : I .• • ~ . • • I 

J • • • • • ,. 

• • t I . , . :· l . , , . . 1 ,· t , ; 

a. Most of · the water resulting from hose evolution 
drillo will enter the drafting pit for re-use. 
Excess water will enter the drainage system 
to Kapak~hi Stream and will contain no 
pollutants since burning is not involved in 
hose evolution drills • 

. b. The foam and water mixture after oi1 fires will 
be collected in a separate drainage system and 
disposed of by an acceptable method. 

: . 

c. All discharges will conform to State Water 
.· Quality Standard~. 

. i 

d• Discharges of sanitary sewage has been included 
in this section. The City and County Division 
of Sewers has confirrned the possibility of a 
new connection to t he existing sewage system 
as stated on page 24 of the final EIS. 

e. Canine waste will be handled by the new 
connection to the existing sewage as stated 
on page 24 of the final EIS. . · 

s. Night training activities by both Fire and Police 
Departments are dincussed on page 26 in Section III c. 
"Noise Emissions". 

6. Fire training involving wood fires will not allow Ithe complete combustion of materials. Solid waste Igenerated by these exercises will be disposed of at 
the adjacent City and County Incinerator. 

7. All statutes and regulations pertaining to noise. 
including the czc and OBlIA, will be complied with 
during conr;truction and operation of this facility. 
Hew oinir.:u!tl ~cccpt.:iblo noise levels are included 
in Appendix C on page 87 of the final EIS. 

.. .. . , .. ~· .. 
··,,., 
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r.· Ceorgo Yuen 
, ·age 3 
\ dc:irch 17., 1975 

.. .... ,. .·: .. 
We are submitting a co~y of ·the final EIS for your 

information and files. 
.. • i , ., .. • • . t ·, • • • • : . . . • ' i ! . • ' . ·. . 

· Very truly yours, 

· Ibo ~-Cr.~ · .' I' 

re/../JfL-ErJ!IEZT T. YUl\SA . 
Di.rector and Building Superintendent - I 

I 

' . ' I 

'llisle 
. • " I 

attach. 
cci J. Harada 

Dr. Richard Marlnnd (OEQC) 
Group Architects Collaborative, Inc• 

. . i i ·. 

. ; ' ~ : ~ 

. .. 
I 

:t .. . , . . I . : ..' • • I : ' . ·· ' 

. : . .,. . . . 
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_) Univ~Jrsiiy . of flawaii. af M·anoa 
Environmental Center 

Maile Bldg. 1.0 • 254ff Maile Way 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96822 

Telephone . (808} 948-7361 

Office of .the Director 
• .I 

July 15, 1974 

i-'.0ZMORANDUM 

TO: Richard E. Marland, Director, OEQC 

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

Training Facilities 

Th~ 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 

· J.r,aers Daniels, Air Pollution Task Force, of the Environmental 
Center. The con~ents of Dr. John Burgess, Department of 
Mechanical Enginee·ring, are quite detailed and 'thus are trans­
mitted here in their entirety • 

• · Dr. Daniels corcunents 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 
dowm·rind. 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.:igc 31 thu.t "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 dp not necessarily guarantee ambient air 
quality levels. Such levels are prescribed by the 
State of Hawaii Air Quality Standards. 

- ..... 

It is therefore recomraended 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 
DLb~ B~rges3 and Daniels. In addition to their comments regarding 
'10i!:;e .and air pollution, .so.ne comment on the general presentatio·n 
o:i: .t~'le EIS seems necessarv. We realize this is a "Draft" statement 
and· that a review should be an evaluation of the content, not 
grammatical form of an EIS. I(owever, 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 
s ·tatemcnt 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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March 
. 

13, 
. 

1975 

Ms. Jacquelin N. Millar 
Environ~cntul Center 
University of Hawaii at !v!anoa 
Moila DlC.J. 2540 l!nilc t-;ay · 
Honolulu, l!~n·:aii 96822 

De~ Ms. Millers 
.. . ·.• . 

SUBJECT: Dxaft Environmental Impact Statemen.t 
Fire and Police Joint Txninina Facilities 

our response to your co~.ments submitted on July 15, 1974 
pertaining to.tho subject EIS is as. follows: · 

1. It is not possible at this time to quantiiy 
the expected air pollution levels which are 
subject to such factors as the final design 
of tho fire training building and natrual 
gas "X-mas tree". However, if present training 
methoa~ arc uzcd, the pollution levels of oil 
firea cun be estL~atcd by the quantity of 
fuel consumed during a training d~y. 

Tha c..--:pccted mr.ount of fuel COi."lSl"!mcd will 
varlr according to the time required to 
c':ting-:.lich the fire in Ccich c~p.:l:i:nte drill. A 
ma>:im;:.~1 or 5 . 0nllono o! diesel oil c.nd 5 gallo;1s 
of gacolina \!ill ba utilized in a rnb:::cd colution 
during the courr::c of a nol:T.'lal tr:::iining drq. 

.. ."':·'"' 
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• .Jucquclin U. Millar 
.•go 2 

''-_.rch 13, 1975 

2. 'l'he erroneous statement that · "t:he ._emissions will 
not be allowed to exceed State Department of 
Health standards, and therefor-e ..~·ould not reach 
any harr:iful level" h~s been :deleted. Emissions 
will not be allowed to advcreoly affect .ambient 
nir quality levels prescribed by the State of 
llawaii Air Quality £tandards as stated on page 
46 of tho final EIS. 

3. A separ~te latter will be sent to Dr. John c. 
Burgess in ren!?onse to his comments on Moise 
Impact fro~ the proposed facility. 

Very truly yours • 

. . ~- .,--/- -,... I/ .
' "'°/2'71..£~- ~ -~- i. ~ ·:·(,~ 

. . I} . ' . 
. . . ERNEST T. YUASA 

Director and Duilding Superintendent
"' . . .. 

'l'lhle 
ccs Dr. Richard Marland (OEQC) · 

1
Group Arch;i.tccts Collaborative, 
J. Harada/ . · 

Inc. 
. 

. i . 

• ' I ; 
I ~ : 

' 
. ••o I ' 

. . ' . ' ' . .. 
· ·, ,·~ 

. . ' ' .. . .. ----- : • j" • •• 

. .. ·. : ,· \ .. ' 
.' . 

. . I • ' • t . : 

· 1 • . :. .. 

. '... 
.. 
~..... 
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Do;>ilrt;ucn: of Mcch::nical Er.~htccrin:: 
Holmes Hall S02 • 2510 .iJolc Slrect • Honolulu, Hawaii 9GLJ22 . . 

· ·. .July s. 1974 

It.EMORJ\i\ DUi'. -~ 

TO: . O~. Jerry M. Johnson. Acting Director 
· Envi ror.1;1cntal Center ~-

. . '))I' 
. .FHOM: John C. Burgess (\'\~"~.

•SU3JECT: Review of Noise Asscssn~cnt, Draf"i; EIS. Ptopos~d Fire and 
Police Training Faciliticsl '• 

. "The di"<Aft EIS identifies noise emissions from gunfire. fire· trucks. 
hcli.copters, dogs, and autor.io~iles as hav.ing poteritial cnvironmcntil1 impact. 

-The site r•':)cnnimendcd, adjacent to tr.c \·!ai:JJ:iu incinerator-, is stated to·be 
'fl<lt, aper., and about l/4 miic do~·;r.~·rind (nor;na1 trades) from. the cioscst 
rcsidcntiul area. The draft incluC:cs a report on measurc111cnts muclc at the 
p..-oposc~ site of noise cmissio;is f-ro;ii gunfire and some vciiiclcs. 2 The princi­
p~l conclusion stated is that noise c~issions will have a negligible environ­
i1;~iit~i · in;p.:.ct on people a11d animi.:.1s Oi.!tsicc the pro;Joscd site. This cor.c1u5ion 
ilppears to ue bused strong1y on a noise consultant's opin1oi1 3 that "the highest 
1evei of SOi.iiid at the closest rcs·:c~ncc wou1c! be weil within the limi"i:at101~s of 
thi CZC". 11 The draft aiso sugg~sts vcirious structural and operational features 
that can rfrovi~e noise reduction c:.t locations ..outside the proposed site. 

Sumi1i~ry o·f Revic\·!er's Co:ic1usions 

1. Gunfitt: no~ se measurG,ic~r~s rcµortcd by the consultant show that t\·10 of 
. the three fii~ec..rn;s tested probc:.bly CTec...tcd noise levels 6 dB and 22 dG in excess· 

o'f the · impact noise limits of the CZC. This opinion is contrary to that of tile 
consultant. 

loraft, "Environmental Impact Sti.ltc;i\cnt for the Proposed Fire · and Policn 
'J.'r.:,i:-.ing ~·.:.cilitics", Subraittcd by :Ouildi;1£; Department, City ancl County of 
J-~onolulu, i>rcporcd by Grouii l\rchitcct::; Coll.:.borativc, Inc., Muy, 1974. 

2 111»:e:lir.1inc:n:y ?;nviror.racnt<:tl t·:oiGc Survey' of Proro:;cd W.:iipnhu l·'i~c and l'ol~cc 
'l'i'tli.ni n•.1 J·';1cili ty nnd H.:mgo", Con:.:ul t.;:mt ':; rcpo1.'t inclu<.lcd as u.n appendix to 
l I I ',\\: l. J·: I : ; ! ' .: 

;\U•• I . ( ~!) 1 J.>• l 

'•~o.11pl:dw11::.lvll ~~lminc; Co(!ll, C.i.ty <llld County of Uonolulu, Scction!J 21..:.231 und 
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. . ... ... . . . ·' 

Dr. Jl.!rry M. Johnson 2 July s. 197't 

\ ) 2. Gunfire noise measurements reported by the consultant show anon1a1ou~. 
sound propagation effects. Tile abscr.ce of these effects could have resulted in 
souncl levels at the nearest res~dence up to 40 GB higher thai1 those measured. . 

3. Vehicuiar noise measurements reported by th(! consultant show that ground 
vehicle opei'·ation may violate the CZC noise provisions at the nearest rcsidcntia1 
lot boundary. Noise from helicopter operation is likely to exceed CZC limits · 
by 20 to 30 d3.. · . ·. . .. . . 

• 
4. The primary conclusion of negligible environiilental noise impact in 

. existing r~sicl2:1tial arcils appears to be valid provided that the facility is 
p;"opcrly clcsi £jned, fabr·i catcd, arid operated. 

5. A cost-effective approach suggests that initial design, fabrication, and ...
opa,:-ution of the facility to ~chieve significant reduction of noise emission!i can 
riot Only reduce noise impc.ct in the SUl"rounding community, but can reduce the 
cost a·;- noise control features required for· satisfactory classroom 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 cata1og of possible features. The Final EIS should identify the ••worst 
impact condition 11 in the surrounding area, and it should identify the expected 

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

.·,. 
.. . .... .~. '.' . 

-.· .. ·· Discussion of Revi·; ::;er's Conclusions : ;. 

1. Gunfire Noise ·Measure;r.ents Show Probable CZC Violation 
. 

The consultant reported 11 average pea!< sound level" measurements for a 
38-tal.. pistol, a 12-gauge shotgun, and a 30-cal. rifle. The levels \'./ere reported 
"for the firer's position (taken by the revie\'J~r to be l yd.}, 100 yds, 200 ycls.,. . · . ·...: ; -.. 

' ~·. . 300 yC:s, and at the 11 c1osest residence" (taken by the reviewer to be 1/4 mile) • 

The consultant's report do~s not i denti fy what he means by "average . 
.., _peak sound level." The B and!< 22Qfl, impulse Predsion Sound Level Meter 

,. tneasur\1s a maximum rms 1eve1 with any of severa1 standard frequency \·1ei ghtings. 
·for gur:rfirc iTieasure111ents, the liiOSt logical combination \·rould be "impulse hold" 
with 11 linec.\"' 11 \'Jeightir.g. The r:=viewer will ca11 a reading made with this co:i1bi-

. "nation an "im;:mlse 11 level and assum~s that the consultant measu-red impulse levels •. 

The impulse level is not the "impact" level required to determine 
conforma1~cc vliti1 the CZC. The response time constant··for the iriipulse level 
m~asure:i;1en t is about 35 mill i scccnC:s, \·Jhil e that for the irr.pact measurcn;ent is 
50 microseconds. Within 1/4 mile of a gun, the observed rise time of gunfire 
$Ound is probably of the order of 100 microseconds or less • . The meaning of this 

.. 
.-..... 
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Dr. Jo;-ry M. John:;on 3 July s. 1974 

is that th~ true imptict 1avels requir~d fo;" comparison with tha CZC for gunf~-e 
niay be 10 C:3 or so higi1er than those reported. If the consultant used any 
w~igl:iting r.etwork oti1er than 11 1ine?t.r". the true ihi;H1ct levels will be stlll 
hi_gher. · · 

The levels reported by the consult"nt Clppear to bo "overall" levels. . 
The CZC requires octave bund levels to deter.nine cor.formt:ince. The reviewer used. 
publ ishcc! cia -~a to estim(;.te tr,e sp~ct~uiil of gui1fi re noi sc;) and used the consultant's 
11 ·impulsc11 level c:.s if it \·Jere ua 11 im;Juct 11 level. The reviewer concl udcs til«t the · 
Ci"itical octave b~nd for gunf~re .is tr.a 2400 to 4800 Hz band. The revie\·1cr•s 
C'llculat~o;1s sug~c!;t tifot the sot:nd f1~or.1 the 30-cal. rifle exceeded the CZC -octave 
bi:.nci 1imi t at t;1c ncai~c:; ·;; i·c:; ~c:cncl! by about 22 d3, thcit from the 12-gaug~ shotgun 
by c.~out 6 C:3, w:1ila the 38-ca1. pistol sound mily have bc1~n marginu1. Yl:cza 
values can be inci4 euscd signific4'l.::t1y uuC:er ciiffe14 cnt, normal, weather conditions. 
(sco next scctioi1). Ti1i2y can be c!ecrcased significa;itly by use of structures 
d.:?signcd for noise cont1~ 01. Since the consultant's report does not identify .the 
c!irection of fiream iiim during the .r.oise tests, it is not clear to what extent 
the reported dt4ta ai"c affected by the "focussing" effect.G · 

2. Measurements Show Anomalous Sound Propagation Effects. 

. The gunfire sound 1eve1s reported ~s functions of distance from the 
firing point can be compared \·lith ·l:r.e predictions of the sµherical spreading 1aw.7 
T:1e comparison shoi·:s the measured sound ievels to be about 6 dB greater (less 

·: attcnu\ltiori) than expected out to 200 ycls for a11 three firearms. At 300 yds, the 
atieasurcd 1evel of the sou:id fro~ the 38-cal. pistol was about: 6 dB greater (less 
attcnu~tion) than expected, while ~lat from the 12-gaugc shotgun was about 16 dB 
1n~·mr (1norc uttcnui.tt·ion) th<:.n e~~occtcd, and th~t fror.1 the 30-cal. rifle was ~buut 

. 11 dB ro\·:c-r than eX;JCCted. At th~ near2st residence, the measured sound levels 
were about 16 d3 lower .(rnJre attcnuat~on) than expected for the 38-cal. pistol, 
abot..:t 39 dB 1ov:er than expected f o~ the 12-gause shotgun, and about 29 dB 1ovrero 
thctn e>:pccted for th2 3C-cc.1. rif1~. If excess atteiluation by atmospheric 
absorption .is taken into account, the iast three values could be corrected by. 
subtracting a few decibels. They could also be corrected by adding a few decibels 

· to <iccount for the difference between the impulse level measured and the impact 
level required. 

The rcvie\·1er feels that the rr:ost likely explanation for the excess 
attenuation experienced for d·istc.nc2s greater than 200 yds. is that temporary 

·wind ~nd t~mrcrature gradients p1~ced the microp~one in a sound "shadow.'' Under 
sl i ght~y cl~ ffercnt, and norii:a1, wcc:rth2;" conC:i t~ ons, the actual impact sound 1eve1 s 
cxparic~ccd at the nea~est residcnc0 could be as much as 40 dB greater than the 
impulse lev2ls measured. The critical octave band irapact levels from all three 
fireun·,;s could the i bi:? very 9r~atly (possibly up to about 60 cm) in excess of the 

· correspon~ing icvel specified as a limit in the CZC. 

r: 
°'C:<llh"\w;1y, W.J., W.'.\ttcrn, B.G., nnd D.:iruch, J.J., "J\n Explm.~ivo Noioc Source", 

·.:J. J\..~,,u::. ::.,c. J\111. :~z., :!« pp. 220-:~~:1, r-:.ll:ch 1955. C1n:ovidoz l/3 oct.:ivo b;,1n<.l 
t.:l'''':lJ:\1111 t\,J: lJ>-•,1.1u•.1•-' lJlank i.;hot:'.1u11 ~ ; h(!ll) 

C·l·1ltt1•x ii.·c1111 l~.D. l\nc.h~u::, N.:1l:ionul Riflo J\m;ociation of J\morica, E'cbruary 9, 
l!>7~, inclu1h.~ d ,,::.; -..n "l>.i.>l!n<.lh: t:.o Dl."'-ltt: EI~ 1. · • 

? •. • · · ' \ ' l' r. • l 1 f. r I l l l 11 ti • • · ~I)",.>•\ •''\t \ \ .\ ,., .\.I\ , •• . • \\ l\!\ \\:;;\ ' · , •) .•>I: ~·\ll\ .. >:n [10\IU• . flVI) • }ll.'f\( .c . ('JlHI 011 ~ v> ,_ 'I , ') ') 
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3. Vehi cuTar No·ise ~~easUi'·eme:nts Surg;est Possible CZC Violation· 
:.. 

·. The sound levels ·rc?ortcd for th\? operation of ground vehicles and their. 
nu>~iliutY cqui;JiiiCi"at ui"C! equiva1e:nt to a ri::ngc of 79 to 90 cm at 20 ft. (presumably 
dB/,, bµt not so identified). Hclico;>ter s.ound levels are reported to be 85 to 

. . 90 d3 (aga·in, presumably dO/\) at 500 ft. Assu:ning spherical sprc.:iding. the corrcs- ·· 
pond·ing levels .at tiie ne<:&res·~ residence would be ubout 36 ciB lower for the ground 
vehicles and about 8 dB lower for the helicopter. 

Tukina into·acco~i1t the spectrum of vchiculilr noise. h rcali$·Uc 
A-\·:~igM:cd equivalent for the CZC octave band limits on noise in a rcsidcmtial 
ar17:,1 is proba~1y not grcutcr than 50 C.:3A. No'ise from the opcrution of ground 
vc~·iicl~:; lilliY thus exceed the CZC limits by a fm·1 cm, \'lhile tha·~ from helicop_tc.r 
o;:>~~r;.>tior. will cxccc:d the lim~ts by 20 to 30 dB. Since most of the po\':ar in the · 
noise from all these vehicles is in the low frequency range, excess attenuation 
c&usc_d by ii't1:1osphe1ic absorption will not be significant. 

Propa~ construction and operational use of ground barriers can decrease 
the noise lcveis resulting from ground vehicle operation to conform with the CZC. : 
Reduced helicopter noise will require less noisy helicoi>ters~ 

,, 4 • . _Negligible Environmental Noise Impact Possible. 

·s. Cost-Effective Design A~proach, and . ·: . . 
6. Suguested Objectives for Final EIS 

The draft EIS is correct in pointing out that earth ber.ris, building 
lociltion and rnilssinu, acoustical t;Aeatmcnt 7 and di14ectionof firing can be U$Cd 

to control noise emissions. Convcntionol landscuping, 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 adcied ot~er aspects of training operations, such 
as i.ocations for fire engines and othe¥" vehicles relative to barriers. The 
proposed site has a great advantage in thc.t there appears to be.only one noise. 
sensitive direction. Barriets can thus be used effectively. · 

In the revie~·1er 1 s opinion, there are no significant technical problems 
to b-:? overcome in achievi1ig a facility operation of \·1hich creates a negligible 
env·i ron;i;~nta 1 noise impact, except for helicopter operations. The impact from 

·heiicoj)ter opcr.itions muy be smail provicfad that they are used only occasiona11y 
(cvci"y othct \'Ice!< or so) and only during normal daytime \·rorking hours. 

Consideration given during initial design to control of noise effects 
within the site raay easily lead to cost-effective features which will also reduce 

· cnviroi1i1:2nb1l noise impuct outside the site. The noise from gunfire can interfere 
no~ Oi1ly \'lith cxp~ctcd cl~ssroom lctivit~E:S, · but mC'!y have aiso a serious effect 
on ti.1ir.;1:1ls kept \·:ithin the site. Althou9h police dogs muy be trained to react 
favorob1y to occasional gunfire, stcc.dy exposure of the kennels to such noise may 
be coJntcr~roductive to trili~ing an<l brc~ding. The 11terilture on the effects of 

··' ......... 
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01'. Jerry M. Johnson . 5 July s_. 1914 

mod~i..ate noise levels 01) anfo1als is scarce~ but such literature as does exist:..• 
suggests t!rnt sharp sounds are likely to stin~ulate _ the startle reaction in animals. 
as they do in humans, w~th 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 
si ·;:e for \·1hich interior noise levels must be kept low, but to reduce considerably 
the expected environn~cntal noise impuct in the nearby community. The cost of 
d~:;igning such cuntroi into th -~ or~g·In~l site improvci.iiCnts can Lla significantly 
lass than thut of corrective measures taken after construction is com;>leted. 

Soma \·/oi··d~ of c~ution rimy be appro;>;..·iC!tc conccrn1ng estimation of 
COi1;:1;unity reaction to noise. Although there arc many physical· rnetisurcs of noise 
intensity, none have shown a perfect correlation with co11111iunity rc<lction. Such 
reaC"t"ion may be vi ewcd on average as the logical response of inte11 i gent beings.· 
Hith the grcrnt increc:.se in the past few years of public awareness of legal remedies 
available for treating excessively noisy opei'"ations-, it is risky to assllme that . 
such opcr,ltions can be safely planned toduy to meet st"ndards found uccr.ptablc in 
th~ pust, in diffei'"cnt communities, c:.nd with different noise sources. - For example; 

. th:? reviewer doubts that ·an American rcsi denti al cor.~iiunity today would passive1y 
accept continua1 exposure to in~pact soi.:nds, such as sonic booms with peak over­
pressures of 128 d3, or 100 d3, or even 60 dB in a quiet neighborhood. 

The Finul EIS should identify the specific structural and operational 
configurations reconm1end~d, the specific expected noise levels in nearby areas, 
and the specific \'/orst irnµac·~ conditions allowed by existing or expected zoning 
and land use in these areas. 

. ... 

-. ->----. 

-· 
111'' ·:i:t:1.•cl·:; or Nu.i. :;u on Kilclli!\:i ._,r.cl Oth,H: J\11.l.m.:\lo", u.s. Env. t>rot. 1\gcncy · 

l\•'i'''' t. l"i'l'l'll .hhl,!> 1 lh1c. Jl, l~l'/l. :'i'-1u ll:Jl,hlt!.i.nlly l'P• 15 1 10, .:lnd 27. 
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March 14, 1975 

Dr. John c. Durgcss 
Departmc..'lt of Mechnnical Engin~e.ring 
University of Hawaii at Manca 
Holms Hall 302 
2540 Dole Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96822 

Dear Dr. Durgcss: . 

SUBJECT: Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
Fire and ~olice Joint Training Faciliti~s. -

our response to your comments submitted on July S, 1974 
pertainin9 to the subject EIS is as follows: 

1. Section III c. "Uoise Emissions" has been revised 
and exp~ndcd according to infor~ation obtained 
from Mr. Ju.mes I<. c. Chang, Acoustical Commltnnt. 
We }1avc identified the worst impact condition and 
included f:ipccific de~:dgn and operationnl parameters for 
the propos~d facility to facilitate minimum sound 
propagation. This is discuzsed on pages 26-32 
in the final EIS. 

2. Proposed methods to reduce sotmd are further 
die:cusccd on pages 46-49 including "last rcEort" · 
altcrn<:i.tivcs. 

.3. ?tcw mininnm c:icccptn!:>le noinc levels which comply 
to both c::::c ~md Of;I!..'I\ \;ere pro.·11iclcd by Mr. James 
K. C. Chnng <:ind nrc included in 1\ppcndi:-: c, page 
87 of the final EIS. 

. ;...... 
•Ji....... 

. . 
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~r. John c. Dur~cca 
.lgc 2 

) lrch 14, 1975 

4. 'l'he f.i.nal design of the Fire-Police 'l'raining . 
facility will incorporutc a maximum input from 
con~ultants to insure that all Federal, State 
and City noi~~ control codes are satisfied. 

Very truly yours, 

· ~-CT~~~~ 
·· · . :. I::RtP...::ST T. YUASA 

Director and Building Superintendent 

:~: 10J. Barada/ i . ' , : 

Dr. Richard .Hurland (OEQC) 
Group ~rchitects Collaborative, Inc. 

.. . , . ~ ·~ ; 

: ... . • : ' .~ · 

'· 
. ; ~ 

.. 

; .. 

I · 

• 

, . .. 
.• 
~ 

·' 

.. 
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. OOUGl.AS 5 'JA•"'"'OTO.. 
DI• 'f Ot•&<;IO"

STATE: OF HAWAII 

DEPARTMi;:NT OF' TRANS?ORTATION 
869 PUNCHBOWL STRCET IN lllE~LY R£,,CR TO: 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 ATP 8.2645 

July 18, 1974 · 

. •;,.•. :::..tc:·1~;.·· ·-~ ?:. I~arland 
. !n ~:c-rir:i. Director 
Oi"ficc of :::rwh·onmento.l 

~u:ill:y Control 
550 r:ale~-~~•I~·Tila Street, Room 301 .· 
l!onolulu, :rawaii 96813 .. 
Dear Dr.· !·~arland: 

Subject: Dra.:t't Environmenttl Irapact Statettent 
· Propos·ec. Fire and Police Training Facilities 

We have reviewed the subject envi:ron11enta1 statement and have no 

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

portation pro~ram. -: -. 
·.· '" 

Sincerely, 
.• 

• _ · - . ~~'!~,fl~ 
~ E. ef;~\~IGIIT 
· ' Director 

.. 

.. 
........ 
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cu"l-v /:...Nu COL!JNTV OF ~JONOLULU 
CITV HALL ANNEX 

HONOl.Ul.U HAWAII llOIU 

e&ORGE C. VILLEGAS 
HK "· fl'ASI DUICCTOlt• MA'l' .011 

ltOV A. PARKER
"AUL DEVENS et:PUTT OlllCCTOll 

MAllACIHC DlllCCTOll 

June 26, 1974 · PL- 2588- 7 4 
... .• 

·, .. · 

.Dr. Richard Marland 
Office of Environmental Quality Control •. 

550 Halekauwila Street, Room 301 
Honolulu, ~awaii 96813 .. 
Dear Dr. Marl~nd: 

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

The Department of Transportation Services has 

.no ·conirnerit on the subject draft. 
' · 

Very truly yours, . .. 
~?:~v ~~r;~b

•OR C. VILLEGA 
. Director 

.. 

...... . ....;, v 
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. \ .. 
JOHN t-IENR·Y FELIX~ Ch.iirm.MElOARO OF WAT[;A SUPPLY 
STANLEY S. TAKAHASHI, Vice 01.lirma •. ..... ,..-y /\NO COUNTY OF HONOLULU .. . .. GEonce APOUHJ\N" ICAZUHAYASHlo.\ 
WALl'ER 0. HOWARD 

AOOERT H. ROTZ 
__,{)UTH OEr.ETANIA 

I 1 
'~_ JTOFFICE DOX 3410 E. ALVEY WRIGH:r' 

July 1, 1974 
EDWARD Y. HIRATAHONOLULU, HAWAII 90043 
Manager end chief Engin-

.• 

Dr. Richard E. Marland 
Interim Director 
Office of Envircnmental Quality Control 
550 IIalekauwila Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

... . . .. 
Dear Dr. Marland: 

.. 
SUBJECT: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the 

Proposed Fire and Police Training Facilities 

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

The proposed project is not anticipated to adversely affect 
our present and future groundwater resources or facilities in the 
area. However, we have the following comments regarding the sewage 
system.. ·· 

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

(2) A discussion on the offsite sewer construction required 
. to service the proposed development should be included in the state­
n1ent. 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 the same route. 

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

Very truly yours, ~ 

. I'~,,,A •) r, .~!?--v./;:-;;_/OU/••:,u,.. r .I / ....... .........,
a.rd Y. li1.rc:t ta · 

Man.ager and Chief Engineer 

.. 
, .#...~' 
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March 14, 1975 

Mr. Ed~~rd Y. lli~~ta 
Mnnager r~nd Chief I:ngineer 
Botird of l~~ter su~ply 

'' .630 So·1.1th Borctania Ctreet 
• . • i • .. ; • • •• 1 ~ .Honolulu, Hawaii 9081~ 

Dear V~. Eirata: 

SUBJECT: Draft Environmentci1. Ir.lpact state.'11~:mt 
Fire an.d ,PolicG Joint Tr.~:tn.ing Faci15:l:ios 

our response to your comments submitted on July 1, 1974 
pertaining to the subject EIS is aa follows: . 

1. ~ha final EIS discusses the disposal of 'sewage 
under Section III B. "Wate:rbornc Effluents" instead 
of ·!'Solid Waste•• • 

. ' 
2. Tho City and County of Honolulu Sewers Division concurred 

that domestic waotc from the Fire-Police Training 
· : Facility, including canine was·tc can be handled by 

.an mdnting gravity sewer line via a new au line 
connection at rut ~dstin<J manhole near the Waipahu 
Sewage Punping Stntion tnuukn of ths training aite. 

3. Since the new connection will be made to an existing 
grnv.lty line# there will bo no i!':l;:>n.ct en the c':icting 
Wnip;::i.hu foxcc n.ain. Tho force :;l:-..in will be vropcrly 
protected c1uring the construction phase. 

Very truly yours, 

• .. 
:'..~·Ennr::rT T • . ~/U~ rA ' 

Director nnd nuild:i.ng ~upcrintcndont 

Tlh'lo / 
cc 1 J. H;irnclu · 

Dr. nich•:i~d !!:~rl.:1n<l (GEQC) 
r.rrmn A,..chi~·. r~etn Coll~d.:iorntivo. Inc. -141-
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i J&:.PARTMENT OF PUl:lLIC WUtf~ 

CD"'it'V AND COUNTY or- HONOLULU 
HONOLULU. HAWAII 90813 

KA%U HAY' 'HtOA 
•••ICTO• AND CMicr CNCfMCl:lt 

.< P". P"ASI 
·,;; MAYOll 

WA'-L.ACE S. MtYAHIRA~AUL OCYENS 
•c•vT• DlllCCTOll AMO 

e1•vT'f CMICt CMCl>tCClt , 
..AllAClllC Dl,.CCTO" 

ENV 74-143 

July s, 1974 

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

Gentlemen: 
0 

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact ·statement 
for the Proposed Fire and Police 
.Training Facilities 

·we have r~viewed the draft statement and have .the .f9llowing 
. conunents. 

la Waterborne Effluents (pq. 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 Bffluents 
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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Office of Environmental Quality Control 
July 5, 1974 

• Page 2 
.. 

·3. Resource Depletion {pq. 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. :rn the evei1t the Waipahu site is selected, 
some adjustment in the boundary o~ the fire and 
police training site may be necessary. 

4. Sewage Tratrnent 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 wi.11 be located 
adjacent to the Barbers Point Naval Air Station. 

• 

cc: Div. of Engineering __ _ 
Div.· of-Refuse Collection and Disposal 

.· 

.. 

·. 
.,:,.,....... 
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PB-75-242 

· . : 

March 13, 1975 

Mr. Kazu llayazhida 
Director and Chief Engineer 
Departrncn\: of rublic 'f.,iorkn 
City and County of Eonolulu 
Honolulu, Hawaii 968~3 

. . . 
.. : . 

• • ! I 

Dear Mr. Hayc:?r:::hic1ar 
. , ; . 

SUBJECT: Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
Firn and l?olicc 1..Toint '!.'~aining Pucllities 

. 
Our respo.nse to your coni.~cnts submitted on July S, 1974 

pertaining to the subject EIS is as follows: · · 

1. A master grading plan has been prepared by 
.Stanley· Shilnabukuro "nd Ascociatos, titled 
•waipahu Refuse ~nd Incinerator Ash Disposal 
Site t'leikale and wa5.pio, Et\:-a, Oahu, Hal~aii 11 

• 

'l'he cJdcting drainage condition of the area 
will be improved if this pl~n is followed. ( 

2. Diseussion on sewage collection and disposal 
has bcon incl~~ed under Section III B. 
awatcrborno Efflucllts" in the final EIS. 

Dobrio re:r:~ining after fire training c:;:erciccs 
will bo dir.z .:~oscd of ~:re the ac1jc::iccnt City and 
County Incinerator • 

. 3. 'l'ho fcQsibility study by the Dop~rtment of Public 
t·:o::k~ fo= c. p::o~oscd rcfu::c p;;~:or gc11cr;:itin9 
pl~nt stntco that tho Wnipaliu sit.a is the lcaot 
dcciril~Jlc of ccvcrnl ~ltcrn~tivc citeo .:md 

:->..• ~ · 

probnbly w~ll not be colcctcd. 
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Ur. l~n::u l!n: ·ac.hida 
acjo 2 

- : 

!~rch 13, 1975 ...... . 

4. 'l'he parcels ear.marked for a sewage trezitmcnt 
plant lrnva been rcdeoign<lted for ash disposal 
in the final EIS. 

Very truly yours, . 

fp/Vl'lML T lkltUM­
(J 

nr..NEST T. ~\11\SA 
Director and Building Superintendent 

~H:le /. 
CCI J. Harada . ' .. 

Dr. Rich~rd Marland (OEQC) 
Group Architects Collaborative, Inc. 

.. 
,......~ · 
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., JEPARTMENT OF LANO UTILIZATI 

C Q7V AL'\!:::> C 0 \lJJ r-J-VV 0 r- IH10 N 0 LU LU 
~·-o.,·~M~I ' o ·iJ n<::>G 'I' 

HONOLULU, HA'i'IAll 18113 

AN~ rr. "ASI 
\. ) MAYOll 

PAUL DEVENS 
MA•Alllll DlllC CTOii 

MEMORANDUM 

TO 

FROM 

SUBJECT 

•• 

•• 

.. 

OICORGC .....oRlc;UcH• 
elllCCTOll 

wn.·LfAM ... WANKET 
O&PUTT DllU:.CTOll 

LU6/74-1777(BJ 

J~ly 10, 1974 

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

GEORGE S. MORIGUCHI, DIRECTOR OF LAND UTILIZATION 

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

.We have no objections to the above 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 • 

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

4v~
/n~RGE S. 

Dire 

GSM: sk 

A · ... 
,.;....... 
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March 14, 1975 

• ' • .-· . • '!' ' 

Mr. Geo:-gc l!origuchi, Director . ~ : 

Department of Land Utilization . i 

City and Cotmty of Hor..olulu 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Mr. Noriguchi: 

SUBJECT: Draft Environmental Impact Statement · 
Fire and Pcilica Joint Traininq Fucilit~ 

our response to your comments oubmitted on July 10, 1974 
gertaining to the subject. EIS ia as follows: . 

. . 
1. The subject site is sho~m for public facility · 

use on tha General Plan and is zoned AG-l 
Restricted Agricultural District. Although the 
proposed use is perraitted within the AG-1 
designation it is not allowed within the Stato L~d 
Uso Agricultural District. . ·--. 

--- ~ -

·2. Theroforc, -. a spqcial permit. is now being proceosed 
to allow this facility within the State Agricultural 
District. · 

•.· Very truly yours, 

r:. . ' -"- T l I ,. ..... ,,, "" C'O/'./ltf:<J.~ . . .. i~-
'"l ti 
I!FJJEST T. YUASA 

Director nnd r.uilding r:uperintenckmt 

'l'II:lo ,/ 
.' ' 

J. H~rnda / 
Dr. Rich~rd Marland (O~QC) . 

~"..Group 1\.rchitcctc Coll~bo.r~tive, Inc. 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
't455 SOUTH BERETANIA STREET 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 00114 

. ,. OARTMENT OF RECREATIUN. I 
I... •. 

.. JK pt. ptASI 'WOUNG .SUK KO..,..,....- . . • . a111&C1'01t 

• PAU&. DEVENS RAMON DURAN 
MA..ACI... DllllCTOll •&•UT1' DllU:CTOJt 

May 22, 1974 

Mr~ Norman Hong 
Group Architects • . 

Collaborative, Inc. 
765 Amana Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96814 

Dear Mr. Hong: . . .. 

SUBJECT: EIS ON PROPOSED FIRE AND POLICE 
TRAINING FACILITY AT WAIPAHU 

The EIS statement made regarding the recreational faci­

lities in the Waipio Peninsula is acceptable. . • ... 
Sincerely, 

~~~ 
~YOUNG SUK KO, Director 

.., ~ ... 
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. · ~ ~.. ··.-r. ~ • ~·.·,.~·.~ ~- ·!.··~: .. _, :.. . 
. ' .•--;. : » ,• .,. .. 

July 15, 1974 

mr. Ernust T. Yuasa, 
Oircctm.· um1 Building Supcrinton'&mt<. · 
~uilding o~~artmont ,. 
City aill1 County of Honolulu 
Honolulu, HDw~ii 96813 

. Oo~r ~r. Yuasa: 

Subjoct: f iro and Polica Training facility at· 
the Waipahu ~ncinerator Site. 

~·· 

~a havo curafully rovio~od your l~ttor of response dated may 13, l974 
and the Dcco~panying Erivircnmontal Impact Statomont in rog~rd3 to thG 
abova subjoct mattor. llihilu many of: your com~ents are trua and ~orthy 
of this CO;;\r.tuni ty' s consida:-ation, \:/a do not agree thcit the points rr.ada 
aro the only ones to bo considorad. With all due respect for your findings, 

. our ravia~ of the matter reveals that thsra arc much deeper and underlying 
problems and possibilities opan for furthar study. 

Both tho lattar and tha Environmental Impact Statement indicate that 
tho· ~ain ccnco=n is tho centralization of the Fire and Polico Training 

• racilitie~. The need as describod is a mattor for conjecture, particularly 
if thoro is any doubt in regards to tha monetary sav~ngn and undesirable 
impact on tha co~munities involvod. Bearing this in mind, wa bogin by. 
roforring to tho statement, bottom, page 3, of the Environmental Impact 
State~ont: ''~·· an oxt8nsive ov~luation of po~sible altornativa sites 
have rasultod in tha soloction of tho proposed li!aipahu site." 

Evon as this evaluation and seloction were in progross, the Waipahu 
com1:1unity ur;is naivoly dreaming or the sanitary landfill (dump) area on 
Wost Loch including tho 15 acres now under discussion, as the possiblo . 
sito of tho much noodcd nagionul Park. Young Suk Xo, Director of tho 
0upartm8nt of Racroation, indicntod in a lottor addressed to you, datod 
~pril 4, 1974, that thoro was such a long r~ngo plan to davolo? tho p~rk 
th~t ho did not feol that the proposad subjoct facilities would adversely 
affoct tho plans • 

Ho111ovor, on nito ovaluationn nnd convorstltions by and betwoan 5lnto . 
offic.i.-1lr. anrl r.oprosontativor: of tho Ul.:iip•1hu Cor.1111un.l ty f1::;soci;ition rovoals · 
th."lt tho ~·..inilc:ry l;imlfill .:iru::i ia01y inrfood bo un:.ouitablo r~r park con!Ojdura­
tion thlll to tho dan9or inhuront in ccmtinuous doop burning ond ~moldor ing 
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~r. £rnest T. Yua~a, 
C/C Honolulu Pg. Two or . five 
July 15, l 974 

or U1"1dorground dump matc::-icilB bonaath the landfill "crust. This may than 
lo~vu ror park ~so ONLY t~e 15 aero~ you proposu to u~dertako for the 
:;u:>jt1ct fc:1cili tios, with porh<.ir.1s inany yoars hones tha obtaining of beach 
nrc~G further out on the pon~in~ulal ffiiddle Loch can hardly be consid~rod, 
f_ot" nat only is .it boing u:;ucJ by "tho Navy, but it is receiving the run-
\lfr 1a.1tc:rs · of lho ~;GUJ<Jgo tro;:itmtmt plant. ·. 

Cv:m though the subject sido, zonod Agricul tut"e, is only . dosignutnd 
on tho O<thu Gonor~ll Plnn ::is "Public fuc.ility", thoro wore plans made for 
~avolupmont of o park. Though, not as spocifically indicatod for pnrk uso 
as ui;·j~ tho Koko Head site, u.ro feel we aro antitled to tho samo considera ti on 
and · l·lght ta objoct to its being taken away from u~ as was giv.:m the citizen 
com111itteos of Koko Hoad, or any other community who.. did ·not welcome the 
subjact focilities within thair midst. 

There are several glaring, undosirable asp~cts glossed over by the 
Environ~antal Impact 5tatemont: 

A. _Rofe.:-erica is mado on pages 18, 21, 24 and 45 for the use and 
disposition of dobris and solid wasto materials. Utilizing ash and raruso 
rosiduo from tho adjacunt incinerator to raiso the land elovation may bo 
a noble gesture, but once completed, tho problem of the disposal of waste 
matorials will bo compoundod by the addition of another facility unfortun­
atoly bound to be batagorizcd the same as the unwanted and undesirable 

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

disposed of onto the adjDcent ~nd existing dump aroa across Waipahu De~ot 
Road. It is quostion<:1ble hotu thilJ fits in with any community plans for 
n park in, no~r or throughout that aroal 

In regards to se~zge disposal, the State Oapartmont of Health 
is at prosont n~t permitting furthor hookups to the existing se~ago system; 
Incl.\cotion:. nre that tho c/c of Honolulu may bo faced with the need to 
conatruct moro ponds. This they may wall not bo able to do unless tho 
N~vy, who controls the land, and tho community which is already disenchanted 
with tho SOlli<:190 facilitios in its midst, permits thorn to do so. Alroady, 
hounir1g dovulapm0nts and schools ore baing faced with tho unavailability 
or nowago hoo~-ups and tho subjoct facility will only compound tha problom •.. 

a. Roforonco to 5moko omi~sions on pagos 28, 29 and. 30 load to tha 
pocr.ihility or tho uddil:ion of nn incinor;:;tor should certain control 
rn,·,;1:;1Ji:'Or. f.1il. Tho Waip:ihu Co111mt:ni ty fools it cJ005n' t nnod <mother incin~ 
nr.ti.cn· ··- fnL· · 111h;ilovnr rr.:1::.onl Clnn fi:1::;r.o of lt;:1t :;ort is onoughl 

II. ~•li1111ltl ;ll:u1 1111 1111i1tl.11tl 11111. t.h.1L ;1ny nl'nn hw:ni111J 111:-iy ru·1ult 
lll ti IJl'll,tl. 111111111nt Of if1Clll\Vl;1"1i111H:ll t.o t.ho !i1JIJj1H:l f,·11:iJity • . fl. · rut.:unl.ly 
1Uh1d.1~d l.1111 rorld.11~1 ~uch 111it:1f11it n pnrmit. So fitr as io kno•i:n, only 
C:mnpholl lnihmlri4)1 P~rk ic. nxnmpt. 
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U.r. (rno~t T. Yuasa .· 
. C/C Honoluiu Pg. Three of Five 

July 15, 1974 

C. Noiso, page 19 and traffic, pagos l~, 20, 26 and 27 are consid­
rtrations that unt'es::; tosts.for l!lhich aro rn<Jdo undor actual·conditions, 
may prov~ invalid. It is to be <Jssuciod that dogs will ba tho loast of 
t.ho p~·oblt : ••iS !3ir.co tho very n~ tu;:""o . of thoir' l!lork procludo::; their zilonca 
c.:~c~pt unc:nr. certain nr.1ccssury conditions. · Gunfiro, muffled, wouid pr~b­
ably not nrfcct tha cars> ~hough it CJall might affect .tho norvas. of raany 
bocauso of t:1hat it represents. · · 

Uoi.aaver 1 truck!3, automobiles and halicoptors are c:!ll LOUD noise 
producoro. In addition, trucks ~nd automobilos will be expoctod to uso 
thn nnrro111 l!Jaip.Jhu Oopot Road. Alroady o'vorbu.:-donod by trucks, cars and 
garbaga trucks going to and from tho incinorator, in tho li~•t induotricl 
aroa, and of r.ocassity linad CJith pc:irked cars of induotrial worlrnrs. Tho 
straot is barely passable. Add to this an Ddditional 100 to 150 vohiclcs 
moving in and out, morning and evoning, plus hoavy fire equipment whose 
vory t1eight creates a rumble whaI:'ever they go, and the picture is one 
of noisy chaos. 

In addition, traffic in Uiaipahu Town is incraasing daily anc! can 
bo expactod to increase even ~ore if and when additionai housing is mado 
available. 100 to 150 cars adding to the congestion of farrington Highway 
is not felt to be neaded. Busin~sswise, it can be expected that m~rchants 
will not bonafit to any extant from people not of tho area. a 

lielico?ta~s cannot ba expected to add anything to tho benofit 
of the townspeople, but WILL produce noise to assault the ears, vibrations 
to urfect tolevision sets and danger to residants (and park users if 

• such is ever devolo?ed on Wast loch.) With approaches planned for the 
Paarl Harbor lliest Loch area, tharo ~emains the question, what if "prevailing 
wind conditions" are not in that direction? 

O. Reference is made on paga 23 to tha possible saving or soma 
7 million dollars by utilizing the already axising c/c owned land in 
Waipnhu. If saving taxpayer's rnonny is of a~y concern, tho several altor­
nativos that have boe~aro and will be available froo for tho use of tha 
polico dapartmont and as early as Soptcmbar, 1975, for tho fire dopartmont, 
shol1ld bo given moro soriouG considar.::ition. ~lso a suggostian that heli­
coptors bo usod jointly with tho Pilitory bo looked into. 

On pago3 36 and 37 1 ~ou give roosons for not making u~o of tho$a 
al tr1rn;1tivos, such .:is lack o i cantrolizod facili:tio!3, trnvel timo and 
schodulinq dif ficultios. ffiay wo su~gost that perhaps in your dosiro to 
build one fucility you have not 1;1.Jdo a rr: ;1lly concortod offort to utilize 
urhat is avnil;Jblo? All classr:s r:ius t bo · schodulod, rogardlo!:is of whot'o 
Lhny nro hold. Is n firinn r~nso for n military policeman that much 
11iff11r1111l. rrn111 th:1t of;> civi)i:1n? Porh:1p~ tho now pl<1nnnd firo fioht_ing· . 
N.1vy t:1111111li:1x. 111i11l1t 1irov11 :.11l11q11.1Lo for ynur p11q10~1rrnl .'... · 
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ffir. Ernost T. Yuasa 
C/C Honolulu Pg. four or f ivo 
July 15, 1974 · 

Fids ch'll baing accnntod now for tho building of a ::omploto rira•
tr~ining complux including clas~rooms at Paarl H~rbor by Somptamber, 1975, 
;'o~ U";~ '>f·C•l~iric purpn~o of tr-ilinir.g firofightors. It urill l.Jo built, we 
;1:-0 inro..·r.:.JL.! 7 u11tfor ~~:e st•~ict11:3.t of onvironr;1ontal law guideline~ and 
t.h•: f .:.cili t io:; will be zvuil<Jblo fr•;e for the uso of the c/c of Honolulu. 

·Tho clas~rooms ffiay also b~ uvnilablo for polico uso~ 
from tha olamont of tiffie alono, tho utilization of thoso facilities.. 

aro a much noaror concapt. from a rnonotary standpoint, they can hardly 
bn brushed csido. Undoubtedly tha complex will ba tho bast obtainablo 
any~horo ~nd the taxpayers will have already p~id for them through federal 
taxos. further money from the c/~ would not ·bo roquirad. 

Tho c/c facilitiss as described \!/Ould necc;;situta the allocation of 
a lurgo amount of funds to create a double burden for taxp-<iyers. futhar­
moro, we fool a 7 or 0 story training structuro leaves somothing to be 
dm•frmJ in preparing firofil]htArs for bDttling 30-story blaze.sf Tho use 
or hnlicoptors and training from this ~t~ndpoint would seem to be moro 

..· '· in k~~ring with tho roalitios of the problem• 
. ~hich takes us to the sugge3tion for joint use of helicopters with 

tho military. Holicoptors usa and training, whether for police work or 
firo fighting, raust roquirs a trem9ndous· outlay of money. Heliports, 
machines, and nacessary oquiprnent would; in all probability craato a 
truining expenditure far beyond that of which tho c/c can cope with. Yet, 
without it, tho c/c can h<Jrdly be giving its people the proper protection 
in rogards to high-rise fircst · 

• Tho police department has had available since last year the use of 
a pistol and riflo rDnge which thoy had .only to share on a schodulod 
ba~lis with tho military. Thoy would not have to share with civilian:; as 
with tha Koko Hoad rango. And yet, they havo not seen fit to give it 
maximum uso. According to knowleg~ablo personnel at Kanoohe ffiarino Cor~ 
~i~ Basa, Polico Chiof Koalo w~s invitqd as of last year to use that 
rang9, but thoir rosponsa has bean minimal. As with the fire facili~ias, 
tim ran90 is froe to tho c/c of Honolulu. 

f1not:.hor possibility i:; the rc:ingo nt Schofield in Wahinwa, though 
porsonnol contacted thero would ~pprociate moro information on group 
siza, targa ts and equipmcmt roquirod boforo 1naking a conuni t tmant • . 

With a co;nplox av.:!ilnblo to firofightors; urith a joint holicoptor 
J.•rogr.1111 with tho U.S. military pos::;iblo if it i:. pursued further; and 
with clc1::;::;rooros and a ran'JO av;iilablo ·to the polico, all of u•hich would 
1wvu tho t.:i:xp::iycrs many hundrod of thousands of dollnrs c:ind kaop Waipnhu 
frlHJ of ,1nolllor un : u~1ntod bu;:dun, it t:.rrmld ;ippoar th~t tho fo1u othor rcrquir:e-

. .
111111 ii " 111 i qli I. lt11 111 I 11 i 111.1 l • .~.. ·· 
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· rr.r. Crno~t T. Yuasa 
C/C Honolulu Pg. fivo or fivo 
July 151 1974 

• 
o · 

·• rog:lrdless uf whera it might ba. Classus are always subject to schoduling. 
I\ gun, and a victii:n, civilian or military, tend to ba aimed totuard tho 
:3arno end. It would appaar that a central location is not as prime a 
nocessity as we are being lod to believe. Oahu by its general charac-

. . t~ristics and roadway systems put none of us in a c~~tral location unless 
wo navor lea.va the City of Honolulu. 

failing all else, consideration might be given to a suggestion that 
a raquost be made to the State of Hawaii for land for subject facility 
use such as that of Campbell Industrial Park. 

Wo, or the \U<lip.:ih11 Community :\ssociation fool that the points madu 
hflte cira · .i:;;u1·tl11 of your. con:.idoration and that tho suggestions are valid 
moans by which the sumo pt.:rposes could be accomplished with a ma:od.mumusa 
and minimum outlay of taxp<lyors money, ~hile sparing the community of 
Uiuipc!hu the undesirability of the subject facility being built in their 
midst • 

• ··-·---- . 

-----=-· 
Respectfully yours, 

ki._t4;se&~, 
Mits Shito • . 
Prasidont 

fl1S:tr 
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PB-75-245 

March 13, 1975 . :, 

Mr. Mita Shito 
I'renicknt 
Waip:lhu Con:.~1unity Asoociation 
Honolulu f,avin0s nnd Loun Building 
94-229 t:~ipzihu Depot Street 
l~aipahu. Hawaii 96789 

Dear Mr. Shito: 

STJDJECT: Dzaft Environmental Impact Statement 
F • q '"' ] • ·r . .... m • • !' . 1 •+. •ire "na ~o. .:i.co '- Ol.!l .. i::0:!.n1ng ~ci · i ... :u~s 

our response to your comm~nts sub~itted on July 15, 1974 
pertainil19 to the subject :CIS is as follows: 

1. Deep burning or smoldering will not bG a problem 
if ash resic1ue from the City•dfia ":county' ·Incinerator 
is used as fill material. This is further 

'\ 
discussed on ·pages 37-38 of tho final EIS. 

2, Wasta (ash residua) from the City and County 
Incinerator will be distributed on Waipio 
Peninsula according to a ~~ste~ grading plan 
prcptired for i:ha City i:lr.:i County of Honolulu 
Building Dcpu~tment. This muster grading plan 
includes the area west of the proposed Fire-Police 
Training Facilities cite to the shores of West 
Loch. 'I'ha ctilizntion of <:i!:;h r.1Qt:crials will net 
prevent fu'turc p:irk c1cvelo?m~nt .1.n the '1rca. 

3. 'l'hc ennitary w~:lStcs fror.t the p::o,?ot:ed Flrc-Z?olicc 
Training I?ncilitios will be u.cc~..,:~7::ouatcd by il 

new connect.ion to an e~isting sr2vity l~.ne. 'l'his 
iG discusccd on page 24 of t ·hG final EIS. 

... 
,~v. 
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4. Open burning is pczmitted by .. State law only for 
agricultt1.ral purponcs. Therefore a voxiance must 
be obtained for corr.bustion during firo training 
excrci~cs. The v~riancc ~?plication procedure is 
explained on pages 19-20 of the final EIS. 

s. Noise rncmeurcments of traffie cind gunfire taken 
under actual conditions at <:inothcr site would rl::>t 
bo representative of the n~w i::ite or proposed training 
fncility where different conditions exist. 

6. Waipahu Depot noad can be L'lll'roved to accommodate 
the additional traffic generated 'Py the proposed 
facility. · 

. ?. Helicopters will be used for e.~ergencies only and 
will not be directly involved in training e.."tercises. 
A discussion of helicopter operations and measures 
to minimize noise L~pact io included on page 31 of 
the final EIS. · 

s • .Joint use of helicopters with the military baa been 
discoun~ad ;;:ciu$ to the diffc:rc.."lt types of aircrCJ.ft 
used and varied oparational rcqui:r~m~nts. The 
Firo and Police Departments currently maintain their 
own helicopters nnd station their respective crews 
at Honolulu International Airport. 

9, A new Navy Fire Training Complex is planned with a 
proposed completion date inmid-1976. Meetings with 
Navy officials have confirmed thtlt this facility will 
bo highly ~pcci<:llized for ~hipboard fire traii.1ing 
and not cuituble for the broad exposure to vurious 
types of fires required by civilian firefighters. 
A clctailc<l dlccuccion is prc!:cntcd on pages 52-53 
of tho final EIS. 

10.· According to PirG Department officials, helicopters 
will not hn u::cd in hig,h-r!cc fi.;:a tr~inlng e.::c;ccizco. 
'l'ho proposed eight-story fire tr~ining tower ia 
con!:iCcr<"~d nc1 .~::'1<:i.tc for hl~1h-r.icc t:r.:iining r..: ir..ce tho .. 

:"·' 'basic procc~urc for each floor is iecntical. 
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11. Joint use of private and military firing ranges 
is inadequate according to Police Department 
training requirements. The training schedules 
of the military a .~d the inten::iivo use of public 
ranges doqs not permit the Police Dcpart~ent full 
implementation of its training progrum. A 
discussion of shared use of ranges and its 
inauequacies is presented on page 66 of the final 

. EIS. 

12'•. It has been stated that a central location for the . 

Fire-Volice Trnining Facilities is not a prime 
necessity. · This argument is discussed in Section 
V "Alternatives to the Proposed Action" on pages 
50-54 in the final EIS. · 

13. Your suggestion to use Campbell Industrial Pnrk 
for the proposed facility was considered, but the 
high cost of land discounted this proposal. 

We are submitting for your information a copy of the 
final EIS. 

Very truly yours, 
• 

~T~ 
ERNEST '1'. YUAS.2\ 

Director and Building Superintendent 

TH ale 
attach. 
cc s J. Il<lrnda 

Dr. Richard lc1arlnnd (OEQC) 
Group Architects Collaborative, Inc. 

(, · 

·, \ u ..... ,.•,. 

.· 
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September •i ,197lJ 

· - · Ur. Richard E. Harland·, Interim Director 
Office of Environmental Quality Control 

. 550 Jlalekauwila St. Room 301 
Honolulu, Hawaii 98613 

.Dear ~ir. Marland, 

. I have reviewed a copy of the "Draft Environmental Impact Statement fo-r the 

l'ropo~ed Fire a1vi Police Training Facilities" submitted by tha City .and County of 

· Jir;molulu Duilding Department, and would appreciate it if the following questions 

· ·ancl comments would be considered during the review. 
·~ 

USE or HELICOPTERS 
. 

!:) . The EIS states that helicopters landing on the heli-pad would occur only during 
(?mcrgcncies and not during training exercises. What events· would constitute such 
~n·~rgencies? 

2) . The goal of the proposed facility is to provide a comolete traininb complex whid 
will c1c:-o!'!':;r1odnte the development of all possible knowledge and techniques of the 
tr•ainlng of £ircfighter~ and .law· enforcement offj_ce1's. Does this training include 

.high t•ise fires? Would such a facility cuch as . a T:lock high rise structure be vital 
ior · such .training? Would helicopters also be used? '" 

3) Two statements seem inconsistent: . 

~'With• the exception of the helicopter (which will land at the site only for emer­
g<mcy purposes and not for truininr, ex~rcises ••• " p. 19 

: "The sources of noise em:issi~ns resul·ting from 'tl'-ainin& exercises are: a) Gunfire~ 
b) Pumper trucks:. c) Helico!)tcrs ••• " 

ro:·mJT:·l'CNT TO ·me ruTURE 

1) The- f ~cili ty is planned to be useful for at leas·t 20 yoars. What new type of 
c:qu.ip:w:mt and t0chniqucs arc being pr·~scntly consickred for this site? 1'hc EIS 
f;.d ..l.s to pro•Jic1<'! such a lir.;t. What will be"the cnvironmen-tnl impact::: of thi::?se 
1:'~clmiques? · 

?. ) Th··! fucili ty i·:ill occupy li~ acres out of the 100 ncre~ ava .i lnble in thl' ;ire.-1. 
l~y t:C\m::l i.tt inf~ our:;clvef; to thi~ tril:i.nint; ftlciU ty, tht:? arc•;i wi..ll . sooa lt~.'11 .~e the 
.1·:1, tli~:po~al ::J 1:1·, the .i11~.in~~rator, nml the tr;:1 ·i. 11~rn; cr.-:it(?r. \!h:1t 01·hP.T' t:~·p~ of 
:•:•l·lic· r.-1~ .iJ.lty \. · ("~u.ltl he co111;•·"lt .iblr! \l .i.th ·thn:-;r. tm•l·"?~d:t'ilhln f;1r. .i.lit.i"·:? l:i .11 ·w~ 

• ' • '• I r'f ·1•t•I11\·.-. r.-•1:i1111tll'd 0111•::~.lv<:~ tl'l only p<..•rrn.1 . tlt.11~ ~ lJ1 1 11.t'~'-· tYP"' OL ·ilcJ. 1. ·.LI':'; rm 
ti:·~ !'i!l11:d11iJ?.1: Ct> ~:crcs'i \lh~.rt is the full, long t'<m:~~ i1::puct of pcr:::ittin~~ this 
1:r'"ii 1il.nn C(!llt<:r· to the a't•e.:.i? 
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3) The.a EIS art;ucs that the tr<iining facility would not adversely affect or hin<ler 
the devi:::lo?mcnt of the planned regional pm•k in the same area. Jlowcvcr, it fails 

'( , , I 

to convince anyone that open air burning of oil .:incl other fuel, a radioloci.cal 
·buildin!;, and r.unfire :from such weapons as the ·AR'":'.15 would .nc:;>t advcmsely af:':•.!Ct 

. 'the users of this park. The facility commits the area to a certain limited land 
.use, but this impact has not been addressed. 

NOISE 

l) In the noise survey in the appendix of. the EIS, sounds. were measured wi t11 an 
impulse precision sound level meter. In the CZC, Section 21-232, "sounds of short 
duration, as from forge ham1ilcrs and punch presses, which cannot l1c measured accu­
rately with a sound le·1el meter, shall be. measured' with the impact noise unalyzcr•••' 
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 t~aining facility compare to the nev 
noise emission standards that were just approved this year? 

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

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

SMELLS 
.. 

Presently, Wailani subdivision resider.ts suffer from smells generated from the 
incinerator and the settling .ponds du1.,ing kona weather. The EIS .Zails to r11cntion 
the potential smells that would result from the traiming facility. What types of · 

· - smells could be expected from 1) the burning of various fuels, 2) the extinguishin: 
•. '. materials, 3) the sump pit? According to the EIS, the Waipahu area experiences kona 

. Wt'?athc1• ?.5% of tho time. 

FILL 

1) Fill 5.s planned to be added to build up the low lying area. What has been the 
historical success or failure in the use of such matm."'ials? Has any complications 
or extra expense resulted? 

2) 21J, COO cubic yards of .top soil is proposed for the landscaping of the s.l t~?. Hou 
many truck trips could this he translated into? The daily refuse truck traffic 
already taxes Farrington Highway and adds noise to the residents who live CJcijacent 
to the highway. 

· 3) How stable will the fill he? Could it support such a critical s:tructu1•e ns the 
radiological building? 

RADIOLOGICl\L nlJILDIHG 

Would a S<;!parate l~IS be necessary prior to the construction of this building? What 
is the purpQsc of such a buildinr. to be included in ·the traininc fncility? Wh.:it 
1n the- potential danr,cr of locating such a building· next to a f irin~ ranr.o whP.r~ 
1".i cocht•U ni~ hullotn mi1:lrt fly'/ 

.· 
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OTJlER COM!·ll:HTS 

The EIS states that "purchase of any equivalent nmount of land in an indus~..~- ·ial 
.... .- . type of acca at market prices could mean cocts of approximately 7 million dollars•" 

Where is the documcnt<:ltion for this statement? Why was an industr•ial type land used 
• .for the study? The Waipahu site is located on Ag - l zoned, Public Facility general 

planned land. 

The J.ocation map on page four nc-r,lects to lnhcl the resiclences situated between 
Farrinr.ton Highway and the Ted llakalena Golf Course. 
directly nffected by this facility. 

One of the central m•guments showing the need for such 
it will help to solve the prescut scheduling problem. 
of all the burning exercises is si~; drills a day, or a 

.· Is it diff"icult to sche1ule for this? 

These residents ~1ould be 

a training facility is that 
The projected maximuin frequeni 
total of 36 minutes per <lay • 

llould there be any kind of scheduling problem if no exercises involving smoke crniG:i.i.c 

will he 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 
· . 1ot of firing done indoors; therefore if they want to create a realistic condition, 

perhaps an enclosed :firing range might be appropriate. 

How many nel~ governmental ser\r~ce positions will result from opening this facility? 

The EIS fails to show any real benefit to the residents of Waipahu for locating 
a training facility in their neighborhood. .The onl::>' argu:nent is that the entire 

· island would benefit, c1"'go, Waipahu will too. Such statc;;ments as: · 

· "the proposed trainlng facility can be expected to be an improvement to the· aesthetic 
quality of the present: dump ai"'ea ••• " 

does not hel~ng in an EIS. 

This concludes my questions and com~ents. 
on this environmental impact ·stateil1ent. 

I appreciate the opportunity to comment 
Thank you. 

Since1"'ely yours, 

O;-/."" '7)'{\~r:~J"~
6!._ohn Horiyanf& 
P.O~ Box 1095 
Waiptihu, Hawaii 
96797 

. 
,#.,.'' 

·~ 
. ·~ 
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PB-75-246 
: . : ~ ' .. . 

March 14, 1975 

Mr. John Moriyama 
P. o. Box 1095 
Waipahu, IIawaii 96797 

Dear Mr. Moriymnai 

SUDJECT: Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
Fir.e and Police Joint •.rrnining F~r.ilitlcs 

'.rhank you for your co~'nents of September 4, 1974 regarding 
the subject project. Our response is as follows: 

A. Use of Helicopters 

1. Helicopters will be ueed for emerg~ncies such 
as injuries resulting from fire or police 
training activities or unique circcmstances 
sue~ as visitc by government of£icials or 
dignitaries. 

2. · Training for hi-rise fires will be conducted 
at the eight-story fire training tower. 

· Helicopters will not -be used in these e::ccrcises. 

3. iielicopters will be mainly used for e.'Ilergencies. 
·This has been clarified on pages 26 and 46 of 
the final EIS. 

•. 

B. Commitment to the Future 

1. ~he joint training facility for firenen and police 
officcrs will help to dnvclop grc.:ltor coorcJinntio=-i 
between the dcpartr.::cnto c1uring c~1~cr9cncios. stru:cturc!.: 
tUCh CO the 8-~tory fi::-o trc:iin:tng tm·7Cr t·Jill Cl14':°!Jlc 
firc:r.cn to develop ::killb needed to control hi-.risc 
fircc. Ti10 propoccd r-odiologicul Duilding will 
fa~:iili<:.i_ri:::o both C:cp~rtr:.cmt~ i1ith tho hnndLi..ng of 
raClio.:ictivo c\fr·~tnnccs ci1oulcl un crnorgcncy ~rice • 

.'·, ~ . -i::·;' ·\ .· 
.•. : .. ' .. . . ~.''. ·. ~~ ~ .... 
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·'r. ~ohn noriyarna 
~ ,il<JQ 2 
~~rch 14. 1975 

.. 
~o summarize, tho training programs and 
experiences in the f iold will be in close 
proximity to the classrooms. Theory and practical 
exparienco with experimentation will hopefully 
lotld to the dovelopmant. of new techniques to 

. combelt tho rise in crimes and fires. 

2. The ach disposnl sites near the water may be 
converted to park use if they are properly 
treated and landscaped. A refuse PQwer . ' 

generating plant has also been consi'dered for I 

ttiat area, bu·t is considered a last alternative 
to other sites. 

~he Department of Agriculture has suggested nursery 
and greanhouse culture for the filled land. 

' ' 
. . I 

~he full, long range impact of permitting the 
subject facility on Waipio Peninsula is discussed 

. . on pages 69-73. 

3. ~he Department of Recreation finds the EIS for 
·.the proposed facility acceptab.le and coes not 

foresee conflict with plans for a regional park. 

c. l{oise 

1. James K. C. Chang. the acoustical consultant, 
used an impulse precision sound level meter which 
has been factory rnodified to perform similarly 
to an impact noisa analyzer. 

2. New minimum acceptable noise levels which comply 
· to both czc and Ot~Iu'\ standards have been inclueed 
in Appcnaix c of the final EIS. 

3. '.rho Honolulu Police Department will be firing 
approximately 1,900 rounds of umciunition p~r day 
which will consist of 1~000 pictol, 500 shotgun 
and 400 AR-15 rifle roundo. These figures are b~~ed 
on a training clacs of 20 rc.~cruits. The aosign of 
tho facility \1ill r.iini1-:tizc tho noice lcvclz to .. 
conform to all Federal, ~:;tote arid City rcgul,1t.i.ona. 

~161-
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_lir. John Moriyama 
Pugo 3 

.Mi:irch 14, 1975 .... 
·t, 11 

·-4. The location and orientation of the firing 
' ,.. ; ranges will grcntly aid in minimizing noise 

imp.ict. The direction of £iring will be away 
from residential arcus in the direction of 
prevailing winds. l<ona Winds, which occur 25% 
of the time in the opposite eircction toward 
residential arens, contain a high moisture content 
which will tend to lessen noise. 

. ' ·· D. · Smells 
. . ' . 

• ' t I 

1. ·since open burning will occur during favorable 
· · ·· · tradcwind conditions the odors associated with 

! ' : · · ·· · • oil and gasoline fires will be dissipated a'l."a.Y 
··. ' · ·: · ' : : · from residential areas. 

2. The drafting pit which collects water for re-use, 
will be cleaned periodically to prevent odors 

·· ' ;: • ·· ' resulting from bacterial degradation• 

. B.; ·. Fill 

.· .• · ·~ 1 • .· The use of fill materials will not create a 
· · · · problC1'1l if proper engineering methods are 

· ·:; .. .. · ·employed. A master grading plan has been prepared · 
· for the area including the project site and the 

· · · treatment:· of fill material is discussed on pages 
· · : : : ' : ·36-38 of the final EIS. 

' ·•• , t I ' t I 1 • • · i ~ 

.· ,.. · .. ._2. Translated into truck trips of 30 cubic yards 
. · per trucl:, 24, 000 cubic;:: yards of top · soil would . . . : .. · · ·require soo truck trips • 

: ·.·· '. : ; \ ~ : ~ . 

• ' : • l· • : l :3. Filled land will support structures if it is 
adequately prepared and if proper building 
foundations are utilized• .. . . ·' . . 

. P. · ·Radiologic'11 nuilding 

1. · A scpQrate EIS would not be required but an 
Environ.."llcntal A:.sessmcnt may bo c:ippropriate. 

. 
......... 
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r, :JC 4 
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2. The Ttudiological Building will train both 
departments in the equipment and techniques 
neaded to deal with radioactive tiubstnnccs 
during er.ergcncias. 

3. The location of the proposed Radiolog~cal 
Building <:ind the cafet::t factors · designed into 

· the firing ranges exclude the possibility of 
danger from ricocheting bullets. 

. ' 
. I 

G. · _Other Comments 

1. Since the nature of the training facility 
suggests. industrial zone ' compatibility, 
purchase of an equivalent amount of land in 
an industrial area at market pricc2 could mean 
costs ·of approxi.'l'!ately 7 million dollars . 

. . '· _assuming a cost of $10.70 per square foot. 

The illustrations on pages 4, 11 .and 30 have 
labeled the residences situated between 

.· Farrington Highway and the Ted Maltalena ·Golf 
Course. . : . ' 

Open burning exercises at the Waipahu Fire-Police 
.Training Facilities will be scheduled only during·.· favorable tradewind condit.io ns. The new Navy 
Facility, · designed for shipboard fires will have 

;complete Emoke abatement devices which will 
provide en unrealistic simulation of civilian 
building-type fires. 

. 4 • . During actual police operations, gunfira usually 
occurs outc.1oors. 'l'heJ;cfore the artificial 
lighting u.nd controlled atmosphere of indoor 
ranges W·::>uld create an unrealistic situation and 

. a signific~nt increase in construction cost. 

s. The proposed facility will create 6 new staff 
por.i tionr.; by l.$85 in uckl;.tion to other governmental 
jobs for r.1u.intcnanco and r;ecurity. 

.. 
-~·' ' 

.. 
, . 
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b SUMMARY OF THE SITE SELECTION PROCEDURE FOR THE //) 
FIRE AND POLICE JOINT TRAINING FACILITY 

THE SITE SELECTION PROCEDURE FOR THE SUBJECT FACILITY \VAS UNDER~ 
TAKEN IN FOUR PHASES: 

I. ESTABLISH SITE REQUIREMENTS FOR THE 
PRIMARY EMPHASIS ON THE FOLLOVVING 

A. SIZE 
B. LOCATION 
C. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
D . TOPOGRAPHY 
E. UTILITIES 
F. ZONING 
G. ACCESSIBILITY 
H. AVAILABILITY 

(SEE APPENDIX A, PP. 28-40) 

PROPOSED FACILITY WITH 
FACTORS: 

II. SEARCH FOR POSSIBLE SITES ON OAHU OvVNED OR CONTROLLED BY: 

A. FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 

1. ARMY 
2. NAVY 
3. AIR FORCE 
4. U.S.A. GENERAL SERVICES AD1':HNISTRATION 

LETTER SENT · BY MAYOR FASI ON OCTOBER 13, 1972 
TO G.S.A. EXPRESSING INTEREST IN SURPLUS PRO­
PERlY KNOWN AS PORTION, EW/\ TRl\NSMITTER SITE, 
DNA, OAHU I U-HAW-522. 

SUBJECT PROPERTY WAS WITHDRA\i\TN FROM SURPLUS 
BECAUSE FEDERAL NEED DEVELOPED. THEREFORE IT 
WAS UNAVAILABLE FOR THE FIR~-POLICE TRi\ INING 
FACILITY. (SEE APPENDIX B FOR CORRESPONDENCE) 

B. STATE OF HAWAII 
LETTER SENT BY MAYOR FASI TO GOVERNOR BURNS REQUESTING 
15 ACRES ON ANUENUE ISLAND(SAND ISLAND) ON MARCH 31, 
1971. REQUEST WAS DENIED DUE TO MARITIME AND RECREATIONAL 
NEEDS OF THE STATE. (SEE APPENDIX B FOR CORRESPONDENCE) 

c. CITY AND COUNTY OF H ONOLUL U 
D. PRIVATE 

•. .,;...... .• 
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III. EVALUATION OF AVAILABLE ALTERNATIVE SITES 

A. FORT BARRETTE (MAKAKILO) 
TMK 9-1-16: 2, 21 

B. WAIMANALO (MAUKA LANDS) 
TMK 4-1-08: l 

C. WAIMANO RIDGE 
TMK 9-7-25: 1 

D. WAIPAHU (INDUSTRIAL SITE) 
TMK 9-4-48: 1 

. E. WAIPAHU (INCINERATOR AREA) 
TMK 9- 3 - 01 : 2 I 12 

.F. HALAWA B (BELOW BOARD OF WATER SUPPLY STATION) 
TMK 9-9-10: 2 

G. HALAWA (BELOVlf JAIL) 
TMK 9-9-10: 27 

B:. KOKO HEAD FIRING RANGE 
TMK 3-9-12: 1 

(SEE APPENDIX A I pp. 41-5 6) 

IV. SITE SELECTION 

A. DETAILED EVALUATION OF SELECTED SITE: KOKO HEAD 
FIRING RANGE. (SEE APPENDIX A, PP. 5 7-61) 

B. REJECTION OF KOKO HEAD FIRING RANGE SITE DUE TO 
STRONG PUBLIC REACTIONS INCLUDING THE HONOLULU 
RIFLE ASSOCIATION AND OUTDOOR CIRCLE. 

C. REQUESTS BY MR. ERNEST T. YUASA, DIRECTOR AND 
BUILDING SUPERINTENDENT, BUILDING DEPARTMENT, 
TO THE FOLLOWING AGENCIES REQUESTING 15 ACRES 
OF LAND FOR THE PROPOSED FIRE-POLICE TRAINING 
FACILITY. (SEE APPENDIX C FOR CORRESPONDENCE) 

. ..- .;. --..·- · ~. 

.. . . 
> ~ . 

· ~ 

' .. -
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1. DEPARTMENT OF 
JULy 2 0 I l 9 7 3 

LAND AND NATURAL RESOURCES, 

REQUEST: KEEHI LAGOON 
TMK 1-1-03: 3 (EAST OF DISABLED 
AMERICAN VETERANS BUILDING) 
ALSO REQUESTED AVAILABILITY OF 
OTHER STATE-OWNED LANDS. 

ACTION: DELAYED DUE TO POSSIBLE LAND 
REQUIREMENTS OF THE NEW MIDDLE 
STREET INTERCHANGE AND DLNR 
BEGAN STATE-I.AND SEARCH FOR 
OTHER POSSIBLE SITES. 

2. DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY I JULY 24 I 19 73 

REQUEST: FORT SHAFTER AREA 
OWNED LAND. 

OR OTHER ARMY­

ACTION: NO AREAS AVAILABLE WITHIN FORT 
SHAFTER BUT FOREST AND WATER­
SHED AREAS REPORTED IN EXCESS 
COULD REVERT BACK TO THE STATE. 
ALSO SUGGESTED NIKE LAUNCHER 
SITE AT PALEHUA. 

3. HE.l\DQUARTERS, 
JULY 24, 1973 

FOURTEENTH NAVAL DISTRICT 

REQUEST: DEVELOPABLE NAVY-OWNED LAND. 

ACTION: NAVY HAD NO PROPERTY WHICH 
SATISFY SITE CRITERIA. 

COULD 

4. DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE, JULY 24, 1973 

REQUEST: FEDERAL LAND PREFERABLY AT HICKAM 
AIR BASE OR IN THE VICINITY OF 
HONOLULU INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT. 

ACTION: NO LAND 
TRAINING 

AVAILABLE 
F-ACILITY. 

FOR FIRE-POLICE 

,. 
, . .«.."' 
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D. AVAILABILITY AND SELECTION OF AN AREA IMMEDIATELY 
MAUKA OF THE EXISTING WAIPAHU INCINERATOR. 
TMK 9-3-02: PORTION OF 9 

THIS SITE WAS NOT CONSIDERED V!ITH THE EIGHT 
ALTERNATIVES LISTED IN PHASE III ABOVE BECAUSE 

.IT WAS NOT AVAILABLE AT THAT TIME. IF IT HAD 
BEEN AVAILABLE EARLIER, IT WOULD HAVE BEEN SE­
LECTED ABOVE THE EIGHT ALTERNATIVE SITES. 
(SEE APPENDIX D, PP. 61-63) 

E. OPPOSITION BY THE WAIPAHU COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION. 

-4-



,. 

'!' ' \ 

i 
i 

. 'l 
I 
.I J 

i 
r 
j 

·--··------

·- ·-...---: .__, ,,_ .. 



l1 . 
~ .. . .. 
' n· ~ . > 

u 
I 

M 

~ 

~ 

g 

g 
STATEMENT OF SITE REQUIREMENTS 

~ . 

~ 

~ --.._ 

l 

I 

. I 
,.-. 



.. " 

•
\ 

APPENDIX A 

FROM TAGAWA I YAMACHI AND ASSOCIATES I 

"FIRE AND POLICE TRAINING FACILITY, BASIS FOR . 
REQUEST TO AMEND THE GENERAL PLAN", 1972. 
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. • SITE EVA'...U.!\ T!ON 
SIZE REOU !;{::.'v\ENT 

The required size of the site is based on lhe respective training pro­
grams of the Fire and Pol ice Deportments. To calculate the total 
size of the required site, each departmenf1s training program was 
analy;;:ed s8pa:-ately in terms of physical space reguirements. At this _ 
point it was determined which foci! itics could be shared ar.d the ac­
tual required size was rhen adjusted to reflect this io:nt use. 

There ere basical.ly hvo types of facility requirements: l) Ir.door 

n instructional spaces which include classrooms, administrative of­
fices, relared spaces, a:id 2) Outdoor physical types of facilities. 

The first type was calculated from basic informarion on number of 
trainees, frequency of courses, size of classes, and number of classes 
required, to reach the total number of classrooms required. Office 
requirements were based on size of administrative staff and their 
space reguirements. These figures and calculations can be found m 
the appendix. 

The second type ccn be described as types of physical equipmenr 
or facili~ies such as firing range, drill towers, fire pits, gymnasium, 
trainir.g pool, etc. which have definite optimum sizes. The sizes of 
these ~pecific facilities can also be found . in :-he appendix. 

Table XIV summarizes !-hese size requirement:; in four categories: 
1) Central Building Area, 2) Police Department Outdoor Areas 
& Ancillary Structures, 3) Fire Department Outdoor Areas & An­
cillary Structures, ond 4) Parking. 

The to:-al requi:-ed ccrease for this joint Fire and Police Training 
Facility is 14 acres. As noted earlier in this report, one possible 
alternative is to locate the firing rang= elsewhere (depending upon 
environr.:en~a! restrictions). This would lower the requ:red acreag9 
to 11.2 acres, creating the need to find or. accessory site of 2.S 
acres for the range. 

It should be pointed out thar the above calcularions were based on 
the 1995 projected requirements. Since the objective of this study 
is primarily For the ccquisitio~ of a site, it is losicol to assume the 
eventual opfo;ium dcvelopm2nt as the determina;it for total acreag2. 
The actual foci! itie:; developmc:1t would probaS!y be phas-:!d to me;:d 

projected requirements at incremental years. The cpp<!ndix i:1cluJes 
c;-e;ci -:clc·.J:dI-.:>1::: fo.- C,-:;:h 1985 cnci 1995 _ 

·.··· .....
:l"·.·" . 
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• '. TABLE XIV SIZE REQUIREMENTS 

TOTAL 

GROSS AREA ACRES 

Ccntrctl Buildi.ng Area 

Pol ice Department: Outdoor Areas 
& Ancillary Structures 

Fire Department: Outdoor Areas 
& Ancillary Structures 

Parking Area 

62, 290 sq. ft. 

271, 928 sq.ft. 

222,010 sq.ft .. 

55,250 sq.ft. 

1.4 

6.2 

5. 1 

1.3 

14.0 
. 

611,478 sq.ft. 

--------. 
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SITE E\f}.,'...U~. TlON 

LOCAT ION.::.L REQUIREMENT----·----- ·--- -- ~ 

Both the Fire and Pol ice Deportments have expressed the desira­
bility to locof·e the joint training faciliry as close to Central 
Honolulu as possible and have given their reasons why such o 
requisite is impor~ant ar:d should be considered in selecting a 
site for the foci! it}'. 

Diag:-am I is a map of Oohu showing th e distribution of the exist-
ing and propose d fire stations (as designated on the Capitol Improve­
ment Budge\-). The greatest concentration is within Ho·r.olulu (Aiea 
to Hawaii Kai). As pointed out earlier in the goals and objectives, 
the locations end numbers of these stations were ·determined by rhe 
density of the populcition of the various areas. Furth21more, this 
significance of the c:!istribu~ion of fire stations is verified by the 
number of fire calls received by the various fire stations. Tobie 
XV lists the existing fire stations and the average number of fire 
calls received per dc:y (calculated over a five year period be~ween 
1967 end 1971). The stations located v1ithiil the city received a 
significantly greater number of calls. 

The Fire: Department's in-service training prog(am has impo:·tcnt 
implicarions upon the relative distcnce between the training fa­
cility and t!1is concentra~ion of fire stations. To elimina~e over­
time exper.ses, fi.-e companie s ere trained while on d0ty. Thus, 
when rhey ere <7al!ed in for re-trc:ining (four co:npcnies per half 
day shift; eight total companies per day), they wil I leave the sta­
tions unattended and consequent!)' wil I b~ out of service as a res­
ponse unit. The surrounding fire compcnies must then cove:- for 

. any fire calls that the absent training companies may receiv2. 
Although rhe Centra l Alarm System would account for the unavoil­
obil ity of compcnies in training and transfer the ca!h efficien~ly, 
the a~sence of these companies do2s place a greater rcsponsibil ty 
on the othe r compcmies in terms of the crea to be cove.red. Ou ire 
possibly, en exl'rcme fi;·e si:·uatio'1. C:)uld d e velop which could 
odi'.rore these available companies end which might r;;~uire re­
calling a training company. Thus, th<:! amow11t of :·ime that a cri­
tical training cornpcmy is cbscmt ar.d unavailable can bi:! minimized 
by locating th e training fccil ity as c!o:;e as possibl~ to the greati;'.!r 
number of fire s~otion:;. This would al so :ninimiz2 the num!:> c r of 
fire cells w!1ich mioht ha ve to be trcn sforcd to covering ccmponies 
since :-he greate r rreq uency of fire col! s cojncidcs wi~h the gr-~ote;­
C·.J::;~-: :'!~;ra;i,,;n cF fi :· ;.:! stcl! .J!~~. 

.. 
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T.~BLE XV EXISTING FIRE STATIONS~ . 
DISTANCE FROM CENTRAL HONOLULU 
FREQUENCY OF FIRE CALLS 

DISTANCE TO CENTRALFIRE STATION AVERAGE NO. 
HONOLULU CALLS PER DAY 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
2] 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 

Central 
Pawaa 
Makiki 
Kuakini 
Kaimuki 
Kai ihi 
Waikiki 
lwilei 
Kakaako 
Aiea 
Sunset Beach 
Wcipahu 
Kaliuku 
Waialua 
Hauul.a 
Wahiowa 
Kaneohe 
K0ilua 
Aikohi 
Pearl City 
Koaawa 
Monoa 
Wailupe 
fava Beach 
Nuucnu 
\Vaianae 

27 · Waimanalo 
28 Nonakuli 
29 McCully 
30 Moanolua 
3J Kol ihi-Kai 
32 Kai ihi-Uka 
33 Palolo 
34 Hav:aii Kai 

0.00 
3.25 
1.V:S 
1.00 
8.00 

. 2.00 
7.00 
0.75 
0.75 
8.25 
3.80 

16.40 
36.00 
32.00 
29.30 
21.00 
8.SO 

15.30 
13.80 
12.25 
22.80 
6.00 
8.00 

31.00 
1.00 

32.50 
19.00 
27.50 
2.50 
4.60 
0.50 
3.00 
5.00 

12.70 

1.39 
1.64 

.89 
1.01 
0.93 

·. 1.54. 
1.15 
1.06 
0.96 
1.23 
0.40 

. 0.64 

0. 17 
0.52 
0.24 
0.51 
0.71 
0.78 
0.51 
0.81 
0.23 
0.31 
0.65 
0.38 
0.48 

. 1.38 
0.41 
0.60 
1. 19 

1.03 
1.06 
0.71. 
0.39 
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.. 
SITE EVALUATION 

• LOC;\TIONAL REQUIREMENT Continued 

A secor.d r_e_~-~()l! for the desirability of locating the facility close to 
the majority of the stations is the effect of traveling time on the con­
dition of the in-service trainees. For training, eo(:h company will be 
using its ovm eguipm~nt (engine, ladder, .or rescue) and thus, will 
have to transport it to the training foci! ity. Unlike enclosed ve hicles, 
the fire vehicles are heavy equipment on which the men are exposed 
to the wind, dust, etc. while in motion. An unnecessarily prolonged 
trip would have a del iterious effect upon the condition and arritude 
of the men to train once they reach the foci Iity. This is especially 
significant since superb condirion is a requirement for o half day of 
intensive training exercises. Moreover, after returning-from a train­
ing session, a fire company is still responsible to respond to any fire 
calls it may receive. . 

A tblr_~__i:~ason is the excessive operating costs of having to transport 
the equipment to the foci! ity if it were located a great distance from 
the majority of the fire stations. The extra wear and additional costs 
of ~perating the equipment is a cumulative effect when one considers 
the total amount of companies training over a period of time. 

A fourth reason for locating the facility near Honolulu was given by 
the Pol i.::::e Departmenl. The majority of the ins~ructors for t!1e vari­
ous courses ore commissioned officers of higher ranks who ore stationed 
at Pol ice Headquarters (Pawaa Annex). Other instructors include pro­
secuting oHorneys, corporation counsels, and guest lecturers who con­
tribute their time freely. Since al I of the classes ore held during ;he 
day (with the exception of Police Reserve), these instructors would 
have to commute to and from the training foci! iiy. It would be de- . 
sirabl e to eliminate unnecessary costs in time lost and extra vehicular 
expenses by minimizing traveling time and distance to the training 
facility. 

There are other reasonsr mainly in terms of convenience for the trainees, 
visitors, services, etc., for locating the training facility as close as pos­
sible to the city. All of these reasons, however, foil to provide an ex­
p! icit basis for estobl ishing a maximum disrance or traveling ti;ne beiwzen 
Central Honolulu and the training facility. Uni ike the size requirement 
with a definite minimum acreage, it is not possible to state the location­
al requirem·2nt in an absolute value (i.e. miles froryi Honolulu). There­
fore this locational requirem e nt wil I hove to be conside red in the proper 
context v1ith the other site requirements (size, environmen;·o!, utilities, 
ere.) which ore e·::iuaf!y :;ig:lificont rcquire;nenl:; for th~ s e l~d!0;; of th~ 
facility site. Thus, although it is not absolutely essential, it is very 
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SITE EVALUATION 
LOCATIONAL R'.:Ol!!REMENT Contir.ued u 
d~siroble to hove the facility located close to Honolulu to l) mini­

r 
I mize the time that critical fire companies ore absent from the stations, 
1 2) minimize the fatigue of trainees arriving at !he facility; and 3) mi­

nimize operating (traveling) costs of both the Fire and Pol ice Depart­
menJ-s' training operations. 

;:~'J ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REQUIREMENT ..__,. ------·-· ·- --~---- --~ 

The environmental impact of any human created activity can be:! stated 
in two forms: l) Short and long term effects on the riotural environ­
ment (micro and ma.ere» structure) and 2) Effects on the immediate hu­
man environment i~ which such activities occur. The concern of this 
section is to . . investigate any environmental effects that t03 training 
facility could have which would be a determinant as to its location 
relative to surrounding types of areas. 

The short and/or long term effects of this proposed foci! ity on any 
immediate natural environment havebeen determined to be of a negli-
gible nature. The only possible environmental pollutant vtould be the' 
em_ission of smoke into the ~tmosphere. The low freguency of rhis ac­
tivity {and or.ly under favorable wind conditions to maximize th<!! dis­
sipation rate) minimize the possible harmful effects. The chemical 
content of these smoke emissions, as determined by the types of ma­
terials burnedr would be regulated by Federal and State pollution 
standards with which the user agency is prepared to comply. 

The effects of this proposed facility on the immediate human environ­
ment are tv10-fold: l) Visual and Respiratory - primarily smoke re­
sulting from simulated firefighting drills end 2) Audio - from equipment 
operations which include fire trucks and apparal-usr helicoptersr gun­
firer and dogs. 

VISUAL 

Smoke and fire dril Is consists of two types: l) Simulated fires in the 
fire building, and 2) Flammable I iquid .fires. The first type wil I pre­
sent no visual or respiratory smoke problems since the fire building 
will have an incin e ra~or to treat the resulting smoke before !citingJ 
it out info the atmosphere •. The second type, however, is to be held 
in open fire pits. These drills will occur three to four times doily for 
approximately fiv~ r.iinu:es dt.::-ation (fro!ll ligh~ing · of fir.~ to co~nple~,.:! 

...extinguishing). It will, however, be a Fire D~portment policy that :· 
.... 

·· 
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SITE EVALUATION 
ENV!RON1\';i:NTAL IMPACT REQUIREMENT 
VISUAL Con~inued 

these drills will be held only on days when the wind {prevciling 
trades) is favorable for rapid smoke dissipai"ion. Hence, the faci­
lity should be in a locaf-ion such that there ore no urbanized areas 
(residential, business, apartment, etc.) downwind within srnoke 
range under prevailing '~ind conditions. The limit- of this range 
is, of course, dependent upon localized condil' ions and thus should 
be investigated for ·all of the possible alternative sites. 

Another visual considerarion is in terms of distractions to the pub! ic 
which could create hazardous conditions. For example~ the foci-
.I ity should' not be located adiacent to a major thoroughfare or free­
way since 'the training acrivities could distract motorists. If such 
a site is considered, sensitive site planning and/or visual buffers 
should be util i:ied to isolate the foci! ity from any adiacent highway. 

AUDIO . 

Noise and its ~ffecfs on the human environment is one of the more 
· difficult standards to measu.re. The harmful level of noise can be 

measured in terms of decibels (db). Ho'-vever, the disturbance level 
of noise (the point at which a noise becomes disturbing) is dep~ndent 
upon~ lot of factors, many of them subjective and unmeasurable. 
These include type of noise (continuous or sporadic, high or low fre­
quency, sudden or progressive), its level r background noise (again 
its type and level), hearing sensivity of listeners, psychological con­
dition of I isteners, etc. Therefore, the fol lowing analysis of the . 
possible disturbing sound levels created at the facility is a compara­
tive one in tenns of equivalent decibel levels between an average 
residential environment and the noise levels crea.ted by the various 
training eguipment and exercises measured at cer~ain d:stances 
away.* 

~ire Trucks and Apparatus: In a recent survey conductec! by the 
Hawaiion Electric Company.., the noise of the fire trucks was mea­
sured at a distance of twenty (20) feet: Operctting truckr 88-90 db; 
with sirens, 110 db; v1ith sirens and horm, 114 db •. During training 
op~ratiom, the horns and sirens will not be operated and therefore 
need not b\:! considered here. This noise level of on operating fire 

-x-Tlie dccibt!I reduction rnte Foi Free-field conditions a:; found in 
_.J•• '" 

Time Sav(!rs Stanclai-ds WO$ used. This rote of decrease is 6 db each 
time the dis~ance from the source is doubled. 
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1ENVn~oN::1~NTAL IMPACT REQUIREMEl'H 
AUD 10 Continued 

truck decreases to 60 db. at an eighth of a mile away (equivalent to 
the noise level of dense traffic from a hundred feet), and to 46 db 
at a half mile away {equivalent to the noise leve l of a quiet resi­
dential stre-et).* Therefore, at a half mile away, the noise l.:!vel 
of the fire trucks will have a negligible effect on residential com-· 
r.wnities. 

Helicopter: The noise levels created by an helicopter varies between 
86 db (operating at rest) and 92 db (cruising). -j.,·* These measurements 
were ta!<en in the cockpit and if it is os!;umed to be about four foet 
from the source of noise {engine), the noise level reduction to 46 db 

. would occur at approximately one fourth mile away.
1 
I . 

Gunfire: Gunfire would be the biggest noise producing activity at 
the faciiity. The decibel le•rel of gunfire ranges from 148 db (38 ca­
liber pistol) to 172 db (M-1 rifle).*** Unlike the otnc:r sounds created 
by trucks and he! icoptcrs which are of the sustained type, gunfire is 
of the impact rype, lasting in the order of a milli-second. IF the 

. free-field decibel reduction rate was opp! ie cl to the above recdings, 
the distance required to reduce the sound level to the eguivalent of 
a reside;~t:::il street is an unreasonable and unrealistic one (15C miles). 
Therefore it appears that the noise from the firing range wil I have to 
be controlled either through the utilization of nafural geographical 
conditions or man-made baffles. The National Rifle Association 
has suggested thi:ee ways that this sound level could be control led': 
1) By the direction of firing, 2) By vegetation (trees and foliage) 
between the firing range and any residential community r and 3) By 
sound baffles around the range (such as natural hi: ls or earth berms). 

Due to the focusing effect of the rifle or pistol, the soi.md level 
measured at the rear of the gun is le:;s than in front of it {20 db less).*** 
So to help reduce the noise leve l, the direction of firing should be 
awa)' from any residential areas. 

Vegelation is one of the more effedive ways of attenuating sound. 
The NRA has indicated that wit·h vege tation, there could be a re­
duction of 6 do per 1000 feet (ground disrance). Applying this rate 
to the decibel readings of gunfire, the sound leve l would be reduced 
to th2 equivalent of a residential street at a distance of 1800 foet. 

*Time Save rs S~ondards, pag~ 615. 
·J ·· 

**Theodore Bed and, Fight for Quiet . .:t...-"' 

***Notional Rifle Associof·ion. 
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SITE EVALiJAT!ON 
ENVIRON:A:NTAL IMPACT REQUIREMENT 
AUD 10 Continued 

The sound level could be controll ed even more significantly by noise 
baffles. Earth berms, for instance, could be used to direct the noise 
upward and away from any residential areas. 11 Several surveys of 
residen!"ial areas near rang~s have been conduded. It has been found 
that if a range is set up properly for maximum sound attenuation, many 
residents Oie not ever:i aware of the existence of the range. 11 * 

Thus, assuming ,that the gunfire noise wil I be controlled in soma man­
ner (through th~ selection of a properly isolated sile or through arti­
ficial means), a'rea·sonable, minimum ground distance from any resi­
dential area would be a half mile. This cri:-erion is again not absolute,. 
but dependent upon the unigue localized geographical situations of ! 
the alternative sites~ 

Canine Training: The noise created by canine training is insignificant 
compared to the .other sources of noise such as fire trucks, hel icoprers, 
and gunfire. This is particularly true since this training will occur 
during the day ar.d not at night when the barking of dcgs can be a 
disturbing factor. The half mile minimum range determined by the 
other noise factors is more than \.'I sufficient acceptable distance for 
canine training. 

Besides visual and audio, there are other potential environmental pol­
lutants that this facility could produce such as debris and wastes from 
simulated fires, run-off water with chemical contents, etc. These fac­
tors will have to be recognized and solv~d to eliminate any possible 
harmful effects. However, thesa types of problems would be inherent 
of any chosen site regardless of its relative location to other types of 
land uses. The concern of this section of the report was to investigate 
and recognize those areas of environmental problems which could affect 
the location of the facility and to establish criteria by which rhe poten­
tial al rernative sires can be evaluated to assure the cdeguacy of a se­
lected site. 

The two recognized environmental factors to be cons:dered in this eva­
luation 01e: 1) Smoke - its potential visual and respiratory effect, and 
2) Noise - its potential audio effect. These two factors could be detri­
mental to incompatible inhcbircd areas such as residential, apartment, 
hotel, and bu$iness zones. Thus, the training foci Iity should be located 
sue~ that the:-e ere r.o incompatibl e t1pes of zones within the '.;'.!l~k".! end 
noise ranges qs previously iden tified. 

*National Rifle Association. 
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. #-- ' TOPOGR . .\PHY REQUIREMENT
\_I,!.) ---- ---·---- -· 

There ore four primary reasons why the topog1ophy of the foci! ity site 
should be as level as possible. 

The firsr two concern the training operations of the Fire Departmenf-. 
As pointed out earlier, the COi1dirions of the training exercises should 
opp1oximate as closely as possible the operations of on ucfual situation • 

. The majority of th·::! .streets in the City and County of Honolulu are re­
latively flat (the maximum slope for maior and minor srreets is l: 10*) 
and thus there is no reason for the' fire training faciliries to exceed 
this slo2e. The second reason involves the fire equipment. Many of 
the pumper trucks leak oil after prolonged operations o~ c slope and 
this insreoses the wear on the equipment. Even when actual fire 
conditions occur on a hill or sloped streets, the engine operator will 
turn the truck to park as nearly level as possible. Thus, the. fire 
training foci! ities should be as level as possible, not only to approxi­
ma~e actual conditions, but also to eliminate excessive wear on the 
equipment. 

The third reason for relatively level training areas is to minimize the 
unnecessar; strain ancl possibilities of accidents inherent in sloped 

I training situations. The firefighters train by carrying heavy equip­I 
i: .·. ment such as hoses, coup I ings, ladders, etc. To practice on a slope 

would unnecessarily exhaust the trainees and could limit the amount 
of training possible. 

The fourth reason is the most significant one. · Most of the facilities 
and ancillary structures require a flat site in order to function proper­
ly. These obviously include classrooms and offices (although terracing 
is possible), gymnasium, training pool, firing range, hel icoph~r/drill 
field, etc. A steep site would require excessive, yet necessary, ex­
cavation. 

Thus, regard Ies~ of existing topography, the maiority of the facility 
site will have to be graded to a relatively flat slope to accommodate 
the typc:s of facilities required. Therefore, unless site aco,uisition 
costs outweigh site developrr.ent costs from a total cost standpoint; 
it is of an economic advantage to select a relatively fla~ site with 
a minimum amount of grading required. 

*Department of .Pub! ic Works, Engineering Deportment. 
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l : ~ UT ILIT JES 
·-·# 

All of the ne cessary utilities should be available to the si re. These 
include water, electricity, telephone , sewage disposal and \.'later 
drainage . The water supply should be sufficie nt to sustain the re-quired 
pressures of o network of fire hydrants (minimum 6 11 main}. The sewage 
disposal could be handled by a sewage pip2 system or if not avcilable, 
by cesspools (which wil I hove to be checked v1ith th e Board of Health). 
Water drainage could be through a storm drain sy~tem or mere !y through 
surface run-off (depe nding upon natural drainage conditions). If any 
of the above utilities ore unavailable to the site, the possibility of ac­
quiring such utility se rvice and its cost should be investigated and thus 
be used as a c riteria for evaluating the alternative sites .. 

., 
:, ...... ~'.~ -"' . ZONING 

·-··. ~ ·· 

As determined in the environmental impacr requirements, there should 
not be any type of incompatible zoning within the offectabfe range of 
the facility (determined gene rally to be a 1/2 mile _t:cclius). Another 
zoning consideration is -an econo~-ic o~e ," .The location of the foe ii ity 
site in any type of area should not have any adverse effects upon the 
existing land values of the surrounding properties. Neither should this 
location of the facility place any restrictions on the possibl e further 
development of the surrounding areas. Thus, the impact of the foci! ity 
{due to the types of activities occurring there) on the surrounding area 
in terms of z oning and possibly land values is another criterion to be 
used for site evaluation • 

..• '­
~· .. ~ ACCESS 1B ILITY 

· · ~.: ...... .• 

The facility sile should be readily accessible from maior thoroughfares. 
The access roads be tween the facility and the maior thoroughfare should 
be paved and of sufficient width to accommodate both the high frequency 
of use and the size of the trucks. The type of zoning that these access 
roads pass through should also be of a compatible type. For example, ifJ 
would be very hazardous if access to the training facility was through re­
sidenJ-ial streets. This type of conflicting situation should be avoided 
in selecting the proper facil iiy site. 

•' .-~ "' 

Ideally the s2lecred sire should be ovmed.by the City and County of 
Honolulu lo eliminate any acqui sition costs. However, if th ~ site is 
c.vm::!d by a privat·2 pc::-ty end/or o::oth::;1 governme ntal a9 ~ ;1 (: y, th2 
possibility of acquirin9 it ot a reasonable price without complicoiions .. 

:... •'would be on e of the critetia For evaluating i: and th e olk~ r alte rnative. . 
sites. 
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SITE EVJ-\LU...:.TiON

" SUMMARY Ai'W CONCLUSIONS 

In summary, t_!:_~.?~ _e igbt_~~_i_ t <:: rJ.?. . should be considered in evaluating all 
the pos5ibl e alte rnative sites to arrive at the bes:- alternative. Ideal!}', 

~ 
t 

all of th '.:! se criteria sh::>uld be of e gual weight as determi.nonrs of this 
1 

seledion. They represent- a series of ideal conditions under which theJ 
facility should be established. However, in evaluaring specific sites, 

'1 
I 

trcde studie s miglit be required to weigh certain advant·ag2s ag:::iins~ 
• disadvantages in de termining, perhaps, the 11 be st avoilcble compromise".:.I 

The conclusions of each of the eight criteria follow. 
1 
I 

' l\
i \ /\ Size: Minimum 14 acres for total facility. If firing range is located 

elsewhe re, 11.2 acres required with accessory site of 2.8 acres 
for the range. 

-··1:.;,
f -. Location: As close cs possible to Central Honolulu (considered to be· · 
\.....:.:.>1, Central Fire Station) in terms of traveling time. 

I 
i 

Environmenral: Ge:nercJl!y 1/2 mile from any incompo~!Sb typ0s of 
in~qbi.ted ar~qs (residential, apartmznt, hotel, bu5:n.e5s, light­
industrial). Compatible types of zor,es include heavy-industrial, 
agricultural, preservation. Visually isolated from major tho­
&Ci.19hfares or freeways • 

. --,, 
I ,.. ' \ 
'- I : ' Topography: As level as possible to minimize grading cosl's. Maxi­

mum slope: 10'%. 

... 
. . Util Hies: Al I u'til iries available on site or nearby within rea~onable 

-· economic range~ 

Zoning: No incompa~ible zones within enviro~mentaI effect range (1/2 . 
mile). No negative impact on surrounding zones in terms cf 
land values and future de velopments. 

~§ Acczssibil ity: Easily accessible from major thoroughfare on improved 
road of sufficie;1t width capable of handling heavy use. Access 
road through compatible types of zones. 

I 

:: _ ~)Availability: Land should be available •. Owned by City & County of 
'"!..; Honolulu or acquirable at a reasonable cost. 
1i 

, . ~ 

,~ .... · . .. · 
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'~ · '. ALTERNA7 !\'ES AVAilABLE!
i •' EVALUATI00: Or ALTERNATIVE SITES 

.. 

The c ight criteria established determined the type of foci I ity that 
the Ffre-~~'d·P~fice Training Facility would be and the type of site 
that would be req:.;ired to accommodcte it. The facility is a unique 
kind of situation. Although it is basically a training type of faci­
lity with provisions for physical types of training with resulrant vi­
sual and audio disrurbances which give it an industrial ncturc, it 
is also an educational foci! ity with cla.;srooms and offices which 
give it an academic nature, too. Therefore, to find an appropri­
ate site for it, various types of areas (from industrial to residential) 
had to be investig;:ited to discover the possible alternative locations 
for the foci! ity. Al I eight site criteria were used as g_enerol deter­
minants to isola~e certain areas of the island in which to start sear­
ching. The result was eight possib.l~_alter_na _tive si.tes. _ 

Diagram I I lists the eight cl t-::rnatives and sho1ivs their locations 
onthe Island. 

The analysis of each of these eight sites on the eight criteria can 
be found on the fol lowing pages. Fol lowing the analysis of the 
al~ernative sites is an evaluation of each summarizing the advan­
tages ar.d disadvantages of each site • 

,.. .. .,.. 
J:>..."" '; .. . . 
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AlTERN/\T IVES AV/~ l'...A3LE 

•' 
EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVE SITES 

FORT BARRETTE (MAKAKILO) 
TMK 9-1-16-2, 9-1-16-21 

CRITERIA PRO CON 

SIZE 

LOCATION 

ENVIRONMENTAL 

TOPOGRAPHY 

UTILITIES 

'' 

ZONING 

ACCESS iBILITY 

AVAILABILITY 

28 acres X 

20 miles and 32 minutes from Central Honolulu X 

Surrounded by cane fields 
Nearest residential subdivision: 
H-1 freeway: 1/3 mile upwind. 

1/2 mile upwind. 
X 

50% of site: 4-6% slope 
50% of site: too steep for usage. 
Buildable area is scatteied, not all in one area. 

X 

3011Water: main at Farrington Highway: 1/3 
.mile away. 
Electricity: Available at Farrington Highway. 
Telephone: Available on site. 
Sewage: Nearest line uphill at Farringron. Cess-
pools possible. 
Drainage: Gulch adjacent to site which drains 
to coral pits. 

X 
X 

X 

x 

x 

Presently military reservation, surrounded by 
agriculture. Nearest residential zone: 1/2 mile •. 

X 

Direct access from H-1 along improved govern- · 
ment road. 

X 

Presently owned by UoS. government and a 
private owner. 

X 

_,:. ... 
-> '"' .. -· ~· 
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ALTERNATIVES A\'..\l~AgLE 
EVALUATION CF ALlt:RNATIVE SITES 

WAIMANALO (MAUKA LANDS) 
TMK 4-1-08- l 

CRITERIA PRO CON 

SIZE lOOacresavailable. X 

LOCATION 14 miles from Central Honolulu via Poli Highway. X 

ENVIRONMENTAL School, r<:!side:itial areas, and forest resel°ve ad- X 
. jacent to site. ' 

TOPOGRAPHY Fairly flat: 2-4~o slope X 

· UTILITIES Al I utilities except sewage (cesspools Fossible) X 
available cdjacent to site. 

ZONING Residential zoned area. X 

ACCESSlB!LfTY . 1/8 mile from Kalanianoole Highway. · X 
Paved fo1 100 feet only, dirt roac! for 300 feet~ _ 
Access through residential areas. . 

AVAILABILITY Owned by State of Hawaii: Hawaiian Homes. x 

(44) 



ALTERNATIVES AVAiL.-\SLE 
EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVE SITES 

WA !MANO RIDGE 
TMK 9-7-25-1 

CRITERIA PRO CON 

SIZE 

LOCATION 

ENVIRONMENTAL 

TOPOGRAPHY 

UTILITIES 

ZONING 

ACCESSIBILITY 

AVAILABILITY 

Approximately 70 acres x 

15 miles from Central Honolulu ·.X 

Waimano Home for Rei·arded located in same oreo. 
Residential areas adjacent downwind of sife (appro­
ximately 1/3 mile away). 

x 

Relatively level at top of ridge. 
Steep drop to valley on both sides. 

X 

Water: Available at Waimano Home or 8" main 
at srreet 1 mii e away. 

Electricity: Available at Waimano Home. 
11 11 11 11Telephone: 

11 11 11Sewage: " 
Drainage: Natural run-off into adjacent g•ilch. 

X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

Presently zoned public facility (Dept. of Health). 
Surrounding zoning downhill: residential. 

x 

Uphill rood 2 1/2 miles from Kem Highway through 
residential areas. 
Access road passes thraugh Wa imano Home. 

x 

Owned by State of Hawaii, Department of Health x 

t 
l 
t 
t 
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.. ALTERNATIVES A\.'.L..ILA3LE 
EVALUATION OF 1\LTERNATIVE SITES 

\VAIPAHU (INDUSTRIAL SITE) 
TMK 9-4-48-1 

' 

CRITERIA PRO CON 

SIZE 

LOCATION 

ENVIRONMENTAL 

TOPOGRAPHY 

UTILITIES 

ZONING 

ACCESSIBILITY 

AVAILABILITY 

l l .76 acres x x 
2.8 ·acres of privately owned adjacent land. 

14.5 total if private land available. 

14 .5 miles and 23 minutes from Central Honolulu x 

Canefield.s and Pearl Harbor downwind. x 
Industrial area adjacent upwind • . 
Waip~hu Town 1/4 mile upwind. 

Rel~tively flat (2-4%) for most of site. x 
Edgz at Pearl Harbor very steep and unusable •. 
VI/edge shape or southern end of site very narro-..'I: 
approximately 1 acre unusable. 

All availnble adjacent _to site. x . . 

Presently pub! ic foci Iity. x x 
Surrounding zoning: industrial. 

1.3 miles from H-1 exit: through Waipahu Town x 
and Industrial area. 

City & County o\-vned land. x x 
Private parcels have to be p..irchased.to fulfill 
size requirement. 

.... . ... 
,J.V . • •.~ 
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ALTERNATIVES AVAiL..\3LE 
.. EVALUATION OF ALTER.NATIVE SITES 

WAIPAHU (INCINERATOR AREA) 
T/\AK 9-3-01-2, 9-3-01-12 

1 

1 
1 

l 
1•1• 

i 
f 

I . 
1 · 

I ; I . 
I 

PRO CONCRITERIA 

SIZE 

LOCATION 

ENVIRONMENTAL 

TOPOGRAPHY 

UTILITIES 

ZONING 

ACCESSIBILITY 

AVAILABILITY 

28.2. acres X 

15 miles from Central Honolulu X 

Uninhabit8d land fill, incinerator, and Pearl X 
Harbor downwind of site. 
Marshland and bird breeding ground ad(acent 
upwind. 
Woipahu Town 1/4 mile upwind. 

Flat land: · marsh area (formerly fishpo.nds) subiect X 
to tidal fluctuations. Fill required to raise lorid 
to safe leve1. 

Available at cccess rood but across Kapakahi x 
Strecm at property Iine. 

Presently zoned pubIic facility (sewage treat­ x · 
ment plant and a sh disposal site). 
Residential zone l/4 mile upwind. 

1.6 miles from freeway through Wai2ahu Town. x 
Gravel road for portion of access road. 

10.9 acres owned by City & County. x 
17.4 acres owned by State of Hawaii lea sed to 
City & County. 

.,. 
~~....... 
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EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVE SITES 

HALAWA B (BELOW BOARD OF WATER SUPPLY STATION) 
TMK 9-9-10-2 . 

CRITERIA PRO CON 

SIZE 15 ac·res x 

LOC.t\TION 6.4 miles and 14 minutes from Central Honolulu. x 

ENVIRON1\t\ENTAL Residential area 1/8 mile away on hill. x 
Quarry to south and east. 
Light Industrial area adjacent downwind. 

TOPOGRAPHY Steep grade: approximately 13%. x 

UTILITIES Water: Tank tower required. x 
Electricity: Available at pumping station. x 

11 11Telephone: 11 
" x 

Sewaga: Cesspo0ls required. x 
Drainage:: Natural drainage to existing stream. x 

ZONING Light Industrial zone: just re-zoned with justi­ x 
fication of need for Iight-industrial areas. 

ACCESS 1B ILITY 1.2 miles from H-1 along dirt road. x 
Future industrial paved road might be used. 

AVAILABILITY Private ovmership: Iight industrial zoning might x 
create higli selling price. · 

... 
..~ .·· 
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• ALTERNATIVES AVAILABLE 
EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVE SITES 

HALAWA (BELOW JAIL) 
TMK 9-9-10-27 

CRITERIA PRO CON 

SIZE 

LOCATION 

ENVJRONi\1\ENTAL 

TOPOGRAPHY 

UTILITIES 

ZONING 

ACCESS 1B ILITY 

AVAILABILITY 

15 acres of possible 28 acres. x 

6A miles and 14 minutes from Centro[ Honolulu. x 

Residential area on hills 3/4 mile away in both 
east and west directions-. 
C & C Jail cdjacent upwind. 
Querry and Quarantine Station to the west and 
southwest. 
Proposed H-3 freeway ad ia cent to the east'." 

x x 

Favorable slope: 6-8%. x 

Water: Shore water tank with jail. 
cient, separate tank requiied. 

If insuffi­ x 

Eiectdcity: 
Telephone: 
Sewage: 
Drainage: 

Available at jail. x 
11 11 11 x 
11 11

• n x 
Sur foce run-off to stream adjacent x 

at property I ine; 

Present Iy zo:icd goIf course. 
Surrounding land: transitional stage (growing 
industrial and residential area). 

x 

1.2 miles from H-1 along proposed jail road 
through quarry site. 

·x 

Private owner: relalive !y high cost expected 
due to rising land values. 

x 
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ALTERNATIVES A\/...'..IL .:-\ 3LE 
. EVALUATION OF ALTE RN 1\TIVE SITES .. 

KOKO HEAD FIRING RANGE 
TMK 3-9-12-1 

. CRITERIA PRO CON 

SIZE 18-20 acres 

LOCATION . 13 miles from Central Honolulu 

ENVIRONMENTAL Residential area 1/2 mile away. 
Site isolated by being in a nCiturol crater. 
Noise from existing firing range presently 
acceptable. 

TOPOGRAPHY Flat s:te with slight grade upwards row.::zrds 
· Koko Crater. 

·UTILITIES Water: Existing 6" main. 
Electricity: Available at site. 

11 11 11Telephone: 
. .- ' Sewage: Cesspools required. 

Drainage: Natural drainage to low area: pump 
required to get warer to highv1ay culvert. 

ZONING Presently in conse rva tion area: part of Koko 
Head Natural Park. 
Surrounding zoning: conservation. 
Stable area in terms of zoning. 

ACCESSIBILITY Direct access from Kalanianoole Highway 

AVAILABILITY Owned by City & County of Honolulu, Parks 
· and Recrea tion D e partmen~. 

l · - - · - -----

x 
. x 

x 

x 

x 
x 

.. x 
x 

x 

x x ·-

x 

x 

-

_I 

,,._......,...., .. ~ ' 
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ALTERNAl!VES AVAILABLE 
.· EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVE SITES 

FORT BARRETTE (MAKAKILO) 
TMK 9-1-16-2, 9-1-16-21 (Refer: Page 43) 

The greatest advantage of this site is its isolation from other inhabited 
areas by the cari e fields which surround it. The nearest residential 
areo, a half mile upwind, is out of the range of any dis~urbances. 
The pres2nt agricultural zoning around the site would not be affected 
by the facility. The government access road from H-1 freew9y (thru 
carn~fields) is sufficient to handle the proiecti=d heavy use_ 

The disadvantages, however / are significant. Of the ~ight sites 
evaluated, this site was located the farthest from Honolulu. The 
thirty-two minute drive (via the freeway) would be exhaustive to 
the firefighter trainees commuting to the site on exposed equipment. 
Another disadvantage is the topography. Al I 28 acres would have to 

· be purchased to obtain 14 acres (500/o) of reasonably sloped, usable 
area. Moreover, because this usable area \s scattered around the 
total site, the location of the various facilities (requiring different 
areas) is not very flexible. The unavailobil iry of water and electri­
city (except from Farrington Highway, 1/3 mile away) is a third 
disadvantage. 

The discdvantoges of th is site greatly outweigh the advantages it 
does have. Therefore this site is not recommended for the training 
foci! ity. 

\VAIMANALO (MAUKA LANDS) 
TMK 4-1-08- J (Refer: Page 44) 

The only advantages to this site is the available acreage, its fopogrophy, 
and the availability of util iries. 

Its location. on the windward side via the Pali Highway is not unreason­
able in distance from Central Honolulu. But it would require the major­
ity of the fire trucks to travel over the Poli putting a lot of unnecessary 
wear on them. 

The environmental, zoning, and accessibility factors are all negative. 
The site is at the base of high mountains enclosing the valley- There­
fore, any sounds created at the facility would reverberate throu£Jhout 
the valley {as c!o~s present periodical gu11 noi'.; ~ s}. The greet'.:!• p0rtio:i 
of the v.:;lley is zoned residential. Thus, a training t.ype of fcc:lity 

·""'·· ~· .would definite ly be on incompatible type of usage in this a rea. With 
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the exception of a few companies, al I of the fire trucks vtould have 
to reach this site by passing directly through Waimanalo Town (a cl·2nse­
ly popufated residential, commercial strip) via Kalanionaole Highway 
which is a narrow two lane highway. This would be a v.:=ry hazardous 
situation. 

Therefore, this site is very inappropriate for the facility location. It 
is not recommended. · 

WAIMANO RIDGE ·----------.-., 

TMK 9-7-25-1 {Refer: Page 45) 

This site is similar to Waimonalo in that it has some advantages such 
as ample ocrea~p, fairly level topography, and al I available util i­
ties. However, the disadvantages are much more significant. 

. .· 
The mosr important consideration is the Waimano Home Foci! ity. 
This is a home for the mentally retarded and should not have any 
unnecessary disrurb~nces. The training facility (should it be lo­
cated here) would be disturbing, even traumatic, to the residents 
of the Hor.1e since it woi;!d be within both visual ond audio ra:is:::? 
of the training activities. This problem is compounded by the fad 
that access to the training site would be through the g(ounds of the 
Home. 

Besides Waimar.o Home, ther~ ore residential zones a third of a mile 
dowm:ind. This is well within the audio rangz of the site and would 
not be acceptable. Fur~herrnore, the access road (Waimano Home 
Rood) is ~phi! i rhro0gh these n~sidential areas. Besides unnecessary 
wear on the tr:::iining equipment, this would b ·~ excessively noisy to 
the rzsiden~s Iiving c:long the road. 

This site is not recommended. 

WAIPAHU (INDUSTRIAL SITE) 
TMK 9-4-48- l (Refer: Page 46) 

The•e or~ many odvonta92s to this site which inclucfo.: favorable cn­
viro11menral sur1ounding:;, cvoilable utilities, present zoning o:; a 

r ~t-,J;_ f~ril;L\f f..-.\'''"ro~!o QC ·- •-."<; c•-.rl r"/f-.n-r'h•fr {1)' Lt.re> c;L" and""-". • .... I v - • ' I I ·. .J •J ~ •• '- • .•• ....• • # ..> - ' ' • '-" . J ' I .. ' .,) • L I i J -- •• ; • . 

,- • • • '• ; I • t 
'-(>U;"'!ty or a orearcr F01·f;un or fi19 r~qutrea QCi~ ecge. 
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EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVE SITES 

.· 
The most significant disadvantagt:! is the amount of acreag~ usable. 
Even if the smaller private porcels could be purchased to obtain the 
rcriuired 14 acr2s, the extrem2 ly steep tope>grophy along Pearl Harbor 
and the very narrov1 tip of the wedge-shaped parcel \·vould be very 
difficulr to use. So the actual amount of acreage available for the 
type of fc:cilities required might be less than 14 acres_ 

A second disodvanrage is the surrounding zoning in terms of economic 
impact. Since the area is a g:-owing industrial zone, the rising land 
value might pre-empt this parcel for or.other more economically fea- · 

. . -
·sible use. Furthermore the poreels which would hav~ to be purchased 
are very desirable industrial parcels and the purchasing price con be 
expected to be high. 

Thus, because of the questionable amount of actual usable acreage 
avoi!d:>le and the tronsitiono! natu:-e of the area, this site is not 
recommencled. 

· vVAIPAHU (INCINERATOR AREA) 
TMK 9-3-01-2, 9-3-01-12 (Refer: Page 47), 

D~spite of the man}' advantages ~f this site (si~e, environmental, 
utilities, zoning, and ownership by the City. and County) F the grea­
test disadvantag= is the type of land wh id1 the site is loca~ed on. 
Formerly fishponds, the site is a very low mmshland adjacent to 
Pearl Harbor, and subject to tida·I fluctuatioils. It wou!d require 
a great amount of fili to raise the required acreage to a safe L;vel 
to avoid any possibility of flc?ding. This would definitely be on 
expensive econo:nic factor to consider. 

Qf the eight alterilative sites considered, this \Vos the sevenrh far­
thest from Central Honolulu (15 miles) and therefore, is consid e red 
someNhat undesirable from the locational standpoint. Access to 
the site (through \Vaipchu Town o:-id on a gravel road subiect ~o ex­

. cessive weer due to the heavy use by refuse trucks) is ailoth~r dis­
advantage of this site. 

Du<:! primorily to the amount of fil I reguired to make it occeptobl e 
for the foci! itics, this site is not recommei:dcd • 

. (53) 
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ALTERN/..-;-;v::s AVAILABLE 
EVALUAT;ON OF ALTERNATIVE SITES 

HALAWA B (BELOW BOARD OF WATER SUPPLY STATION) 
TMK 9-9-10-2 (Refer: Poge '18) 

The only advantages to this sae are its sufficient size, location close 
to Honolulu, accessibility, and the availobility of most of the utili­
ties (except v1ate r which requires a water storage tank). 

The mosr sign:ficant disadvantages are its environm e ntal impact on 
the surrounding residenric:I are as (which is only 1/8 mile away), its 
topog:-aphy (which would require a large amount of grading), and 
the zoning (of both that ·specific parcel and the area below it which 
\Vere just recently re-zoned to light indus~riol). All of these disad­
vantages make this site undesirable for the training facility, and 
therefore it is not recommended. 

HALAWA (BELOV'/ JAIL) 
TMK 9-9-10-27 (Refer: Page 49) 

This is one of the more fovorabl e sites for the training foci! ity due to 
its many advantages. These include: l) Suffic:i~nt size 1 2) !d,,,ol lo­
cational ·distance from Central Honolulu, 3) Some favorable environ­
mental considerations, 4) Favorable slope, 5) Avail ab ii ity of uril ities, 
6) Compotibl e type of pi·esent zoning, and 7) Easy ac(:essibi! ity from 

· H-1 fre:;v:ay. 

There arc, however, some disadvantages to i·his site wh:Ch would have 
to be overcome. The first is in terms of environmental impact. The 
Halc;\,'ta Jail is immediately adjacenr upwind of the proposed site. 
Unl e ss buffered somehow, the noise creared by training exercises 
could be disturbing to the inmctes of the Jail. If this site is consi­
dered, on official from th2 jail faciliti e s should be consulted as to 
the impoct that this noisz could have on th e inm c ~es, slaff, visitor:;, 
etc. An:::ither environmental conside ration is the impact that th e fa­
cility noise could have on the residential areas on the hi! ls on both 
sides of the vall ey. Although th ey are .three-fourths of a mile away, 
they Ole abov<! the foci! ity site and th2reforc v1ould not be buffe r0cl 
from the sounds by any ground fol iag~ or t~rroin. ~he most critical 
sounc! wo:.ild be gunfire and tests should be concluded ~o che ck if such 
sounds would be di sturbing to these re :> id::;ntiol areas. If they arc 
found io be or a d.=finite dis~urbanc::c le vel, the CJlternati-1~ to loi::atc 
~h~ f ir; ;--, J r..:~9:! c ! .~~.: -.. · /!~:'! ;e {~r ;·;, :: ::>r~ ;~ n~ l~ i)!<o }-\ : ;~ ·~ fi:it:f_t 1 ·:: :~i~; ~ ) 
would have to b3 conside ;·ed. Anothe r environmcnrol co;; ;; id e rotion .. . 

•,;7' .... 

is th.~ proposed -H-3 yre-:!woy w!:ich would :)m::; inim e diat ,~ly adiacent 
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to th is si~e. The I-raining activities could bE:: disf·racting, thus hazardous, 
to the passing motorists on the freeway. Therefore, should H-3 freeway 
be built, vi sual buffers \vould have to be provided to eliminate this 

I Iproo1er.i. 

Anoth(!r disadvantage is thar this area is in a st::::ge of trcnsitio:-i as to 
its la:-id use. A significant amou01t of area on the 0pposih:! side of the 
valley has recently been re-zoned to Iight-industrial. This is indi­
cativ~ of the srowth of this area in terms of land use. A training fa­
cility located here (although op?ropria~e now) could b~cor;ie an in­
compatible type of use in the future. Relcted to this growth is an ex­
pected high cost of acquisition due to the rising land values in this 
area. All of these factors will hove to 62 studie;d for this alternative 
site. 

Most of these problem.;, thol'g:1 significant ones, could be resolved to 
successfully locare a training facility at this site. Therefore, this site 
is recommended contingenl· upon the consideration ar.d solution of the 

stated probIems. 

KOKO !-l!".:AD FIRING R,1\NGE 
T1V1K 3...:9-12-1 (Refer: Page 50) 

Of al! eight alter::ai"ives, this site is rhe most dzsirable on~. lrs ad­
vantcges greatly ou~·,.,eigh the fevt discdvantages it has. It is of suf­
ficient size, favo;-.oble (neoative) environmental impact upon the sur­
roundi119 areas, and flar ropography. It has available existing util i­
ties, direct access from "Ka!ani:::.noole Highwoy 1 end is own2d by the· 
City ar.d County of Honolulu (Dep~rlmcnt of Parks and Recreation). 

One disadvan~age is that it is not located as close i·o Central Honolulu · 
as thz Hala·,va site. Out of the ~; ight al ternotives, however 1 · it is the 
third closest to H:::>:iolulu. There fo re tnis re!a~ive locational c!israr.ce 
is not a very significant di sodvontoge whe01 the other requirements 
which this site fulfil is ore considered. 

The drainage r:>rob! em could b~ solved by pumping the excess run-off 
v1atcr up forty feet to the cxi:;t!ng highwc!y culvert .. Thz cmour.t of 
rainfall in lhis area (ap?roxirnate l)' 25 inches onnua:ly) is not a gr,=at 
am-"Juni· and, thus, would nor create any pumpii!g problems. 

·rl 1_ , ... r I I . t i. • • 1 , i.. !. t ~ "" .'.... .- - ., ~ -,r - .... .... , . C t.' . .... - • t. >n:..: _, 1;~ r::·n~r c;:~u .:;v ·.:!n:-,::ue "'''.JU. ·J ~_..i::: • .1.:... i.J1..:..".»..:1.• _0:11;.~ ...), . .. :.;·:.Ii:..... 

It is in on area de::.ig:loted m Pod.-:s a01d Recreation on. rhe Gew~rcl , .. 
.""-.... 

(55) 

-·· - . - ·--·---- -~~ - ·--- ·---fl 

https://c!israr.ce


ALTERNr'•.T r.:::s AVAILABLE 
•' 

EVALUATi·0i..; OF ALTERNATIVE SITES 

Plan ond is in a State Conservation District. The present use of th2 
site, however, is as a firing range (public facility) \vhich rhe training 
fccil ify would be sirn ilcr to in terms of land use. Th~ location of the 
training facility here. would not significantly alter the noture of acti­
viti~s which p1esently take place in the crater. Moreover, the area 
that the training facility v,1ould occupy approximates that being used 
for the existing firi~g range. This is I imited to the floor of i·hc cra­
ter wh~re there are no recognizable indigenous trees or fol iag~ sig­
nificant to this conservarion area. Also, be!cause of the relatively 
flat topography of the site, there would be a minimum amounr of 
grading involved to accommodate the various facilities~ Therefore, 
the basic land form would be n~tained. Sensitive landscaping at the 
enticnce to the site would make the foci! ity non-apparent to the pas- . 
sing motorists on Kalainanaole Highway. ·The high crater walls iso­
late the site on the other surrounding sides. 

Therefore, because of its many advantages and the few dis~dvontages 
which can be resolved, this site is the most apprbp1·icte one of the 
eighr sites evaluated, and is therefore re.commended for the training 
faciiity. 

---- --..... . 
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After evaluation of eight possible alternative sites for the training 
facility, Koko Head Firing Range was determined as the most fea­
sible one fulfilling most of the site requirements (see evaluation 
sheet for Koko Heed). There ore four maIor advontag2s to this siti:!: 
1) City and County ownership, eliminating cost of acquisition, 2) 
Natural physical factors conducive to this type of facility, 3) Ex­
isting firing range with a noise prcducing factor presently accep~ob!e 
by the public, and 4) Total trnining facility, eliminating the neces­
sity to separate the firing range (as required for certain other alter­
native sites) • 

The most significant disadvantage of this site is its location in a Con- · 
servation area. This disadvantage, however, is alleviated by its pre­
sent use as a firing range. 

Therefore, considering the definite potential of this site and its one 
significant disadvantage, a decision was made to do a pre!im_inary 
site plan study of the tol·al foci! ity to investigate and confirm, if 
possible, the feasibility of thi:; site to accommodate all of the faci­
lities reguirements in a reasonable and environmentally acceptable 
manner. Diagram Ill titled Site Plan Study reflects the results of 
this study. It should be pointed out that this drawing does not in 
any way represent a final layout of facilities. It is merely a pre-
1iminciry s~udy of what could be achieved and ·thus should be considered 
in that context. 

One of two main objecrives of this site st,1dy was to retain as much . 
as possible the existing land forms and natural foliage of the site. 
This was particularly significant considering the location of this .site 
in a conservation area. The other objective was to make this facility . 
as inconspicuous as possible to the pub! ic (specifically motor is.ts along 
Kalanianaole Highway and Hawaii Kai residents). 

The existing natural ph}1 sicaf factors made it relatively simpf e to a­
chieve these two objectives. The site is basically a crater bowl with 
nearly a flat base, cising gradually in the mauka direction towards 
Koko Crater. The amount of cut and fill required to build the faci­

·lity is practically negligible. Furthermore, there are no recognizable 
indigenous plants or trees on the crater floor; they ere predominantly 
on the slope s of the crater walls which would not be disturbed. 

The con~ained configuration of the crater makes ~his site invisible f;-om 
the H::i·:;c.;ii Kai res!den~iol areas to the west and vi:;iblc to Kaloniar.oole 
Highwcy for a short .stretch of approximately seventy-five (75) foat at 
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EVALUAT!C:-.! OF SELECTED SITE: KOKO HE/\D FIRING RANGE 
FULFILLMENT OF SJTE REQUIREMENTS Continued 

the entrance to this site. This lotter problem could be solved by re­
a"ligning the entra:;(;e road and sensitive landscaping ·with indig::!nous 
trees. This has been reflected in the Site Plan Study drawing. Thus, 
the site plan 'NOS developed rc:cognizing and u~il izing the na~urnl 
physical advantag8s of this crater site. 

In teims of the to!·al training facility, there are four general zones: 
1) Central Building. Zone (consisting of classrooms, offices, gymna­
sium, pool, cafeteria), 2) Nois~ Zor.e (consis:-ing of firing rang8s), 
3) Fire and Smoke Zon8 (consisting of fire trnining structures and 
pits), and 4) Open Field Zor.e (consisting of hzlicopter/drill field, 
canine training, driver training/skid pad). 

The Central Building Zone is centrally located near the entrance as 
the control point and activity spine to all the other foci! ities. Its 
close proximity to the firing range implies that sound levels will 
have to be controlled architecturally. 

The firing rang2 (Zone 2) hod two possible alternative locctions: the 
existing pistol range at the lower, makai side of the site or the exist­
ing rifle range at rhe maukaside. The d·ecision to utilize the existing 
mauka rifie range to comol idare al I gunfire activity was due t~ two · 
reasons: 1) the existing pistol range was next to the higher mokai cra­
ter wall resulting in gunfire echoing within the crater, and 2) the noise 
from the existing rifle range dissipa~ed much better because of the gra­
dual slope up tqwards Koko Crater. Mor8over / th2 direction of firing · 
is away from the rest of the foe ii ities. Anorher important consideration 
of the location of the firing rdnge was its continuing usage as a public 
firing rcnge, especially on wee kends. By locating it near to and di­
rectly accessible from the paiking lot, the range could be continually 
used whi·le the rest of the foci! ities remained secured. 

The fire training s~-ructurns and pits (Zone 3) were located at the down­
wind side of the site. Since these structures would be considered the 
most visualiy objectionable (due to their usage), their location in the 
southernmost pocket of the crater renders them practically invisible 
from the highway. Again with a minimum amount of landscaping, they 
·would not be sezn a~ all by the passing motorists. This area is also the 
flattest and lowest part of the crater floor. These factors arc taken ad­
van!·c9e of by having th~ r~mp2r test pit (drafting pi:-) local·cd al' the 
lo•11esr point to collect surfoce run-off water to be re-cycled in pumper 
troinins 2;<ercis2s. Any exec'.;$ run-off con. be pu:r!p2d up to the cxisri;1g 
drainage culvert along Kalonianaole Highway. 
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EVALUJ\TICN OF SELECTED SITE: KOKO HEAD FIRING RANGE 
FULF ILL1V1ENT OF SITE REQUIREMENTS Continued 

The rest of the site is utilized for the open field foci! ities (Zone 4). 
Because of the relatively flat topography, there is a minimum cmount 
of earthmoving to prepare the site for the se faciliti e s. Moreover, 
the greater part of the area wil I be gross covered, thus remaining very 
similar to the existing conditions. 

In sum;nary, the development of this site study confirmed pre! imin::::ry 
conclusions of i-he potentiality of this site. With a marginal amounr 
of lor.dscaping and site work, this facility could be achieved recog­
nizing rhe two objectives estobl ished earlier. Furthermore, the exist­
ing foci! ities (rifle range)., land Forms, and topography were utilized 
advantageously to produce a workable and realistic concept, involving 
a minimum amount of change to the total existing environment of that 
area. 

..·. .I . -.--
.·· 

' --- -.. --
---~ 
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EVALU/\TIC0: OF SELECTED SITE: KOKO HEAD FIRING RANGE 
APPROPRIATENESS AS AN ALTERNATIVE USE FOR THE SITE 

Although this site is zoned for conservation which implies a "non-use11 

type of area to be left in a natural state, it ·is, nevertheless, presently 
being utilized as a public firing range by the Department of Parks and 
Recreation. This use is justifiable since, besides presently being used 
by the Police Deportment, it is the only firing range available to the 
public in the City and County of Honolulu. Therefore, it is very like­
ly that it will remain for this special type of recreational use. 

Considering its presen~ zoning and its present use, there are, however, 
three possiSle alternative uses; 1) Converting it back t_o a natural con­
servation area, 2) Converting the whole area or pari· of it for park use 
{i.e. picnic grounds), and 3) Using it for the Fire and Police Training 
Foci Ii~y. 

The first alternative is an appropriate one considering its location in a 
conservorion area. However, because of its use OS a firing range, there 
are no significant natural .features such as indigenous trees or landscape. 
wirhi:i the crater. Furthermore, due to its location and size, the cra­
ter itself is not a significant landmark when compared to the others in 
the conservation area such cis Koko Crater, Hanauma Bay, the rugged 
shore Iine along Blowh'?le, Sandy Beach, and Makopuu Point. In fact 
because of its limited exposure to motorists along Kaian!anaofe High"­
way, the crater is virtually invisible to visitors of the area. This alter­
native to convert it back to a natural conservation area would also el i­
m inate the use of it as a firing range. The present facility there would 
hove to be relocored elsewhere (to accomm'odate pub! ic usage) v1hich 
would be difficult because of the high noise levels created at such a 
facility. Hence, recognizing the relative insignificance of the site 
in th2 total conservation area, and the resulting elimination of a public 
recreational foci! ity, the first alternative is not a realistic one. 

The second alternative could also be an appropriate use for the site. 
However, asides from being en open area, the site does not have any 
specie! amenities to make it a desirable park location. ft is in a re­
latively low area isolated from the shore! ine and nearby beaches • 
There ore definitely more al·tractive park grounds in the surrounding 
area such as Honauma Boy and the recently completed Sandy Beach 
area. The Department of Parks and Recreation has -al so just completed 
a pork with picnic grounds in the Job Corps area. Therefore, it appears 
that more parks and picnic 9rounds ore n~t needed in this area (the Dept. 
of Parks and Recreation has no plans for the crate r site in the fore:;eeohlc 
fut;,.m~). Co~v2rting the 1Nhole sire to park u:;c wo:..ild al:;o eliminate th~ 
firing range facility. Converting only the unused porlion of the site for 
park us~ would_ result in a dangerous kind of mixed ~sag'..!. Therefore, 
this second al rernative is also not a real isl"ic one for this site • 
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EVALUATl<:;N Of SELECTED SITE: KOKO HEAD FIRING RANGE 
APPROPR!ATENESS AS AN .6.LTERNA"f IVE USE FOR THE SITE 
Continued 

The third a l ternative, though somewhat unusual in a conservation 
area, is a very realistic one for this site because of three reasons: 
1) The type of activities to be held at the training foe ilty would 
be very similar and compatible to the existing activities of the fi­
ring range, 2) The firing range would si"ill be available for use by 
the p:..ibl ic, and 3) As pointed out earlier, the existing natural phy­
sical factors of this site along with sensitive site planning and land­
scaping could be utilized advantageously to retain existing conditions 
and make the facility inconspicuous to visitors of the area. The need 
for the training facility and the restrictive site requirements have 
been estobl ished earlier. Of eight possible alternative sites, this 
site best fulfills these requirements. Therefore, of the three pos­
sible oftern::irive uses for this site, the third, for use OS 0 training 
foci I ify for the Fire and Pol ice Departments, is the most realistic 
and appropriate one. 

· ,I-· 

;::.~ ...· 
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.JOHN .A . BURNS April 23, 1971 ' OOVE--NOJlt ; 
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Dear Mayor Fasi: l-
1 

Thank you for your letter of March 31, 1971. I 
. f 

While I fully appreciate the need for a 
training site for the use of police and fire­
fighting units, .we do ·not have enough land area 
on Anuenue Island for recreational needs and for 
maritime port facilities to meet the demands of 
the public and government agencies. As I believe 
you know, the demand for land to accomodate both '. 

these activities is considerable. 

Therefore, I regret that I must inform you 
that the State will be unable to consider your 
request for an area on Anuenue for the purpose 
stated. 

Warmest personal regards. May the Almighty · 
be with you and yours always. 1 

ISincerely, 'f 
·.--.~-- . I 

I 

I 
I. 

~ 
! i 
('.; 

The Honorable Frank F. Fasi 
Mayor 
City & County of Honolulu 
Honolulu Hale 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 ;.) 
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Z:.:1rch 31, 1971 

l~onor<Jblc John. .i'•• l;u:i:n!J, Gov~:i::·nor 

~;t ,~~ l: ·~ O~ !:: ·?~.<-'Uii 

~t•:..i.to c~·q~:it.ol 
Lo::olulu, .:._i.,,·:w.ii 

Dear Governor Burns: 

The ctty and Cou.nty of Hm1.01ulu rG·::-gF::Dt:J th:::;t · a 15-ucrtO! 
site <lt S.J.nd l:;l."J.r:d be s.::t .:wide for a joint l'ollcc end Fire 
'.f:raining i..'.:·icility. 

i\t present, th(! l'olice nc::-ar-Cr.tcit~t•z b:}.si.c r.i:)crult 
tr<• Ln1;1•J, spQci<'~l rGfrc-:shc~r .).rtd. otljc~r spccLll ~nc1 tc-chnic.:11 coursos 
~.r :~ lx~ing concluctcd <:it t:n~~ ~'.·0. \1i·ua ,\nr:cx.. i\ 0 Polico t ..c<::.C:k:.rnyu typ0 
f(::cility L; rr.: quir.~<l to pro:~::rly v.dcfa:e~~s tl:ic incrc~sin.:; problc:.1::; 
r!~l.:1tir:g to cJ:imo, 1~·'' <l!'td o~c<lcr. 

fJ.'he Pirc- I;.-:•p:irtw0nt' c trair".i1·,g is b:~ in;:r c~rrir-,{1 cert in 
sc~1ttr:r'--~'1 pt1.1)1ic z:.r.<1 t~riTJ.::i:Ce bt1ilclir2~J.{>, ~trc(:tr;,. docJ~~, tJl~.J. yg-rorrr1C"l u 
;,,n'.!... -• .1.•r - - ·· \,/,.1 b l·".._ \.ol-..i"'..-.,"'n ~1r.i-·cc'"'.-._,,.-~ r:·,"!.,i· <· '-'- ;,...._, 1 ,t. d· ~..:> ' ,,. 1 i.·--,i.·i .. ~ ,.\..... - , , ~ - , ,, o!-'}1 

1.... .. ·· ·1·1-U.· -·· .... . -.c. ~ J..J.~ ... > tr ..... i"~ •1·· · ...i .........o ' --_;.vr . ... :·r ' - _..,. ...-. 

4tnd. t;-.10~.!":.'ully ino.c:c(;11.:.1tc. A. sp .,'!ciali~cd tr.:iininq ccrr:pl~'->~ i:::; ne0(°I·.:-C. 
whc::e t'i~n r:cr::.on110l c<:~:1 JJ•:' p:;:O!Y.;rly t.r«ino<.1 \:o filJbt fir0u in lil.':11 
r L;:,~::-;, indu::;t~i.11 co:~~:)l·.::~c.«3 ·4.tnd oUh!;: !>pccial L.i~;hly 0 ·.:velop::-d '11~1 :: .J.. 

'l'lie Polic~ and -:?il.·c Dcpi:irtr;:\er.ts a~;L"cc t1°:.:1t .:-i. joint u:J0 

\-: l. lJ. ,. _. ~.L-.i: . : t:_~ th~ : c ~ ·.;~::. l ic'" t.ic;« ot: L.c:i..lit.i1";~• ~.:; ndi u~ c~:...·i v~ :'. r. ti.·<d. : :i11<'.j, 
· 1": ·1 i .:: .:--~ . ·~ ~~ .:: ~r·~ i:: ii.: ·_.;, '":~ i 11 ~: i ·:_l ..l, c ~1 t: ·:~oJ.!:."' :.~ t.i·i:L ·: t. i(: l:· 1 1: ': :t(·~,, l·•i -. l.- ~ :i: , ·~ 

J.. <> t:, ~.:i! , .i ~;. ~...,-._j~ i11g I "' Ot.) l ::: ::c1 CJ. .'i ::~ ! ~:; : .. c,;;:, [ .~·~ (~ i J_ i .tic.::~;• : :.~ ..-- ·;:.. ..J t•ii t . .~ i~ :·r !"~ i 1 i "t ;_ ·."'. .·> 

\":oul.-.1 /.•·:! 1-' ..n)'Ji('.··:,: i:or t;.: ·~,inL, ·; \;:O:d.ch i:.; u:.iqy.o t0 .c:-:ac:i• {..r:!·,:1t"L.<'. 1:t .. 

https://Dcpi:irtr;:\er.ts
https://indu::;t~i.11
https://c~�q~:it.ol


.· ·-· -
••• ,> 

! . ' 

; ... ::·.: ;! ,j}., 1 1:·;1 

Your co:13ider'lt:.ion llnd llpproval of our r•).qucct \-:ill be 
groutly UDprcciated. 

Sincerely, 

l:"1tI-!.::iI # ?,i~1yor 

Cot~nty o.f Eor:olulu 

(•• ·r .!:'!"2: j 0 , ... Sll'}::"l\la, Building 
cc: -~. Y. !lir'1ta (2) 

I'iro D t"~ p'1rtmt~nt 

.Polico Dcp:trt.T.cnt 



\.,..J J '.:I I !_1.,..1 ,J I J \I f ·· '-' .: ~ . ~ .. ... .. \ ...... 
~~ ' 1l: El"/\l'n}:1 r:~NT oi:· TH::: 1i'Fi' l , or~ 

~ 

I ,\ \ . ; : ) ·,' 
, ·-~\_,. 1 · · /I DUUE/d.J OF OUTLl~X>l~ F~ECJ'frJ,TIOM<. • ' '" • • • /' '13

,; .". '. -~ ,-: ,. ,.I...,' ,... Il'ACIFIC: ~ . ~)~ffl l\\'l · ~;T I : i'G!O!·!f,t.- Ol"FICt:: 

INl:.l ' l'LY l:t.I U! '10 : v0 •• l',' 
. !. : ~ ••. : : , . ... 

·~ :· ·.c .'. · .. / .._;.:. ..,\.·~ · ·, 

l I • . Dcccmlicr 27, JY/2 , .,_ . 

JJono:rab:Lc rrank r. Fasf, Mayor 
City and County of Jlor:c>Julu 
Honolulu, Ji.:-:i·:.::ii. 96813 

Dcai· Mayor Filsi: 

.We have been informed by the General Servicc:s Ad111infstration .. 
that two p~.::..·c:els of surplus property kno·..:n as .Portion, . Ewa Transmitter 

a Fcder<Jl rn:~ed for them has developed . . These parcels will not, 

thc!rcfore, be available for disposal for park and rccreaticn purposes 

as earlier indicated. 

I'rank E. Sylvester 
Regional Director 

. ' 
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. Lr i · ' I: DEP;\RTM ENT OF l-IEJ\l.Tll. t:.UUCJ\1 IUN. l\l'I U VV t:.Lr;u"::..\.l~:-:1-i); _: Offico of Surplus Property Ubli.~;atioi; --u .. 
·- ..~·~" 

I \.I°' 112 HcA.llistcr Stroct, Room 2 /( OCT JoSan Francisco, C.tlifornia 94102 AN B~·'is 
October 26, 1972 

-. 
.•·-. --

• JCL.ri HAIL .. 
The Honorable Frank F. Fasi 

·...
Nayor of tho City and County ·-. 

of Honolulu ·. 

Honolulu, Ha-,;aii 96813 

Daal" Hayor Fasi: 

Reference is mado to your letter to General Services .Administration datecl 
,October 13, 1972, in which you expressed a_-r1 interest in a portion of: 
Ewa Trans;nitter Site, U-F.awaii-522, for a Fira and Police Traininr; 
Facilit:-r. 1-:S are ericlosing instructions for ma1d.ne application for the 
p~perty for educationli utilization. 

We have expressions of interest in portions of this site from the State 
Department of Heal th and the State DGpartmEmt of Education. _It is 
'sugcested that you coordinate your requirements with theril. 

·We will appreciate receiving the applic.:ition as soon as possible if you 
: believe t!i.is proposed use is eligible under our public benefit programs 
. · and is ope:::-ated by a...'1 entity primarily for educational purposes on a 

full-time basis for a minimu..11 school year. 

Sincerely. yours,. ' ..... 
. ... . . .. ... - ~ ._ , 

.. 
. . 1/jd-;?. ;ti.~ 

.. Mel R. Summers 
Assistant Region2J. Director 
·for Surplus Property Ut~ilization 

. ' ·. 
Enclosure 

cc: .. .. . .· 
HEH; D.C. .-
Hr. Chikc:.suye .. . . ·. 
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' JOHN A. BURNS 
COVE.HNOR OF t-IAWAll 

STATE OF HAWAII 

DEPARTMENT OF LAND AND NATURAL RESOURCES 

DIVISION OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

P. 0. BOX .62 t 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96309 

July 31 I 1973 

:-Ir. I.:rne st ";!. Yu0sci 
Director 2~d Building Superintendent 
Building Dc?artmcnt · 
City & County of Honolulu 
Eonolulu, Eawaii 96813 

DIVISIONS: 

CONVEYANCt9 
FISH AND GA.ME 

FORESTRY 
LANO MA.HAGEMENT 

STATE PARKS 

WATER AND LA.NO OEVE-LOPMENT 

I nm ufraid I cannot give a dei:inite answer, 
at this tLn2, on your request for l<:?nd in the _ K~_g_b._i_ 

.l~<::_g.o_on _prc0 0~1 \,•hi ch to sit-::: a join"!: f'irc and 
1-'olice r11:::-;:i.ining Cconter. It is possil::.1.o- thot o 
portion of th2 ?cre2se will be required for the 
l·:i.iddlc St.roet iri:t2rchange and we wi 11 h2ve to wait 
until the int?rch<mge phms have bc>en finalyzc·d 
before entertaining other requests. 

I will get in touch with you \·1hen the inter­
change pl2ns 2re definite. In the me?ntime, I will 
also invcstignte the possibility of '1n alternate 
site. 

Very truly yours, 

St'::~-!'~G I~I.D~ 

Cl1t:?iri!1?.n and h<?inbcr 

cc:/.~ r. J .. Bc.r<'\da 
Fire j.:;.:: p<.~r t ..,211t 

PQlic :.- !:.;.·,.:.: <: r-t.:·, ~ ::.'n t 

~-· -· 
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July 20, 1973 

Mr. Sun<:!o Kic1o. Chairrr.an 
Board of Land and Nnturnl Resources 
Departracnt of Land and Natural Resources 
P. o. Box 621 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96809 

Dear Mr. Kido: 

This is to rcsp2ctfully request that the State land identified 
by •rax Map Key: 1-1-03: 3 and located east of the· Disabl.ed American 
Veterans Building a.t I-~eehi Lagoon be mada available for a joint Fire 
and Police Training Center. 

For years both the Honolulu Fire and Police Depart.rr.ents have 
needed training facilities to prop3rly train and prepare their respective 
perEmnnel in the execution of their du-ties c;md responsibilities.. This 
need has been long entublishcd und is increasing as the population grows 
and technological advances are made. 

At the present, the personnel of these departments are traini.ng · 
on makeshift basis in scattered areas. using public libraries and parks 
and other priva'te facilities whenever they are available. 

A specialized training complex is urgently needed where the 
personnel of the Fire and Police Departments can be adequately trained • 

. . . .. 

...... If the aforementioned site is not available, we would apprecL1te 
your rriaking available other Stato-owned lands, approximately fifteen acres, 
·for the training center. 

Yonr favorable consideration of this request will bo grcntly 
appreciated. 

Very truly yours, 

;:._ - .~ - . ( ,
"-P~?L(::~ l__... {. . :' [J .<?,::2.(}__ 

:cmmcT T. YJJASA 
Director and Duil<ling Superintendent

TII:jo / 
cc: J. Harad.:i 

Firo DcpZlrtmcnt 
Police Department 

https://traini.ng
https://Disabl.ed
https://Chairrr.an
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' /:/ ., • . ..'. . . ,' ~· . . ·. . \ HE/\OQU Arn Ef'S lJ N 1·ff. 0 ST f, l r:s A f'f\1 Y ~LI Pl·' Olff CO:-.~Mt.1-JD, /.\_1\1'.'. [I!! ;j; [r:·'i''T. 
APO S/\t~ FH.'\NCt~;co 9G~'.>7 . . c (~ i.; {;~·!-:(:;.;:.ii.. tJLU .t,'~·fa.~t< '.) 

HCFE--lrn 

Buj_ldinr~ D<?partn:cnt 
City & County of Honolulu 
AT'l'N: llr. Ernest T. Yuasc:i, 

lHrcc.-:or ancl Jj11.i lcU.ng Supe::.intendcnt 
llonoluJ.11, Hawaii 96813 

Gentlcm2n: 

Reference is made to your lettc~r of July 24, 1973 .requesting approxirt~ately 
fifteen acres of Army owned lan<l at Fort Shafter or·other areas be m:lde 
available for a City & County of Honolulu Fire an<l Police Training Center. 

Your request in reference letter has been reviei;-?cd by tlµs headquarters and 
it is rc~grettetl that there c:i~:e :r:io areas available 11i t.hln Fort SlwftC!r: thcit 
cm1 be ~qvorably considered for the establish~ent of fire and police training 
facilitie~. Under the Project FRESH study, an area enco~passing forest 
reserve and watershed areas hns been reported as exccos at Fort Shnfter and 
will therefore revert back to the State in .the event th~re are no other 
Federal requirements. You may wish to contact the State if you feel that 
the parcel proposed for excess may offer some potential for .the proposed 
facilities~ 

There is a possibility that the former NIKE ~at.incher site at L'ale~1.ua,. ·· 
reported a.s excess, Hot!ld be suit.:ible for your purposes and !nuy possibly he 
available upon vac'"-tion of the prcr.~ises by the llawaii Arny National Guard 
apprm:im~tcly t1-rn years hen.c.e~ However, this land is owned in fc.c by the 
U. S. Gove:rn:11c::1t and ony <lisp:.:sal action \·Jill require payment for the land, 
to&ethcr \;:~Lh the improvements thereon. 

https://L'ale~1.ua
https://llonoluJ.11


1 7 AUG l:J73 

.· 

HCFE-l\E 
Builcl:ing Dcpartm2nl, City & County of Honolulu 

We would <ilso like to call y0ur ottcnt:i.on to a site which it is believe<l 
is ideally situ;:ted and cuit ;:1l.Jlc for tl1c type of training indicated; 
that is at s~nd Island \vhich was relcar;e<l to the State by the U. S. 
Government fn 19G5 . 

Sincerely yours, 

C\ 0 j) /~J-~<fllt;)Ji/• t:(iY, /::..--{-t:· r.A-_ 
DONALD D. GABE . 
Colonel, CE 
Director of Facilities Engineering 

.. 

2 

https://ottcnt:i.on
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July 24, 1973 

Co;~~andcr, U.S. Army .Support Co:nmand, Hawaii 
Attn: l:CFE-P..E 
APO 96557 

Dear Sir: 

This is to .rcr;p3ctfully rcquent that approxhnu.tely fifteen acrcn 
at l'"ort Shl::!.:ftcr or oth::~r Arw.y-m-.-:'1~c1 land be m2dc available for a City and 
County of Honolulu Fire and Police 'l'raining center. 

The training £.::.cilitie~ will include gyrnnasin..."U, classrooms., 
swintning pool, fire drill tm.,.er, helipad, firing range and driver training 
area. 

For years both the Honolulu Fire and Police Departments have 
needed training facili~ics to proparly tr~in and prepare their respective 
personnel in the e:rncu.tion of their duties ar:d resp~nsibil.ities. This 
need has been long est.u.bli::::hcd and is incrcacing as the population grows 
and technological advances are road.e. 

At tha present, the personnel of those dcpartnents ·are training 
on rnakcnhift basis in scattered areas, using public libraries and parJ~s and 
oth9r private fu.cilities whenever they are ovailable. 

A specialized training co:nple}t is ttrgont.ly n~edcd to adequately 
train the parsonncl of our Fire and Police De:;;x1rtraents. 

We believa that suituble arrangements can be made where your 
fire and police r~rsonn~l may also be able to utilize the training 
fn.cili ticn w~1cn co.;:iplcted. 

Your favorable considorntion of this reqUC$t is gre~·~tly 
apvrccintcd. 

Very truly yourn, 

&/'./JU-CJ;~ T lfv~ 
. (/ . .. 

~ .. 
ER~"E~~'J.' T. YUl\Sl" 

Director and Duilaing SupcrintcnJent
TH:jo 
cc: Piro D~pt .. 

rolico Dopt. J. II<lrada / 

https://ttrgont.ly
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August 27, 1973 

Mr. Sunao Kido, Chairman 
·noard of L<:intl and Nutural Rcsourcco 
Departr:1ent of Land and Natural Resources 
l'. 0. DO>: 621 
Honolulu, HClwaii 96809 

Attn: Planning Office 

Dear Mr. l<ido: 

By the attached letter dated August 17, 1973, the Arny has 
informed us th<lt the area encompassing forcnt reserve and watershed · 
areas (identified by Tru: !Ii:lp I<ey: 1-1-08:5) has been reported as 
excess at Fort Shafter and will most lil~ely be returned to the State. 

Please comment on the suitGbility und availability of the 
excess land for our proposed Fire m1d Police Trc..dning Facilities. 

If the Fort Shafter land in not suit~ble or unavailable 
for the training center, we would appreciate your making· fifteen acres 
of other State-owned land available to us. 

Very truly yours, 

.,L f,
l;o/0~~~ :___.. T. tjffi.J:.-~ 

. EP-NEST ~. YUASA 
Director and Building Superintendent 

TH:jo 
attach. 
cc: Wt Thompnon, Dept. of Land 

/ & N<itural Ilcnource:o 
/ J. Harada 

} £.._ "r.f •.·~ - ,1-.-_~ ,0 Y ( r I t; r·. '/ ·,, ~. ·....·.. 
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HEADQUARTERS 
FOURTEENTH NAVAL DISTRICT 

BOX 110 

FPO Sl\N FllANCISCO 96G10 IH REPLY REHrt TO: 

48:LGT:ci 
Ser 3236 

19 SEP 19/J 

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

Dear Mr. Yuasa: 

Your letter o{24Jl.~ly describing your search for develop8.ble land 
on which to construct a joint fire and police training center has been 
referred to me. 

I have caused_ my staff to review the Navy land holdings in the hope 
that we might be able to accommodate you. As reported to you by 
Captain Timberlake, following your further description of your 
requirements, the Navy does not have any properties which could 
reasonably satisfy your criteria. Accordingly, I must regretfully 
state that we are in no position to help. 

~G,.4.C.--e-.,.r~~:~----
RICHARD A. PADDOCK 

Rear Admiral, U. S. Navy 

.... Gommandant 

• 

. -. ·~ · ··-·- -- ·-·· · · ~ 
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July 24, 1973 

Cc:r.r~~nacr, P.:-:.~ific Divi::don 
N<lval Facilit:i.cs Engineering Ccrr.raand 
SPO San Fr~ncioco 9SG90 
'),, 

Attn: Mr. Joseph Samaritano (Code 24) 

Dear Sir: 

This is to respectfully request that appro~imately fifteen acres of 
devclo~able Navy-owned l~rtd be nado available for a City and County of 

.Honolulu joint Fire and Police Training Cent.er. 

l?or years both tha Honolulu Fire and P.olice Dcpart.menta have ·needed 
training facj..lit:ies to pr.op~rly tro.in Zlndprcpu.re b"J.eir respective 
parsonncl in the exccui:i.on of ti."lei::: dutieG and reDponsibilities. Thi s 
n<O!ed has been long established and is incrensing as the population 
<Jro·..m and technological advances ara made. 

At the present, \:he personn~l of tt1cso departments arc training 
on makGshift. b21sia in sc.:i.tt.ered ~reas, un:i.ng public l.ib:rarics and parks 
and other private facilities whenever thoy are available. 

A specialized training comple'c is urgently needed to adequately 
train ~ha personn0l of our Firo and Police Departmentn. 

We b:alieve that suH::able u:rrc.ngemento can be made whore your fire 
and police pc:cconnsl m<.::.y also be uble to utilize the training facilities 
when canpletcd .. 

Your f~vor~ble conaidcration of ~~is request is greatly appreciated. 

ycry truly yours,. . 

g:.fency(:; T fjv4LlfL 
ER!l£5T T. YUASA 

Director ancl Building Suporintondcnt 
Tll:jo ~ 
cc i .1. Baru.da. 

l"ire DCI)t. 
Police Dept. 

https://exccui:i.on
https://Zlndprcpu.re
https://Facilit:i.cs
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July 24, 1973 

Corr.~~nGer 15th (PnC4~.P)/D3PR 
APO 96553 

Attn: Vir. Roderick Harvey 

Dear Sir: 

The City and County of Honolulu is in desperate need of a site 
for a joint Fire a."'ld Police Trnining Center. t: c tv-ould .appreciate your 
ma1dng avail<:lble appzo;dm::ri:cly fifteen v.c~cs of I?ec1cral lana, preferably 
at the Hickmn Air Dar10 or in the vicinity of tho Eonolulu Intcrnatio:1al 
Airport, for the training center. 

For yearo both the Honolulu Fire a."1.d Police Dcpartmonts hGve 
needed training facilities to properly traiL~ nnd pr epare the ir recpective 
perno:nnel. in the execut.i.on of \:heir c1uticn a."1.d :rccpcnsibilit.io!l. This 
need has been lor!g eG·c~'b1ichcd ond is incrcnsing as the population grows 
and technological <J.c1vnnccs are made. 

At tho presentp the personnel of these Clcpartmcnts are training 
on r.mker:;hift basic in scv.ttered nK"eaa, using public libraries and p~rks 

. and other private f;::.lcilities whenever they ura available. 

1\ epccinlizcd train:L.'lg ccr:iplc,-: is urgently needed to adequately 
train the personnel of our Fire and Police Departmcnto. 

We bolicva th<lt sui'Cable arraJ.g0:n~:mto can be mnde whc~a your 
f irc nnd p..~licc p0rconncl ~ay also be able to utilize the training 
facilities \·,rhen completed. 

Your favorable consideration of thin request ia greatly ariprccintcd. 

Very truly youra, 

, ~ ... .... 

<,-::!1.; r .r/·-~.:·r lf~c~:,,~L 

Er:m:cT T. YU_".$1\ 
Director and Dulluing Cupcrintcnccnt 

TII:jo 
cc: Piro Dept. / 

l'olico D2pt .. ' 
,J • l~:i ;~·Gd<l 1.' 

https://execut.i.on


,. . , . 

Ht:PLV ,-0 
I\ TTN Of'; 

SUUJECT: 

TO: 

DEPAl~T.1.\Li~T rn= THE Air~ For~CF 
: : .. I'\\., . Ir• \ 

·\'·' ·,· ,. ,· · : •~ ,., ......- ·.: ·, ,,·•.-P'llJl\l ·"ll I'S 1'.•th /\II\ l•/\'~r : Wll\!C (;'l\C: ·\i'J" · ·· ' 'I;. ' . . . ·" "r , . - . . . " - . ~ , (' ' . ' . . .. . . .... T 
,:· .• ~ \". t:-'.. pl:. ': .. ' J\PO"~l 1 · f ' l!'NCl~C0"•;• · • ; 3 ;..) : ; :·!:• .. !·: ·· ' 11 

·· · "' .'I ', , .. ~ - Cr~ C Ur: :·l ::;,,·_ )1... ·l.: L• U
>" rt~ ~ ·. ~ ·~ · · :~ c -
fl>.~ il·~ ··l~~A 

DEPR 

Site for Joiut . Honolvlu Fire nnd rolicc 

Director and tuil<ling Superintendent 
Building Department 
City and County of llor.olulu 
Honolulu, Ill %813 

1. Ref~rcncc is rn?..d·..:: to your letter of July 211, 1973 rcquestir.e c'.l 

site on Hie;kam .AFB for a joint Fire and Police Training Center. 

2. At this ti1~e a.11 are<1s on Hickam AFB are progr.;:immed for ncar­
futurc use or <ire now unde:<:" use on a long-term basis. 

f?r1& ,uc'4 c///r:'•Lr.tl'_:-{,,-
RODERICJ\: I.. ll.i\RVEY ~ 
Chicft R~al Estate Branch 
Dep Coradr for Civil Engrg 

•' 

I' 

,,, _.· 
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B. Alternative Sites Considered 

An evaluation study to select the most appropriate location.· 

of eight possible alternative sites available for the training facility 

was completed in 1972 by this consultant. 20 The results of that 

study indicated that of all eight alternatives, the Koko Head Firing 

Range was the most suitable · (due primarily to the existence of its 

firing range}. However, this Koko Head site had certain disadvan-: 

tages which included its location in a State Conservation District 

and its General Plan DAsignation for Park use. Also,. an indenture 

between the Bishop Estate and the City and County of Honolulu 

which transferred the ownership of the land to the City, designated· 

!t::; us2 for a park. These were the disadvantages to which sc.veral 

citizen g·roups · (including The Honolulu Rlfle Association and. the· - · 

Outdoor Circle) reacted and which led to its withdrawal as the site 

· for the training facility. · 

The subject proposed Waipahu Incinerator site, . which was not 

among the eight or:ig~_I.1al al_te_r:n_atXye .sites . co~~idere?- 1 became avail-

able after the site study was completed. If it had been . available 

earlier, it would have been selected above these eight original al-

tcrnative sites. In order to assure its appropriateness and to as-

certain its selection as the best alternativ~ site available, the 

~ubj e ct site wo s evaluated by the same criteria and compared to 

-55-
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• the other alternative sites. This section, therefore. will summarize 

the evaluat:on criteria used and the eight other alternative sites 

considered for the proposed training facility. 

Evaluation Criteria2 l 

1. Size: A minimum of 14 acres for the total facility. If 

the firing range is k>cated elsewhere, 11.2 acr-es 

required with an accessort}'. site of 2. 8 acres for 

the range. 

2. Location: As close as possible to Central Honolulu 

{Central Fire Station) to minimize -traveling time ' 

for instructions, trainees, ·and majority of fire 

trucks. 

·3. Environmental: Generally one-half mile from any incom-

patible types of inhabited areas (residential, apart­

ment, business, resort). Compatible types of 

areas include industrial agricultural, and preservation. 

This distance may be reduce::d dependent upon unique 

factors such as topography, existing landscaping, 

wind direction, etc. 

4. Topography: As level as possiple to minimize grading 

costs, maximum slope: 10%. 

-5G-
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.· 5 • Utilities: All utilities available on site or nearby 

within reasonable 1 economically-feasible range. 

6. Zoning: No incompatible zones within environmental 

· effect range. No negative impact on surrounding 

zones in terms of land values and future develop-

ments. 

7. AccessibiHty: Easily accessible from major thorough-· 

fare on improved road of sufficient width capable 

of handling heavy use. Access road through 

. .compatible types of zones. 

8. Availability: Land should be available. Owned by ·City 

and County of Honolulu or acquirable at a reason-

· able cost. 

The locations of the eight alterna.tive sites evaluated by this --. ·. --· 

criteria are shown in Figure 7. The reason for the rejection of each 
.. 

alternative site is summarized below. ·The detailed assessments 

and evaluations of each site may be found in the TYA Report. 

1. Fort Barrette: Located the farthest from Central Honolulu 

(32 minutes via freeway). Due to topography, 

2 8 acres would have to be purchased to obtain 

. . 
14 acres of reasonably sloped, usable area. 

~ -.. 
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1 FORT BARRETTEI 2 WAIMANALO 
3 WA!MANO'RIDGEI 4 WA!PAHU (INDUSTRIAL)I 

5 WAIPAHU (INCINERATOR) 

I 
<.n ' 
(;:) ~ 
I I 

~ ,\. 

6 HALAWA B 
7 HALAWA (JAIL) 
8 KOKO HEAD 

FTGURE 7: ALTERNATIVE SITES · :r: ' .. , ' . . ..
l1f fl I'i ' \' '1 . •. 
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2. V!aimanalo (Mauka Lands): Located on the windward 

side, with only access over the Pali, thereby 

putting additional, unnecessary wear on fire 

trucks. Environmentally not desirable: surrounded 

by residential-zoned areas. 

3. Waimano Ridge: Environmentally not desirable: located 

adjacent to Waimano Home .facility. Only access 

to the site is through Waimano Home. 

4. Waipahu: (Industrial Site): The topography of the site 

ls extremely steep along the Pea!l Harbor side. 

Wedge.,-shape parcel renders portion of site unusable. 

Of total available 14 acres, a significant portion is 

. . . . unu-sable, -therefore, the site would ·not be large - · 

enough to accommodate the facility. 

· 5. Waipahu (Indnerator Site): This is not the same site 
• 

presen'tly under consideration. It is located Ewa 

of Waipahu Depot Road, closer to the mauka 

residential areas and adjacent to Pearl Harbor West 

Loch. This site was rejected primarily because of 

its low-lying elevation which -made it subject to 

flooding due to tidal fluctuations. It is also close 

to the residential areas. 

."'" ·-· 
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6. Halawa B (Below Board of Water Supply Station): 

Adverse environmental impact upon residential areas 

1/8 mile downwinds. Fairly steep topography re-

quiring significant amount of grading. 

7. Halawa A (Below Jail): Potential adverse environmental 

impacts. Adjacent to Halawa Jail. Residential 

area 3/4 mile · downwind but -also up on ridge. Any. · 

landscaping or earth berms would not prevent sound 

from rising and reaching this residential area. Since 

the TYA Report was completed, this parcel was 

assigned to the Dept. of Public 1/forks · for a Cor-
. . 

poration Yard. Therefore, it is no longer available. 

a.. ·Koko-Head Firing Range: One of the more desirable· sites. 

Disadvantage: located in Conservation area, and 

designated for park-u?age. · Public reactions including. 

those from Honolulu Rif~e Association (which \vants 

to retain the crater for future expansion of the firing 

facilities) and the Outdoor Circle has resulted in the 

withdrawal of this site for the proposed facility. 

The evaluation of the subject Waipahu site indicated that it is 

the be st alternative of all the available alternative sites pr2viou sly discussed 

The results of this evaluation base d on the eight crite ria follows: 

.4' :-· 
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1. Size: There is a total of approximately l 00 acres in 

the area designated for public facility. The 14 

acre requirement for the training facility can readily 

be accommodated, occupying only a small percentage 

of the total area available for other public facilities. 

(A total of 15 acres was set aside for this facility 

to ensure adequate functional configurations}. 

2. Location: It is centrally located on Oahu and approxi-

· .mately 15 miles from Central Honolulu. It is "INithin · 

reasonable driving time from Honolulu {approximately 

20 minutes) and centrally-_located in terms of all . . 

Fire Stations on Oahu (from which all fire trucks 

i . ·· .·· 
· will origirn~te). 

3. . Environmental: The closest residential area is approximately 

1/4 mile mauka of the proposed site. Although 
--·· - ~. -• 

this is less than the general 1/2 mile criteria, 

the prevailing tradewinds and flat · open area will 

direct any adverse airborne or noise emission away 

from the residential area. In the downwind directiori, 

the site is bordered by compatible types of areas: 

-Gl-



incinerator, dump area, canefields. and. Pearl 

Harbor West Loch. All other environmental 

concerns have been discussed in detail in previous 

sections of this Report. 

4. Topography: The existing land is basically a flat. open 

area. Its elevation is fairly low and will have to 

be raised by filling. The availability of incinerator· 

residue from the adjacent incinerator relieves this 

potential problem. 

5. Utilities: All required utilities (water, · electricity. t~le-

phone, sewage system·, solid waste dispos~l} are . 

available along .Waipahu Depot Road which adjoins 
•. 

the proposed site. 

6. Z9ning: Th2 area is presently zoned Agriculture but desig-

nated for Public Facility use in the General Plan. 

The proposed facility would not have any negative 

impact upon the surrounding areas in terms of land 

values or future developments. 

7. Accessibility: The proposed site is easily accessible 

from two H-1 Freeway Off-ramps which feed unto 

Farrington Highway (a divided highway) to Waipahu 

... 
• ..i .• '" 
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Depot Road. The distance between Waipahu Depot . 

Road and the freeway off-ramps are: Kunia Inter-

change (2 .1 miles) and WaiP.ahu Interchange {I. ·1 

miles). The site is approximately 1/2 mile from 

Farrington Highway along Waipahu Depot Road which 

has just recently been improved for 1/4 mile and is . 

of sufficient width to accommodate the . additional 

traffic. 

8. Availability: The proposed train1.ng facility site is owned 

by the City and County of Honolulu and will not 

incur any acquisition costs. 

I':l conclusion, the alternative sites have been considered and 

evaluated ori · an established set of criteria. This evaluation has 

_shown that the proposed site fulfills all of the criteria, and has 
.. 

confirmed that the proposed Waipahu site is the most desirable and -
• 

reasonable location for the training facility. 

Alterna t j,:ves Available to Minimize or Eliminate 
Ao Effects. · 

.·I 

As Environmental 

Effec;ts, adverse erni s.sions 

exercis e and b) NoisE: emissions from gunfire . 

r""I 

.. 
:" ··· 

https://train1.ng
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I ' .· l! .. 11 () ( .;;ow rt·I OF POPULATION 

l ,. 
1 

, , . · re fl"d qrow lh of popul a tion is an e ssential base upon which 
I, , 

1 1 
,;.q t• ;r nl tire-protection and law-enforcement services to be 

,.,. , ,.f," I c c11 , lie calc ulated. For purposes of this report, the popu-
1 
1 " ' " ' q r ( •w rli projected by SUA* was used. It was felt to be area­
f, l1;, " " ' ' ond was found to be reasoncble when the actual 1971 
• ·;·,. I ., 1 ;,, 11 wm inc luded. Graph I compares SUA 's projections with

1 
11. •!" 11 , 0 ,lt· by the various City Agencies including the Planr,ing 
(>i·;•.i rlrnent's hi 9h and low.** SUA's coincides very closely with 
11.. .1,. rnode by the Board of Water Supply and the Water Oual ity 
~.t vd}' . In comparing it to the projections made by the Planning 
l>rp"rtrnen t, SUA's is higher than Planning's tip to 1975. From 
19/j ro 1985 , SUA's falls within Planning's high and low projections. 
Aftr·r 1990 up to 1995 when SUA's projections terminate, SUA's 
foi ls be low Plannlng's. Considering the variables which affect po­
f'\ilotion projections (particularly very distant projections as 1990-
y~, h) , there should not be too much significance given to this latter 
diff1·rcnce. Table I shows the historical and projected growth of 
th o City and County of Honolulu. 

TABLE I HISTORICAL & PROJECTED GROWTH 
CITY & COUNTY OF HONOLULU 

YEAR POPULATION 

1960 500,409 
1961 507,000 
1962 513,500 
1963 520,200 
1964 526,900 
1965 533,500 
1966 539,954 
1967 562, 124 
1968 570,776 
1969 589,570 
1970 601,802 

1975 670,560 

1980 741,234 

1985 819,085 

1990 900,541 

1995 1,001, 700 

* SUA Feasibility Study for a Training Center for Law Enforcement, 1970 
**Planning Department's Projection based on Employment, 1970 
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.PROJECTED GROWTH OF FIRE DEPARTMENT 

The si7.C of the firefighting force required is related to the size of the 
population it mu~t serve. It is determined generally by the location 
and dcmity of the population. When the population expands (or is pro­
jec ted to expand) into a particular crea, it becornes necessary to pro­
vido fire-protect ion services there and the number of fire companies 
rNJuircd is determined by the [projec!"ed] density for that area (i.e. ur­
ban density requires more stat-ions than does residen'tial density primarily 
bc·couso of it's frequency of fire calls and its potential as a critical fire 
orco). However, there is an optimum number of stations required for 

particular density (i.e. the Central Business District does not require0 

ony more stations in order to provide maximum coverage). On the ba­
sh of available information relating to land use trends, the Hondulu 
Fire Department has estimated the number and locations of gdditional 
fire companies required through 1985. The number of new personnel 
to man the projected stations plus an attrition factor, based on histor­
ical patterns, to account for retirements, resignations, and deaths, · 

· resulted in the total number of recruits per projection year to be trained. 

Table II shows the historical and projected growth of the Fire Depart­
ment, the increase per five year period, and the ratio of firefighters 
per 1000 population. 

Table Ill shows the number of new recruits per projection year. 

PROJECTED GROWTH OF POLICE DEPARTMENT · 

The size of the police force required is determined by the size of the 
. population: the greater the population, the greater number of officers 
required. However, it i:; n0t a simple Iinear proportion: the denser 
the population, the greater number of officers per capita is required. 
Much material has been written on this subject of how denser Iiving 
conditions affect the socio-psychological condition of its inhabitants 
and eventually the crime rate. Thus for Honolulu (where there is a 
severely limited amount of space, it is axiomatic that density will in­
crease to accommodate population growth), it is val id to assume th0t 
the~e will be a need for a greater ratio of officers per capita. The his­
torical growth of the pol ice force and its ratio of officers to the popu­
lation has substantiated this. 

Table IV shows the historical and projected growth of the pol ice force, 
the increase per five year period, and the ratio of officer type per 
1000 population. 

f 
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,l. PROJECT ED GROWTH OF POLI CE DEPARTMENT 
Continued 

) Table V shows the pr0j ections of types of officers. 

Table VI shows the breakdown of officer-type increases with an attri­•}- tion factor* applied to arrive at the total projected number of new 
officers pe r type pe r proj ection year. This information will be impor­
tant when applied to the type of training per officer types.r 

_, 

) 

} 

) 

·. 
r 

; 
} 
) 

\ 
*SUA's attrition rates were used, based on historical attrition patterns due 

to promotions, retirements, resignations. 
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' F l :\EFI G HT ING POS ITI O N S 
:>YEAK RAllOPER 

YEAR POPULATION NUMBER INCREASE 1000 CAPITA 

1965 
1966 
1967 
1968 
1969 
1970 

1975 

1980 

1985 

1990 

1995 

533,500 
539, 954 
562, 124 
570~776 

589,570 
601,802 

670,560 

. 741,234 

819,085 

900,541 

1,001,700 

666 
666 
667 
744 
777 
778 112 

1,034 256 

l, 193 159 

1,325 132 

1,490 165 

1,655 165 

1.25 
1.23 
l. 19 
1.30 
1.32 
l.30 

1.55 

1.61 

1.62 

1.66 

1.66 

Reduced work week. New fire companies at Woipohu, Pololo, 
Moonoluo, Koiluo, Mililoni, Koholuu, Ewo-Mokakilo, Olomona, 
Woionoe, International Airport. * 

New fire companies: Howuii Kai, Kawelo, Crestview, Kuo loa, · 
Koimuki, Campbel I Industrial Park. 

New fire companies: Kaneohe, W~hiawa-Whitmore. Others un-
known - using overage of 2 new companies per year. _ 

*Proposed companies under C IP Budget. 

TABLE Ill PROJECTED NUMBER OF RECRUITS 
1985 

(1984) 
- -- - - - - .. -- ···-- -- ·- --- ------- --- - ----- -- - --- - . ·-· ··- - -·. 

Fire Force - Projection Year 1325 
{Prior Year) 1292 

Net Increase 33 
Attrition @ 5% --65 

New Recruits 98 

1970 1975 1980 
(1979)(1969) (1974) 

1034 1193778 
1157703 881 

75 153 36 

--35 --44 --58 

110 - 94197 

(5) 

1990 
(1989) 

1490 
1457 

33 

--73 

106 

1995 
(1994) 

1655 
1622 

33 

--81 

114 
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... - .... --·---.......,,.- .. - - - .... ,,.. . .. . . 
'- ........ .. - - : ... .._. - .. . . 

YEAR POPULATION 

r; ------:--: :-~-: -. -·. ,. ..- t :.. "'"' --~ - r:. .& 

NUMoER INC:\.Et-.SE 1c:·) ~ t-.?i"7~ 

1965 533,500 770 1.44 
1966 539, 954 846 1.55 
1967 562, 124 I93'1 1.66 
1968 570,776 997 1.75 
1969 589,570 1,002 I 1.70 

I 

1970 601,802 1,070 ; 300 1.80 
1971 630,000 1, 379* . 2.20 

1975 670,560 1,724 654 2.60 

1980 741,234 1, 979 255 2.68 

1985 819,085 2,234 255 2.73 

1990 900,541 2,509 275 2.80 

1995 1,001, 700 2,854 345 2.85 

*Increased by Supplementary Budget (349 men) 

TABLE V PROJECTED TYPES OF OFFICERS 
YEAR 

1970 1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 

Policemen 
Sergeants 
Detectives 
Lieutenants 
Captains and above 

740 
139 
112 
52 
27--

1190 
225 
181 
85 
43--

1366 
258 
208 
97 
50--

1542 
290 
235 
110 
57--

1731 
326 
264 
124 
64--

1970 
371 
300 
141 
72--

Total Commissioned Officers 1070 1724 1979 2234 2509 2854 

(6) 
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OFFICER TYPE 

Police Force: Projection Year 
(Prior Year) 

Net Change 
Attrition @ 6% 

. 
New Recruits 

1970 
(1969) 

1070 
(1002) 

68 
60--

128 

1975 
(1974) 

1724 
(1593) 

131-
9o--

227 

1980 
(1979) 

1979 
(1928) 

51 
118--
169 

1985 
(1984) 

2234 
(2183) 

51 
130--
181 

1990 
( 1989) 

2509 
(2452) 

57 
150--
207 

1995 
(1994) 

2854 
(2785) 

69 
167 --
236 

l 

Sergeants: Projection Year 
(Prior Year) 

Net Change 
Attrition@ 9% 

New Sergeants 

Detectives: Projection Year 
(Prior Year) 

Net Change 
Attrition @ 9% 

New Df:tectives 

I 

. 139 
(130) 

9 
12--
21 

112 
(105) 

7 
9--

16 

225 
(208) 

17 
19 . --
36 

181 
(167) 

14 
15--

- 29 

258 
(251) 

7 
23--
30 

203 
(203) 

5 
. 18 --

23 

-

290 
(283) 

7 
25--
32 

235 
(230) 

5 
21--
26 

326 
(319) 

7 
28--
35 

264 
(258) 

6 
24--
30 

371 
(362) 

9 
33--
42 

300 
(293) 

7 
26--
33 

(7) 



HONOLULU FIRE DEPARTMENT 
GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

As the proj ections show, the population of the city is expected to grow 
at an increasing rate. Likewise, the physical facilities necessary to 
accommodate this growth are not only expected to increase, but due to 
the limited amount of space on the Island, they are also expected to 
get denser. As a result, the possible occurrence of emergencies such 
as fires increases. 

The methods which municipalities use to address these problems are two­
fold: 1) Prevention - through codes and regulations governing the design, 
construction, and maintenance of physical facilities 'to ensure minimum 
safety standards, and 2) Response - through an efficient firefighting 
force to react to any fires occurring in spite of precautionary measures. 
One of the concerns of this report is with the Honolulu Fire Department 
and its ability to fulfil I its primary role as an efficient response agency • 

. Traditionally, the responsibility of a fire department has been to pro­
tect and save the I ives and property of its citizens primarily through 
the prevention and fighting of fires. This remains true for most of the 
municipalities today. However, some of them, due to unique geograph­
ical conditions and/or administrative policies, have had to extend their 
responsibilities. 

Such is the case of the Honolulu Fire Department. Besides preventing 
and fighting fires, they provide emergency rescue aid to swimmers, hi­
kers, and others whose I ives may be imperiled. Thus, besides firefighting 
companies (engines, ladders), the HFD has specialized rescue companies 
with special apparatus (fireboats, rescue boats, helicopters, surfboards, 
etc.) to respond to the different types of emergencies. Likewise, addi-

. tional specialized knowlP-dge (an understanding of ocean currents, wea­
ther ccnditlons, mountain trails and terrain) is required. 

It is the goal of the Honolulu Fire Department to provide a complete 
and efficient system of men and equipment to respond to any type of 
emergency which may arise anywhere on or around the Island. 

To attain this goal, the HFD has established three objectives: 1) An 
effident communications network syst~m to handle emergency calls 
to start response procedures, 2) Capable and knowledgeable men with 
the physical skill and condition to handle any situation, ond 3) A sys­
tematic team of both men and equipment with the timing and precision 
to respond and adapt immediately to various emergency situations. 

(8) 



HONOLULU FIRE DEPARTMENT 
GOALS AND OBJECT IVES Continued 

The first obj ective hos been achieved throLJgh a Central Alarm Bureau 
at City Hall which will handle any emergency call, analyze the si­

• tuation in terms of location and closest available emergency service, 
and dispatch the alarm to that particular service (fire or rescue company) 
to initiate its response. 

The second and third objectives, in contrast, ore dynamic ones subject 
to many variables. The skill and condition of individual men ~re very 
personal, subjective values dependent upon personal attitudes, psycho­
logical conditions, etc. Likewise, the timing and precision of a team 
of firefighters and equipment are dependent upon the ability to work 
together, frequency of replacements, familiarity with equipment, etc. 

Recognizing these variables, the one factor that can help maximize 

I these abilities, ski I Is, teamwork, and precision in order to achieve 
· or even approach the two objectives is an effective and continuous 
training program. 

II ,. 

ROLE OF TRAINING f
I l 

Training can be divided into two phases: 1) Initial recruit training, 
and 2) In-service training. 

I 
Initial training is basically the development of individual skills. It 
includes a theoretical understanding of the principles of fire and res­
cue, and the technical knowledge and skill of the use of different 
equipments and their appropriateness in various situations. In deve­

I loping individual skil Is, rec:rult training also exposes to the recruits 

I 
what flrcfigh~ing and rescue really involves. Ideally at this time of 
training, they should be exposed to simulated fires and rescues (invol­
ving heights) to test their reactions and abilities to perform under ex­

I 
treme conditions which they will eventually face in their future careers. 
This type of training assures the Fire Department that the men who do 
pass and are assigned to the various companies are capable in terms 

I 
of skill, knowledge and conditioning. Thus, an effective initial re­
cruh training program wil I be one of the most significant means to . 
enable the Fire Department to achieve its second objective. 

I 
In-service training is basically the development and maintenance of 
teamwork to ensure precision and timing in firefighting and rescue oper­
ations. The individual skills that a recruit develops in initial training 
becomes an intricate part of a total operation onca he is assigned to a 

I 
(9) I 



, 
f 
L 

r 

r· 
[ 

[ . 

[ -

i 
i· 
I 
I -

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

HONOLULU FIRE DEPARTMf:NT 
ROLE OF TRAINING Continued 

' specific compcmy. For each type of firefighting or rescue operation, 
he has a specific duty t·o perfonn as pa rt of a four or five man team (de­

• pending on the type of company). Furthermore, since certain emergency 
situations might require an unpredictable series of operation~, a team of 
men wit I have to understand the different types of operations, know im­
mediately what each man will have to do, and be able to adapt as a to­
tal unit to perfonn accordingly. Also in the case of absence or injury 
of one member of the team, the others wil I have to be able to substitute 
or function without him. To do this requires a total understanding of the 
responsibilities of each member of the team for each type of operation. 
Thus, to be successful, it is essential that an in-service training program 
provide a maximum amount and appropriate type of continuous re-train-
ing to attain and maintain this level of precision, timing, and adaptability. 

The American Insurance Assoc;iation (AIA), formerly the National Board 
of Fire Underwriters, has emphasized the importtJnce of training as a 
significant contributor to an effective fire protection servke. This non­
profit association of fire insurance companies has set up standards by 
which a city is graded for insurance ratings in term!: of water supply, 

- , -building codes, pol ice department, fire department, etc. Besides being 
an indicator of adequate protection for al: citizens, this grading system 
affects the insurance rates for residents and private and public agencies. 
"The gradings that are established are used by rating bureaus as an aid 
in determining basis rates in a state. The rating bureau will advise city 
officials as to the approximate reduction in rates due to an improvement 

· in the grade of protection."* In their latest complete report for the City 
and County of Honolulu (1962), the city as a whole was rated in Third 
Class. The Fire Department, however, was rated in Fourth Class due 
to a number of deficiencies of which the most significant was the lack 
of adequate training facilities. In 1970, a supplementtJry ~valutJtion 
and report reappraised the Fire Department to account for improvements 
made by that agency. However, a Fourth Class rating was stil I retained, 
again due primarily to the lack of adequate training facilities. The ac­
quirement of adequate training facilities would upgrode the Fire Depart­
ment rating to place them in Third Class. Conceivably, this could favor­
ably affect the insurance rates of the county. 

*Municipal Fire Administration, lnternaHonal City Managers' Association, 
page 16. 

(10) 



HONOLULU FIRE DEPARTMENT 
EXISTING AND PROPOSED TRAINING PROGRAMS 

The existing training programs presently utilize a diverse number 
· and types of pub I ic facilities: most of the classroom instructional 

• courses are held in a pub I ic Ii~rary; most of the dril I/exercise 
. courses which require open spaces are held at public porks, streets, 

beaches, etc.; the remaini11g courses are held at existing fire sta­
tions. As an example, Table Vil lists t·he various facilities uti­
lized by a recruit training session. This list would vary with other 
training sessions (both recruit and in-service) depending upon the 
availability of these and other facilities. 

The use of these pub I ic facilities (due to the lack of a cer.t;a! ized 
training facility) present prob I ems to both the pubIic sector and the 
Fire Department: 1) Traffic congestion and hazardous conditions 
created by cudous drivers and spectators, 2) Possible injury to spec­
tators, 3) Deprived use of parks and o~her facilities by the public, 

· 4) lnabil ity of HFD to use water freely for thair training exercises, 
5) Inab ii ity to use certain equipment due to obstructions, 6) Con­
gestion in the fire stations due to training sessions. According to 
HFD spokesman, the major problem with this present arrangement 
is that it limits both the amount and type of training possible. As 
pointed out earlier, this could eventually affect the efficiency of 
the firefighting and rescue companies. 

TABLE VII FACILITIES UTILIZED 
RECRUIT TRAINING SESSION: OCT. 18 - NOV. 12, 1971 

. FACILITY NO. OF HOURS 

KapahuI u Library 
Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard 
Sand Island 
Ala Moana Park 
Honolulu Waterfront 
Kuakini Hospital 
Kewalo Basin 
Public Parks (various} 

Fire Stations 

TOTAL HOURS 

11.5 
15.0 
4.0 

20.0 
3.5 

12.0 
.3.5 
29.5 

66.5 

165.5 

(11) 
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HONOLULU FIRE DEPARTMENT 
EXISTING AND PROPOSED TRAINING PROGRAMS Continued 

RECRUIT TRAINING 

Table VIII compares the existing ar.d proposed recruit training pro­
gram courses and the numG~r of hours for each. The current total 
hours for Introduction and Procedures is at a minimum amount due 
to the lack of available classroom facilities. In the proposed pro­
gram this area of training would be expanded to include a wider 
range of relevant, procedural information important to the poten­
tial firefighters. The otrer major area of training with a significant 
difference is hose and ladder evolutions. The amount of these evo­
lution exercises, presently at a minimum due to the lack of physical 
training facilities, is almost doubled under the proposed training 
program. The r-=ason is because of the importance of these two types 
of firetighting tactics in the total operation of the fire response 
agency. 

IN-SERVICE TRAINING 

Tobie IX compares the existing and proposed in-service training 
program courses and the number of hours for each. The total num­
ber of hours for the proposed program is more than double that of 
the existing with the most significant change in the area of company 
operations and e~olutions. The expansion of these areas of training 
recognizes the objective of in-service training by providing a signi­
ficantly greater opportunity for the members of the companies to 
practice together with the various types of equipment. The proposed 
program also includes a significant number of miscellaneous courses 
which are not held presently because of lack of classroom facll ities. 
The inclusion of these cours~~ would provide naembers of the Fire De­
partment with a more complete understanding of their responsibilities. 

For all of the proposed program courses (both recruit and in-service:), 
the most significant change would not be so much the number of hours 
of training, but more the quality of training. As pointed out earlier, 
the need is for the correct type of training through an ideal, con-
trol ied, uninterrupted training environment with provisions for si­
mulated conditions. A training facility would enable the Fire 
Department to implement the proposed training program and thus 
satisfy this need. 

(12) 



TABLE VIII RECRUIT TRA INING PROGRAMS 

EXISTING HOURS PROPOSED HOURS 

Introduction & Procedures 
Orientation 
Civil Service 

· T.1.E.-1.G. 

Total 

First Aid 
Senior Life Saving 
Standard First Aid 
Cardiopulm. Resuscit. 
Total 

Equipment Operations 
Breathing Apparatus 
Engine Equipment 
Laddar Equipment 
Engine/Ladder 
Portable Pumps 

I Total 

I 
Evolutions 
Ladder Evolutions 
Hose Evolutions 

I Sprinkler System 
Total 

I 

Rescue Operations 
Ropes & Knots 
Salvage 
Rappelling 

I -
Rescue Procedures 
Helicopter Rescue 
Total 

• 
Basic Firefight. Techn. 

I 
I 

4.5 
3.0 
4.0 

... ... '~·· · · 

11.5 

20.0 
17.5 
12.0 
49.5 

2.0 
3.5 
3.5 
4.0 
3.5 

16.5 

12.0 
22.0 
4.0 

38.0 

4.0 
2.0 
3.5 
4.0 
4.0 

17.5 

3.5 

Orie;1tation 
Introduction to Fire Service 
Job Classification 
Fire Safety Demonstration 
Rules & Regulations 
Manual of Operations 
Department Procedure:; 
Communications 

Senior Life Saving 
Red Cross First Aid 
Cardiopulm. Resuscit. 

Breathing Apparatus 
Pumper Equipment 
Ladder Equipment 
Aux ii iary Pump Operation 
Portable Pumps 
Hose Operat ions 

Ladder Evolutions 
Hose Evolutions 
Sprinkler System 

Ropes & Knots 
Salvage 
Rappelling 
Rescue Procedures 
Helicopter Rescue 

Basic Firefight. Techn. 

4.0 
4.0 
2.0 
2.0 
2.0 
2.0 
2.0 
·2.0 

20.0 

20.0 
18.0 
12.0 
50.0 

6.0 
3.0 
3.0 
3.0 
3.5 
3.0 

21.5 

21.0 
36.0 
4.0 

61.0 

3.0 
2.0 
3.5 
4.0 
3.0 

15.5 

3~0 

continued 
I 
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TABLE VIII P.ECRUIT TRAINING PROGRAMS 
· Continued 

"" !· 
' . 

,, 
c.'i i .. -

\ 

J 

I 
I -

I 

EXISTING HOURS. 

Fleet Training 

· Inspection Program 
Company Inspection 
Dwel I ing Inspection 
Total 

Psychophysical Testing 

Fireboat 

TOTAL HOURS 

15.0 

3.5 . 
3.5 
7.0 

3.5 

3.5 

165.5 

PROPOSED HOURS 

{currently not available) 16.0 

Company Inspection 8.0 
Dwel I ing Inspection 3.0 

11.0 

Psychophysical Testing 4.0 

Fireboat 3.5 

Radiological Theory 4.0 

209.5 

(14) 
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TABLE IX IN-SERVICE TRAINING PROGRAMS . . 

EXISTING HOURS PROPOSED HOURS 

... 

I 

I 

,. . . . -

[ 

[ 

Hose Evolutions 

Ladder Evolutions 
Use of Life Net · 

Multiple Co. Operations 
Location & Use of Tools & 

..£qui·pment · 
Ropes & Knots 
Salvage 

Rescue Companies 
Rappelling 
Rescue Operations 
Rescue Tools & Equipment 
Mt. Trails: Fam ii iarization 

First Aid 
Breathing Apparatus 
Resuscitator · 

TOTAL HOURS 

2.5 

2.5 
2.5 

2.5 
2.5 
5.0 

2.5 
2.5 
2.5 
2.5 

2.5 
2.5 
2.5 

35.0 

Miscellnneous Courses (Classroor.l Type) 
Radiological-~se of ,\/,eters 

. 

I 
I 
I 
; 

Engine Company Operations 
Standpipe Operations 2.5 
Sprinkler Operations 2.5 
Structural Fires A 2.5 
Structural Fires B 2.5 
Flammable Liquids 2.5 
Chemical 2.5 

Hose Evolutions 
Hose Equipment 4.0 
Hose lays of Multiple Lines 4.0 
Hose Hand Iing 2.0 

Ladder Evolurions 2.5 
Aerial 2.5 
Ladder Pipe Evolution 2.5 
Hoisting Equipment 2.5 

Multiple Co. Operations ' 4.0 
Driver Training 4.0 

Ropes & Knots 2.0 
Salvage & Overhaul Practice 5.0 

Rescue Companies 
Rappelling 2.5 
Rescue Operations 2.5 
Rescue Tools & Equipment 2.5 
Mt. Trails: Fam ii iarization 2.5 
Rescue-Water 4.0 
Helicopter 4.0 

First Aid 2.5 
Breathing Apparatus 2.5 
Resuscitator 2.5 

Radiological-.Use of i\',eters 
Ventilation Theory 
Inspection Practices 
Firefighting - Facilities, Planning, Procedures 
Traffic Codes 
Attacking & Extingubhing Interior Fires 
Wate; Supplies for the Fire Service 
Fire Service Instructor Training 
Fire Department Officer I 

I 

75.5 
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HONOLULU FIRE DEPARTMENT 
ALTERNATIVE MEANS OF PROVIDING TRAINING FACl.LITIES 

There are three possible alternative means of providing training fa­
cilities: 1) To find available classroom space and continue to use 
pvblic facilities (streets, parks, etc.) for the physical training courses, 
2) To find both available classroom space and existing physicnl train­
ing facilities (i.e. military), or 3) To provide a new complete training 
facility. 

The first is not really a feasible alternative. If classroom space could 
be found, it would not alleviate the problems, since more than tw~­
thirds of training is of a physical nature requiring special facilities. 
The difficulties of using pub! ic facilities suc!i as streets and parks has 
been discussed earlier. Thus to continue the existing training arrange­
ments would only further endanger the public, I imit their use of pub! ic 
facilities, and would further affect the efficiency of the Fire Department. 

The second alternative is to find existing training foci! ities which 
could be utilized. Up to the end of 1971, the Fire Department had 
been using the Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard fire training facility on 
a Iimited basis. However, since the beginning of this year, all fire 
·training has been eliminated at this foci Iity due to two main reasons: 
1) Cutback on federal mil itory funds and 2) Pub I ic outcry towards the 
continuous, unlimited use of the fire and smoke training structure and 
the resulting emissions into the atmosphere. These Naval facilities 
had no emission control devices on the fire and smoke structures. That 
factor combined with the continuous use of simulated fires throughout 
the day resulted in an unnecessary amount of pollutants into the at­
mosphere.* So the military fire training facilities, the only appro_. 
priate type of facilities which were once available on a Iimited basis, 
has been terminated and is no longer a possible alternative. 

On the basis of the foregoing, the only reasonable alternative is the 
third: a new, complete, centralized training facility which includes 
adequate classrooms and appropriate physical training facilities to ac­
comrnodate the necessary amount and type of training. This would 
remove all training from public streets and parks, eliminating the pro­
blems they create. This would provide the Fire Department the oppor­
tunity to implement the desired training programs and thus promote the 
efficiency of the firefighting ~orce. 

*The Honolulu Fire Department has pointed out that, should they get a 
.training facility, they would utilize a smoke incinerator on their. fire 
building to eliminate polluting emissions into the atmcsphere. Also, 
their use of open fire pits would not be as extensive as the Navy's 
{see section on visual environmentc! impact). 
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HONOLULU POL ICE DEPARTMENT 
GOALS AND OBJECT IVES 

The primary goal of law-enforcement is to protect the individual rights 
of citizens. Historically, it was a simple matter because the laws, 

· which determined when an individual's rights were threatened, were 
basically very simple. Society, however, has evolved into ~·Jch a 
complex and intricate system that the laws are in a process of change 

· to better cope with the resultant complex problems. The recently 
revised penal code is indicative of this. Therefore, the effective 
law-enforcement officer must have a basic understanding of what the 
laws are, how they are changing, which laws are relevant under va­
rying co r.ditions, and how his actions, in turn, could affect the laws. 
Furthermore, he has to be constantly aware of new law-enforcement 
techniques, liow, and when they are applicable. 

In essence, this puts the law-enforcement officer in a very important 
and at times very crucial position as a decision-maker. Subsequently, 
an officer's ability to make the right decisions and to effectively carry 
these out, ·is based primarily on his training as a law-enforcement offi­

[ cer. Thus, one of the primary objectives 6f the HPD is to provide the 
best training possible for its law-enforcement officers to best equip 
{lnd.. prepare them to fulfill their primary goal. 

It is within the scope of this report to evaluate the effectiveness of 
the present training program, point out existing problems, and recom­

T mend solutions to these problems.Ii 

I ROLE OF TRAINING 

Basically, the role of_ training is to provide an officer with a base of 
background information upon which all of his individual decisions 
will be made while on (and off) duty in as professional a manner as 
possible. The importance and relevance of this information cannot 

I 

r be underestimated. Thus, according to HPD, an effective I-raining 
program must include two principle elements: 1) Initial recruit train­
ing, and 2) Continuous in-service training. 

Initial recruit trai'ning is the basic preparation of the individual 
officer in all facets of his duties and resf2onsibilities. It shor;ld ?ro­I vide him with both theoretical and practical knowledge; both physi­
cal expertise and mental astuteness. It can be considered the most 
important part of training since his life and lives of others may de­I pend on the abilities that he develops during this phase of training. 

I 
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HONOLULU POLICE DEPA~TMENT 
ROLE OF TRAINING Continued 

In-service training is the continuous re-training of commissioned 
officers to make them constantly aware of new techniques, laws, 
moral responsibilities and whatever else becomes necessary to ef­
fectively serve the community. It is this part of training wh!ch will 
determine whether an officer will be able to adapt to make the right 
decisions at the right time under all conditions over time. 

EXISTING AND PROPOSED TRAINING PROGRAMS 

Table X compares the existin3 and proposed training programs and 
the ·scheduled number of hours for the different courses. 

RECRUIT TRAINING 

The present basic recruit training course of 600 hours is scheduled to 
be expanded to 700 hours with a greater emphasis placed on Law and 
Investigation. The proposed recruit program is also scheduled to in­
clude two new recruit classes: Special Recruit A and Special Recruit B. 

Speciaf Recruit A is a training coursP, for para-professional, community 
service officers. These are not commissioned officers but are volunteers 
from various problem areas interested in community-oriented law-enforce­
ment. Their training wil I cover a basic understanding of the laws, and 
the legal procedures involved in making citizen's arrest. These types 
of community-oriented law enforcers have been tried at Kuhio Parkr Terrace and has been quite successful. Besides freeing commissioned 
officers from the necessity of heavily patrol ing these areas, it in-
creases the awareness of the members of these communities towards 
law-enfcrcemenL Thus the intent of HPD is t'=> expand this prog!"am 
to include numerous other communities. 

[ Special Recruit B is an abbreviated recruit training course for officers 
with an acceptable amount of pre-service education (such as a degree 
in Pol lce Science) or experie:ice (such as a transferee from another 
pol ice force). The acceptance of these new types of 11 professional 11 

law· officers with broad backgrounds (i.e. Iiberal arts degree) is very 
significant considering the irr;pact the officers can make as individual 
dee is ion-1r:ake:rs. 

Except on very special occasions, the HPD has not been able to 
.hold these two special recruit · courses on a continuous basis primar­
ily due to lack of classroom facilities. With available facilities,

[ 
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HONOLULU POLICE DEPA~TMENT 
EXISTING AND PROPOSED TRAINING PROGRAMS 
RECRUIT TRAINING Continued

' ~ 
these courses would be a continuous on-going program which could 

I • eventually be a significant source of capable commissioned officers. 

IN-SERVICE TRAINING

'' . 
Currently there are three recall classes being held on a scheduled' basis. Al though these should be separate recal I classes for the dif­

• 
•~· - ferent types of officers, under the current training program these . 

ore combined for different types. Patrolmen's Recall is a refresher 

I 
course for both recruits (ofter one year of service prior to getting 
their commissions) and for commissioned patrolmen. Fundamentals of 
Supervision is an initial course for both new sergeci~ts and ;1ew de­
tectives, Sergeants and Detectives Recall is a refresher course for 
the two types of officers. Ideally, ·these annual in-service courses 
should be taken by every commissioned officer rer type. However, 
not all of the commissioned officers of these specific types attend 
these refresher courses on an annual basis. For example, it may re­
quire two or three years before all of the patrolmel'l go through the 

-Patrolmen's Recall. The situation is identical for the other two in­
service courses. 

The reason ·for this combination of types of officers in recall classes 
and the failure to accommodate all officers on an annual refresher 
basis is due to lack of available facilities, specifically classroom 

· space. Basic Recruit Course (the mere duration of it and the number 

I 
I of recruits per year which have to be processed through training) . 

occupies the two available classrooms for most of the year. It is 
only during the rest of the available time that these recal I classes 
can be scheduled. 

I The Special an.cl Technical Courses are specific classes on special 
subjects of which the commissioned officer should be knowledgeable. 
Examples are FBI Management, Narcotics and Drugs Examination, 
Coi lective Bargaining, etc. At present, only certain officers are 
able to attend these classes (usually of supervisory ranks) qnd it is 
their responsibility to disseminate the information to the rest of the 
force. Again, it is due to la..:k of facilities that these cour:;es me 
scheduled on a "space available" basis. Under the proposed pro­
gram, most of these special and technical courses would be incor­
porated into the relevant in-service courses. 

Thus under the proposed in-service training program, each commis­
sioned officer will have specific in-service courses to go through 

{19) 



HONOLULU POLICE DEPARTMENT 
EXISTING AND PROPOSED TRAINING PROGRAMS 
IN-SERVICE TRAINING Continuedr 
on both an annual basis and whe never a rise in rank determines a 
need for new training. For example, . if a commissioned officer's 
training throughout his cc .-eer was recorded, it might be as follows: 
Basic Recruit, Recruit Refresher after one year of experience; Pa­
trol Refresher annual I y (as a patrolman); Pol ice Supervision A (when 
he is promoted to sergeant), Pol ice Supervision B annually (as a 
sergeant); Investigators Troining A (when he is promoted tn detec­
tive), Investigators Training B annually (as a detective); ek. Al I 
of this intensive and continuous in-service training is a necessary 
process which all law-enforcement officers will have to go through 
in order to more effectively attain the goals and objectives of the[ 
Law-enforcement Agency as set forth earlier. 

In summory, the existing training program provides 1) a sufficient[ 
recruit coursP. but with no opportunity to expand further on relevant 
subject areas and diverse recruit programs, 2) a general in-service 

[ recall program but on a sporadic, unstructured schedule, and 3) spe­
cial courses on relevant and diverse subjects but on a very I imi/ed 
basis. Al I of this is due to a lack of facilities, particularly class­

[ room space. Furthennore, the existing training program fails to 
recognize the future growth of the pol ice force. 

[ In contrast, the proposed training program acknowledges l} the 
need for an expanded recruit program in both subject areas and 
personnel types, 2) the need for continuous and intensive in-service

f training for commissioned officers, 3) the need for more training 
on relevant and diverse subject areas, and 4) the projected growth
of the pol ice force.r 

I 

I 

I 

I 
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TABLE X POLICE TRA!NING PROGRAMS 

EXISTING HOURS PROPOSED HOURS 

Recruit Training 600 

Cadet Training Class 48· 

Patrolmen's Recall 72 

Fundamentals of Supervision 40 
Sergeants & Detectives Recal I 40 

•. 

Special & Technical Courses 327 

[ Police Reserve Training 56 

TOTAL HOURS 1, 183 

[ 

( 

[ 

[ 

I 
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Basic Recruit · 
Special Recruit A 
Special Recruit B 

Pol ice Cadet 

Recruit Refresher 
Patrol Refresher 

Police Supervision A 
Pol ice Supervision B 
Investi gators Training A 
Investigators Training B 

Pol ice Management A 
Pol ice Managem13nt B 

Field Trainers A 
Field Trainers B 
Trainers Course A 
Trainers Course B 

Special & Technical Courses 

Police Reserve Training 

700 
480 
511 

120 

120 
80 

120 
40 

120 
40 

80 
40 

80 
40 

120 
40 

400 

60 

.3, 191 · 
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HONOLULU POLICE DEPARTMENT 
EXISTING TRAINING FACILITIES 

Table XI compares th~ growth of the Police Department between 1961 
and 1972 in terms of personnel, length of Recruit Training, number 
of courses in Recruit Training, the Training Division Staff, and the 
number of motor vehicles. 

Table XII compares the Training Division facilities at Pawaa Annex 
between 196 l and 1972. 

In 1961, when the Police Department moved into Pawaa Annex, .. the foci Iities for the training division were adequate with the ca­
pability to accommodate future growth. However, since that time, 
other City agencies have been located there (Parks & Recreation, 
Licensing Division, Liquor Commission, etc.), limiting any possible 
expansion for the Training Division. As a resuit, their facilities 
have remained static and in the case of clm:;rooms, have even de­
creased. 

I Besides the classroom shortage which limits the training program, 
the lack of adequate office and storage spaces is at a critical le­"' vel. Presently three sergeants (with their files and desks), share 
one cubicle-type office (12 1xl2 1

). When a recruit requires coun­
seling, a sergeant must gather the pertinent information and relo­
cate to the Iibrary. If the library is not available (used also as a 
conference room), the other two sergeants must leave the office 
until the counseling session is over. Another sergeant is located 
in the secretarial/clerical area. Likewise, for counseling he has 
to either retire to the library or if unavailable, displace three 
sergeants in order to counsel a recruit in private. Recently, a 

· secretary has been located in the I ibrary due to Iack of space in

I the secretarial/clerical area. Needless to say, th is further com­
plicates the operating efficiency of the Training Division. 

I 

In summary, the existing training facilities a~ Pawaa Annex has 
not expanded at all since 1961 although, in terms of training, 
the department has almost tripled. The lack of classroom foci I ities 

I 

has limited the desirable training program. The lack of office and 
storage space, I ibrary ,and conference areas has affected opera­
tional procP.dures and it woulcl only be a question of time before 
the situation becomes an impossible one. I~ 1s obvioL•s thot this 
problem wil I have to be resolved. 

I 
I 
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' TABLE XI COMPARISON BETWEEN 1961 AND 1972.. 
. 1961 1972 

Number of Departmental Personnel (total) 

Length of Police Recruit Training (hours) 

Total Number of Courses 'in Recruit Training 

Training Division Stoff: 
Captain 
Lieutenant 
Sergeants . 
Pol icemen 
Smal I Arms Repairman 
Clerk Stenos 
Cadet 

Total . 

Motor Vehicles: 
C & C Vehicles 

... Privately Owned (subsidized) 

683 

215 

35 

1 
2 
2 
1 
0 
I 
0 

7 

81 
345 

1779 

616 

91 

1 
1 
5 
1 
1 
2 
1 

12 

131 
847 

I 

j 

:T 

oil. 

T 

' 
I 
[ 

( 

I 
. 

TABLE XII PAWAA ANNEX COMPARISON 

1961 ·1972 

Number of Classrooms 3 2* 

Number of Private Offices 3 3 

Total Area Training Division 4932 sq. ft. 3892 sq. ft. 

*One classroom converted to Board Room for Police Commission. 

(23) 
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HONOLULU POLICE DEPARTMENT 
ALTERNATIVE MEANS OF PROVIDING TRAINING FACILITIES 

Two alternative means of providing facilities to accommodate the 
proposed training program are: 

1) to utilize existing foci I ities to its maximum capacity (as is 
being done presently), t'inding available facilities elsewhere 
for the remaining courses, and continue using existing physical 
training facilities. 

2) to provide a new training facility. 

ALTERNATIVE ONE 

The shortage of classroom space is the biggest problem affecting the 

[ existing training program anr:J is, likewise, the primary restriction on 
implementation of the proposed training program. The Community 
College facilities has been suggested as possible alternative means r of providing classrooms. However, within the past year, the search 

. for a second university campus to accommodate the growing propor­
tion of the population seeking higher education and vocational

( training, has indicated that both the Community College and Univer­
sity System are lacking in facilities. Presently, even the Pol ice 
Science courses of the Honolulu Community College are held during

I evenings at the classroom facilities at Pawaa Annex. 

The util izat!on of the Pol ice Science courses to provide instructionr to the police trainees has also been suggested as a possible alterna­
tive. The difference between Pol ice Science courses and Pol ice 
Training courses is significant enough to restrict this possibility. 
The Pol ice Science courses (I ead i ng 1·0 a degree) are very general, 
academic types of courses covering law-enforcement on a very theo-

. retical level. Pol ice training courses, on the other hand (which 
leads to a commission as a police officer), are intensive, practical 
types of courses covering law-enforcement on a very localized, 
"street law 11 level. Both types of curriculum are necessary but for 
different purposes and thus cannot be combined to alleviate the 
classroom shortage problem. 

Besides classroom spaces, the other major focil ity requirement is 
for physical training spaces such as 1) Firing range, 2) Open space 
for drills, 3) Beach or swimmi::g pool for life-saving, 4) Gymnas:um 
for self-defense, etc. Presently, these types •.rf traininl:J are held 
at public facilities. 

Table XIII lists the existing training program, the existing facilities 
used, and the advantages and disadvantages of using those facilities. 
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HONOLULU POLICE DEPARTMENT 
ALTERNATIVE MEANS OF PROVIDING TRAINING FACILITIES 

- ALTERNATIVE ONE Continued 

Assuming that there are available classroom facilities elsewhere and 
that the existing physical training foci Iities could be utilized without 
the possibility of pub I ic consternation, the major consideration that 
this alternative fails to recognize is the desire of the HPD to have a 
cohesive, continuous, and unified training program. Under this alter­
native, it would still remain a disjointed, segregated, piecemeal type 
of operation. Thus·, it is recommended, for the efficiency of the Po-
l ice Department, that the idea of this type of separated foci I ity notr be pursued. 

ALTERNATIVE TWO 

r Generally speaking, all of the disadvantages and problems of a .se­
parated foci Iities would be overcome by a centralized facility. It 
would accommodate ideally the proposed training program and its 
facility requirements. Of course, sufficient space will have to be 
programmed into such a foci Iity to accommodate the projected num­
ber of classes and types of physical training to be held~. 

One possible problem would be a noise conflict between classroom 
usage and the firing range. This could be solved architecturally

[ by sensitive site planning and/or by providing buffers to absorb the 
disrupting sounds. It is, however, also reasonable, if the chosen 
site has definite restrictions on noise levels, to have the firingr range enclosed or located elsewhere (possibly at the existing Koko 
Head range) particularly since it is a special facility which the 

f - training program recognizes in terms of scheduling. In the site 
evaluation set forth la~er in th ls report, this c!~ernative is consi-
dered. · 

[ A complete, centralized training foci Iity, however, is the most 
desirable alternative. Such a facility would en~ble the Pol ice 
Department to implement the complete proposed training program 
resulting in continuous, relevant, and modern training for all 
law·-enforcement officers of the Department. 

[ 

r 
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TABLE XIII PRESENT TRAINING FACILITIES USED 

PRESENT TRAINING COURSES PRESENT FACILITIES ADVANTAGES DISADVANTAGES 

CI ass room Courses 

Physical-Demonstration Training 

Water Safety 

Physical Training and Exercise 
Self-defense Training 

Firearms Training 
Mock Crim•? Scene 
Civil Disturbance 
Traffic Accident Investigation 
Canine Training 

Pol ice Driving 

Pawaa Annex 

Ft. Ruger Armory (on over­
flow basis) 

Ala Moana Beach 1 
Magic Island ] 
Manoa Recreation. Pool ] 

Pub I ic Parks 
Waialae Gymnasium 

Koko Head Range ] 
II ·1 
II ] 
II ] 
II ] 

Hickam AF Base 

Close to Headquarters 

Relatively close to 
Headquarters 

Relatively close to 
Headquarters 

Within reasonable driving 
distance to Headquarf·ers. 
Favorable noise isolation. 
Excel lent firearms foci! ities. 

Favorable driving foci Iity 

Crowded conditions for both trainees 
and training personnel. 
Limited number of classes which can 
be held. 
Impossible parking conditions. 
Separation from physical-training 
facilities. 

Separation from other training facilities. 
Available only on Iimited basis • 
.Difficulty in scheduling. 

Separation from other training facilities. 
limits pub Iic use of park and pool~.-

·Separation from other training foci Iit ies. 
Limited availability. 

Separation from other training focil ities. 

Separation from other training facilities. 
Limited availability. 
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FIRE AND POLICE TR.t\INING FACILITY 
JOINT TRAINING FACILITY 

The desirability of a joint fire and police training facility has been 
an assumption ever since the inception of this project. Ideally, 
some study should be made on this basic assumption. However, the 
City Council has given it<; approval (through appropriations) to such 
a joint facility. Furthermore, neither the Fire Department nor the 
Police Department and their respective training personnel foresee 
any problems arising out of such a concept. Instead there are de­
finite advantages which include 1) joint use of certain foci! ities 

[ such as the training pool, cafeteria, gymnasium, helicopter train­
ing area, etc. 2) favorable public image as a joint public service 
training foci I ity, 3) decrease in maintenance costs, and 4) decrease 
in other City and County expenditures such as site acquisition,. uti­
lities services, de. 

I 

I 
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SITE EVALUATION 
SIZE REQUIREMENT 

The required size of t·he site is based on the respective training pro­
grams of the Fire and Police Departments. To calculate the total 
size of the required site, each department's training prog;cm was 
analyzed separately in terms of physical space requirements . At this 
point it was determined which foci I ities could be shared and the ac­
tual required size was then adjusted to reflect this joint use. 

There are basically hvo types of foe ii ity requirements: 1) Indoor 
instructional spaces which include classrooms, administrative of- · 
fices, related spaces, and 2) Outdoor physical types of facilities. 

The · first type was calculated from basic information on number of 
trainees, frequency of courses, size of classes, and number of classes 
required, to reach the total number of clussrooms rec..iuired. Office 
requirements were based on size ·of administrative staff and their 
space requirements. These figures and calculations can be found in 
the append ix. 

The second type can be described as types of physical equipment 
·or facilities -such as firing range, drill towers, fire pits, gymnasium, 
training pool, etc. which have definite optimum sizes.' The sizes of 
these spP.cific facilities can also be found in the appendix. 

Table XIV summarizes these size requirements in four categories: 
1) Central Building Area, 2) Pol ice Department Outdoor Areas 
& Ancillary Structures, 3) Fire Department Outdoor Areas & An­
cillary Structures, and 4) Parking. 

The total required acreage for this joint Fire and Police Training 
Facility is 14 ac~es. As noted earlier in this report, one possible 
alternative is to locate the firing range elsewhere (depending upon 
environmental restrictions}. This would lower the required acreage 
to 11.2 acres, creating the need to find an accessory site of 2.8 
acrns for the range. 

It should be pointed out that the above calculations were based on 
th~ · 1995 projected requirements. Since the objective of this study 
is primarily for the acquisitio'1 of a site, it is logical to assume the 
eventual Cj)tirnvm development as the determinant for f'otal Cicreage. 
The actual facilities development would probably be phased to meet 
projected requiremenf's at incremental years •. The appendix includes 

. area calculations for both 1985 and 1995. 
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TABLE XIV SIZE REQUIREMENTS 

Central Building Area 

] 
Pol ice Department: Outdo~r Areas 
& Ancillary Structures 

] 
Fire Department: Outdoor Areas 
& Ancillary StructurE:s 

Parking Area 

TOTAL 

[ 

GROSS AREA ACRES 

62, 290 sq. ft. 1.4 

271, 928 sq.ft. 6.2 

222,010 sq.ft. 5. 1 

55, 250 sq. ft. 1.3 

611, 478 sq. ft. 14.0 
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SITE EVALUATION 
LOCATIONAL REQUIREMENT 

Both the Fire and Pol ice Departments have expressed the desira­
bility to locate the joint training facility as close to Central 
Honolulu as possible and have given their reasons why such a 
requisite is important and should be considered in selecting a 
site for the facility. · 

Diagram I is a map of Oahu showing the distribution of the exist-
ing and proposed fire stations (as designated on the Capital Improve­
ment Budget). The greatest concentration is within Honolulu (Aiea 
to Hawaii Kai). As pointed out earlier in the goals and objectives, 
the locations and numbers of these stations were determined by the 
density of the population of the various areas. Furthermore, this 
• "f" r ' J • ' •I f f • . • • •r• b 'h•s1gn1 1can~e 01 hi.;: a;sniout1on o ire stations 1s vermea 1 y r e 

number of fire calls received by the various fire stations. Table( XV I ists the existing fire staticns and the average number of fire 
calls received per day (calculated over a five year period between 
1967 and 1971). The stations located within the city received a 
significantly greater number of calls. 

The Fire Department's in-service training program has important 
implications upon the relative distance between the training fa­
cility and this concentration of fire stations. To eliminate over­

I time expenses, fire companies are trained while on duty. Thus, 
when they are cal led in for re-training (four companies per half 
day shifti eight total companies per day), they will leave the sta­

I tions unattended and consequently wil I be out of service as a res­
ponse .unit. The surrounding fire companies must then cover for 
any fire cal Is that the absent training companies may receive. 
Although the Central Alarm System would account for the unavail­
ability of companies in training and transfer the calls efficiently, 
the absence of these companies does place a greater responsibilty

I on the other companies in terms of the area to be covered. Quite 
possibly, an extreme fire situation could develop which could 
activate these available companies and which might require re­

I 

I calling a training company. Thus, the amount of time that a cri­
tical training company is absent and unavailable can be minimized 
by locating the training facility as close as possible to the greater 
number of fire stations. This would also minimize the number of 
fire calls which might have to be transfered to covering companies 

I since the greater frequency of fire calls coincides with the greater 
concentration of fire stations. 

I 
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TABLE XV EXISTING FIRE STATIONS 
DISTANCE FROM CENTRAL HONOLULU 

· FREQUENCY OF FIRE CALLS 

AVERAGE NO. 
CALLS PER DAY 

DISTANCE TO CENTRALFIRE STATION 
HONOLULU•· 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 

l 11 
12 
13 

J 14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20~ 
21 
22

l 23 
24

J - 25 

l 

26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 

Central 
Pawa a 
Makiki 
Kuakini 
Kaimuki 
Kalihi 
Waikiki 
1;,,..,il ei 
Kakaako 
Ai ea 
Sunset Beach 
Waipahu 
Kahuku 
Waialua 
Hauula 
Wahiawa · 
Kaneohe 
Kailua 
Aikahi 
Pearl City 
Kaaawa 
Manoa 
Wailupe 
Ewa Beach 
Nuuanu 
Waianae 
Waimanalo 
Nanakul i 
McCuliy 
Moanalua 
Kai ihi-Kai 
Kai ihi-Uka 
Palolo 
Hawaii Kai 

1.39 
3.25 
0 .00 

1.64 
1.75 .89 
1.00 l .01 
8.00 0.93 
2.00 1.54 
7.00 1. 15 
0.75 1.06 
0.75 0.96 
8.25 1.23 
3.80 0.40 

16.40 0.64 
36.00 o. 17 
32.00 0.52 
29.30 0.24 
21.00 0.51 
8.80 0.71 

15.30 0.78 
13.80 0.51 
12.25 0.81 
22.80 0.23 
6·.oo 0.31 
8.00 0.65-

31.00 0.38 
1.00 0.48 

32.50 1.38 
19.00 0.41 
27.50 0.60 
2.50 1. 19 
4.60 
0.50 1.03 
3.00 1.06 
5.00 0.71 

12.70 0.39 

] 
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SITE EVALUATION 
LOCATIONAL REQUIREMENT Continued 

A second reason for the de~irabil ity of locating the facility close to 
the majority of the stations is the effect of I-raveling time on the con­
dition of the i!"l-service trainees. For training, each company will be 
using its own equipment (engine, ladder, or rescue) and thus;· will 
have to transport it to the training facility. Uni ike enclosed vehicles, 
the fire vehicles are heavy equipment on which the men ore exposed 
to the wind, dust, etc. while in motion. An unnecessarily prolonged 
trip would have a del iterious effect upon the condition and attitude 
of the men to train once they reach the facility. This is especially 
significant since superb condition is a requ.irement for a half day of 
intensive training exercises. Moreover, after returning from a train­
ing session, a fire company is stil I responsible to respond to any fire 
cal Is it may receive • 

A third reason is the excessive operating costs of having to transport' 
the equipment to the facility if it were located a great distance from 
the majority of the fire stations. The extra wear and additional costs 
of operating the equipment is a cumulative effect when one considers 
the total amount of companies training over a period of time. 

A fourth reason for locating the facility near Honolulu was given by 
the Pol ice Department. The majority of the instructors for the vari­
ous courses ore commissioned officers of higher ranks who are stationed 
at Pol ice Headquarters (Pawaa Annex). Other instr~ctors include pro­
secuting attorneys, corporation counsels, and guest lecturers who con­
tribute their time freely. Since al I of the classes are held during the 
day (with the exception of Police Reserve), these instructors would 
have to commute to and from .the training foci Iity. It would be de­
sirable to eliminate unnecessary costs in time lost and extra vehicular 
expenses by minimizing traveling time and distance to the training 
foe ii ity. 

There are other reasons, mainly in terms of convenience for the trainees, 
visitors, services, etc., for locating the training facility as close as pos­
sible to the city. Al I of these reasons, however, fail to provide an ex­
plicit basis for establishing a maximum distance or traveling time between 
Central Honolulu and the training facility. Unlike the size requirement 
with a definite minimum acreC"ge, it is not possible to state tli~ location­
al requirem"!nt ln ':'n abolute value (i.e. miles from Honolulu). There­
fore this locational requirement wil I have to be considered in the proper 
·context with the other site requirements (size, environmental, utilities, 
etc.) which are equally significant requirements for the selection of the 
.facility site. Thus, although it is not absolutely essential, it is very 
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SITE EVALUATION 
LOCATIONAL REQUIREMENT Continued 

J desirable to have the facility located close to Honolulu to 1) mini­
mize the time that critical fire companies are absent from the stations, 

I 2) minimize the fatigue of trainees arriving at the facility, and 3) mi­
nimize operating (traveling) costs of both J·he Fire and Police Depart­
ments' training operations.

I 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REQUIREMENT 

The environmental · impact of any human created activity can be stated
[ in two terms: l) Short and long term effects on the natural environ­

ment (micro and macro structure) and 2) F.ffe-::ts en the !mmed:ate hu­
man environment in which such activities occur. The concern of thisr section is to investigate any environmental effects that the training 

·facility could have which would be a determinant as to its location 
relative to surrounding types of areas. 

I 

The short and/or long term effects of this proposed facility on any 
immediate natural environment havebeen determined to be of a negfi­
gible nature. The only possible environmental pollutant would be the 
emission of smoke into the atmosphere. The low frequency of this ac­
tivity (and only under favorable wind conditions to maximize the dis­

I 
sipation rate) minimize the possible harmful effects. The chemical 
content of these smoke emissions, as determined by the types of ma­
terials burned, would be regulated by Federal and State pollution 
standards with which the user agency is prepared to comply. 

The effects of th is proposed facility on the immediate human environ­
ment are two-fold: l) Visual and Respiratory - primarily smoke re­
sulting from simulated firefighting dril Is and 2) Audio - from equipment

J operations which include fire trucks and apparatus, helicopters, gun­
fire, and dogs. 

VISUAL 

Smoke and fire drills consists of two types: 1) Sil\lulated fires in the

I fire building, and 2) Flammable I iqtiid fires. The first type wi"ll pre­
sent no visual or respiratory smoke problems since the fire building 
will have an incinerator to treat the resulting smoke before letting 
it out into the atmosphere. The second type, however, is to be held 
in open fire pits. These drills will occur three to four times daily for 
approximately five minutes duration (from lighting of fire to completeI extinguishing). It wil I, however, be a Fire Department pol icy that 

I (34) 
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SITE EVALUATION 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REQUIREMENT 
VISUAL Continued 

these drills will be held only on days when the wind (prevailing 
trades) is favorable for rapid smoke dissipation. Hence, the faci-
1ity should be in a location such that there are no urbanized areas 
{residential, business, apartment, etc:.) downwind within s~noke 
range under prevailing wind conditions. The I imit of this range 
is, of course, dependent upon localized conditions and thu!: should 
be investigated for all of the possible alternative sites. 

Another visual consideration is in terms of distractions to the pub I ic · 
which could create hazardous conditions. For example, the faci-
1ity should not be located adjacent to a major thoroughfare or free­
way since the training activities co~ld distract motorists. If such 
a site is considered, sensitive site planning and/or visual buffers 
should be utilized to isolate the facil it>: from any adjacent highway. 

AUDIO 

Noise and its effects on the human environment is one of the more 
difficult standards to measure. The harmful level of noise can be 
measured in terms of decibels (db). However, the disturbance level 
of noise (the point at which a noise becomes disturbing) is dependent 
upon a lot of factors, many of them subjective and unmeasurable. 
These include type of noise (continuous or sporadic, high or low fre­
quency, sudden or progressive), its level, background noise (again 
its type and level), hearing sansivity of listeners, psychological con­
dition of Iisteners, etc. Therefore, the fol lowing analysis of the 

· possible disturbing sound levels created at the facility is a compara­
tive one in terms of equivalent decibel levels between an average 
residential environment and the noise levels created by the various 
training equipment and exercises measured at certain distances 
away.* 

Fire Trucks and Apparatus: In a recent survey conducted by the 
Hawaiian Electric Company, the noise of the fire trucks was mea­
sured at a distance of twenty (20) feet: Operating truck, 88-90 db; 
with sirens, 110 db; with sire~s and horns, 114 db. During training 
operations, the horns and sirens wil I not be cperC1ted ar:d l herefore 
need not be considered here. This noise level of an operating fire 

*The decibel reduction rate for free-field conditions as found in 
Time Savers Standards was used. This rate of decrease is 6 db each 
time the dislw1ce from the source is doubled. 
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SITE EVALUATION 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REQUIREMENT 
AUD 10 Continued 

truck decreases to 60 db at an eighth of a mile away (equivalent to 
the noise level of dense traffic from a hundred feet), and to 46 r.lb 
at a half mile away {equivalent to the noise level of a quiet resi­
dential street).* Therefore, at a half mile away, the noise level 
of the fire trucks wil I have a negIigible effect or. residential com­
munities. 

Helicopter: The noise levels created by an helicopter varie~ between 
86 db (operaf"ing at rest) and 92 db (cruising).** These measurements 
were taken in the cockpii· ar.ci if it is assumed to be about four feet 
from the source of noise (engine), the noise level reduction to 46 db 
would occvr at approximately one fourth mile away. 

l 

l Gunfire: Gunfire would be the biggest noise producir.g activity at 
the facility. The decibel level of gunfire ranges from 148 db (38 ca-
1iber pistol) to 172 db (M-1 rifle).*** Unlike the other sounds created 
by trucks and helicopters which are of the sustained type, gunfire is 
of the impact type, lasting in the order of a mil Ii-second. If the 
free-fielCf decibel reduction rate was applied to the above readings, 
the distance required to reduce the sound level to the equivalent of 
a residential street is an unreasonable and unrealistic one (150 miles). 
Therefore it appears that the noise from th~ firing range will have to 
be control led either through the utilization of natural geographical 
conditions or man-made baffles. The National Rifle Association 
has suggested three ways that this sound level could be controlled: . 
1) By the direction of firing, 2) By vegetation (trees and foliage) 
between f"he firing range and any residential community, and 3) By 
sound baffles around the range (such as natural hills or earth berms). 

Due to the focusing effect of the rifle or pistol, the sound level 
measured at the rear of the gun is less than in front of it (20 db less).*** 
So to help reduce the noise level, the direction of firing should be 
away from any residential areas. 

Vegetation is one of the more ·effective ways of attenuating sound. 
The NRA has indicated that with vegetation, there could be a re­
duction of 6 db per 1000 feet (ground distance). Applying this rate 
to the decibel readings of gunfire, the sound level would be reduced 
to the equivalent of a residential street at a distance of 1800 feet. 

*Time Savers Standards, page 615. 
**Theodore Berland, Fight for Quiet. 

***National Rifle Association. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REQUIREMENT 
AUD 10 Continued 

The sound level could be control led even more significantly by noise 
baffles. Earth berms, for instance, could be used 1·0 direct the noise ' 

I 
upward and away from any residential areas. "Several surveys of 
residential areas near ranges have been conducted. It has been found 
that if a range is set up properly for maximum sound attenuation, many ' 
residents are not even aware of the existence of the range. 11 * 

Thus, assuming that the gunfire noise will be controlled in some man­
ner {through the selection of a properly isolated site or through arti­
ficial means), a reasonable, minimum ground distance from any resi­' dential area would be a half mile. This criterion is again not absolute,I but dependent u::on the unique localized geographical situations of 
the alt~rnative sites. 

I Canine Training: The noise created by canine training is insignificant 
compared to the other sources of noise such as fire trucks, helicopters,

I and gunfire. This is particularly true since this training will occu.­
during the day and not at night when the barking of dogs can be a 
disturbing factor. The half mile, minimum range determined by theI . other noise factors is more than a sufficient acceptable distance for 
canine training. 

I 
I 

Besides visual and OLJdio, there are other potential environmental pol­
lutants that this foci I ity could produce such as debris and wastes from 
simulated fires, run-off water with chemical contents, etc. These fac­

I 
tors wil I have to be recognized and solved to el iminare any possible 
harmful effects. However, these types of problems would be inherent 
of any chosen site regardless of its relative location to other types of 

I 
land uses. The concern of this section of the report was to investigate 
and recognize those areas of environmental problems which could affect 

I 
the location of the facil iry and to establish criteria by which the poten­
tial alternative sites can be evaluated to assure the adequacy of a se­
lected site. 

The· two recognized environmental factors to be considered in this eva­

I luation are: l) Smoke - it~ roten t ial visual c:nd respiratory effe~t, and 
2) Noise - its potential audio effect. These two factors could be detri­
mental to incompatible inhabited areas such as residential, apartment, 
hotel, and business zones. Thus, the training facility should be locatedf such that there are no incompatible types of zones within the smoke and 
noise ranges as previously identified. 

J 
*National Rifle Association. 
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TOPOGRAPHY REQUIREMENT 
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There are four primary reasons why the topography of the facility site 
should be as level as possible. 

L. ' The first two concern the training operations of the Fire Department. 
As pointed out earlier, the ro nditions of the training exercises should 
approximate cs close!y as possible the operations of an actual situation. 
The majority of the streets in the City and County of Honolulu are re­
latively flat (the maximum slope for major and minor streets is l: 10*) 
and thus there is no reascn for the fire training facilities to exceed 
this slope. The second reason involves the fire equipment. Many of 
the pumper trucks leak oil after prolonged operations on a slope and

0 this increases the wear on the equipment. Even when actual fire 

0 
conditions occvr on a hi!l or sloped streets, the englr.e operator will 
turn the truck to park as nearly level as possibie. Thus, the fire 
training facilities $hould be as level as possible, not only to approxi­
mate actual ~onditions, but also to eliminate excessive wear on the 
equipment. 

The third reason for relatively level training areas is to minimize the 
unnecessary strain and possibilities of accidents inherent in sloped 
training situations. The firefighters train by carrying heavy equip­
ment such as hoses, couplings, ladders, etc. To practice on a siope 
would unnecessarily exhaust the trainees and could limit the amount 
of training possible. 

The fourth reason is the most significant one. Most of the facilities 
and ancillary structures require a flat site in order to function proper­
ly. These obviously include classrooms and offices (although terracing 
is possible), gymnasium, training pool, firing range, helicopter/drill 
field, etc. A steep site wc!..l!d require excessive, yet necessary, ex­
cavation. 

Thus, regardless of existing topography, the majority of the facility 
site will have to be graded to a relatively flat slope to accommodate

I the types of facilities required. Therefore, unless site acquisition 
costs outweigh site development costs from a total cost standpoint, 
it is of an economic advantage to select a relatively flat site with, _ 
a minimum amount of grading required. 

I 
*Department of Public Works, Engineering Department.' 
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UT ILIT JES 

I 
I All of the necessary utilities should be available to the site. These 

include water, electricity, telephone, sewage disposal and water 
drainage. The water supply should be sufficient to sustain the required 

I 
pressures of a network of f!re hydrants (minimum 6 11 main). The sewage 
disposal could be handled by a sewage pipe system or if not available, 
by cesspools (which will have to be checked with the Board of Health). 
Water drainage could be lhrough a storm drain system or merely through 
surface run-off (depending upon natural drainage conditior.s). If any

1- of the above utilities are unavailable to the site, the possibility of ac­

,-
quiring such utility service and its cost should be investigated and thus 
be used as a criteria for evaluating the alternative sites. 

ZONING 

I As detel"TJlined in the environmental impact requirements, there should 
not be any type of incompatible zoning within the affectable range of 
the facility (determined generally to be a 1/2 mile radius). Another

I zoning consideration is an economic one. The location of the facility 

I -
site in any type cf area should not have any adverse effects upon the 
existing land values of the surrounding properties. Neither should this 
lor.ation of the facility place any restrictions on the possible further 
development of the surrounding areas. Thus, the impact of the foci I ity 

I {due to the types of activities occurring there) on the surrounding area 
in terms of zoning and possibly land values is another criterion to be 
used for site evaluation. 

I ACCESSIBILITY 

I - The facility. site should be readily accessible from major thoroughfares. 
The access roads between the foci Iity and the major thoroughfare should 
be paved and of sufficient width to accommodate both the high frequency 

I of use and the size Qf the trucks. The type of zoning thal· these access 
roads pass through should also be of a compatible type. For examp!e, it 
would be very hazardous if access to the training facility was through re­

I sidential streets. This type of conflicting situation should be avoided 
in selecting the proper facility site. 

I AVAILABILITY 

Ideally the selected site should be owned by the City and County of

I Honolulu to eliminate any acquisil-ion costs. However, if the site is 
owned by a private party and/or another governmental agency, the 

I 
possibility of acquidng it at a reasonable price without complications 
would be one of the criteria for evaluating it and the other alternative 
~Hes. 
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SITE EVALUATION 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

I In summary, these eight criteria should be considered in evaluating all 
the possibl e alte rnative sil-es to arrive at the best alf"ernative. Ideally, 
all of these cri teria should be of equal weight as determinants of this 
selection . They represen t a series of ideal conditions under 'Nhich the 
facility should be established. However, in evaluating specific sites, 
trade studies mi ght be requin~ d to weigh certain advantages against 
disadvantages in determining, perhaps, the "best available compromise". 
The conclusions of each of the eight criteria fol low. 

I 
Size: Minimum 14 acres for total facility. If firing range is located 

elsewhere, 11.2 acrec; required with accessory site of 2.8 acres 
for tlie range. 

Location: As close as possible to Central Honolulu (considered to be 

I Central Fire Station) in terms of traveling time. 

Environmental : Generally 1/2 mile from any incompatible types of

I inhabited areas (residential, apartment, hotel, business, Iight­
industrial). Compatible types of zones incbJde heavy-industrial, 
ogricul tural, preservation. Visually isolated from major tho­I. roughfares or freeways. 

I 
Topography: As level as possible to minimize grading costs. Maxi­

mum slope: 10%. 

I Utilities: Al I utilities available on site or nearby within reasonable 
economic range. 

l - Zoning: No incompatible zones within environmental effect range (1/2 
mile}. No negative impact on surrounding zones in terms of 
land values and future developments. 

I Accessibility: Easily accessible from major thoroughfare on improved 
road of sufficient width capable of hand I ing heavy use. Access., road through compatible types of zones. 

Avr.iilabil ity: Land should be available. Owned by City & County of 

L Honolulu or acquirabh at a reasonable cost. 

). . 

l 
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ALTERNATIVES AVAILABLE 
EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVE SITES 

The eight criteria established determined the type of facility that 
the Fire and Pol ice Training Facility would be and the type of site 
that would be required to accommodate it. The facility is a unique 
kind of situation. Although it is basically a training type of faci­
lity with provisions for physical types of training with resultant vi­
sual and audio disturban'ces which give it an industrial nature, it 
is also an educational facility with classrooms and offices which 
give it an academic nature, too. Therefore, to find an appropri..: 
ate site for it, various types of areas (from industrial to residential) 
had to be investigated to discover the pos:;ible alternative locations 
for the facility. Al I e ighi· site criteria were used as general deter­

D minants to isolate certain areas of the island in which to start sear­
ching. The result was eight possible alternative sites. 

Diagram II I ists the eight alternatives and shows their locations 
on the Island. ' 1 The analysis of each of these eight sites on the eight criteria can 

r· - be Jound on . the following pages. Following the analysis of the 
alternative sites is an evaluation of each ::ummarizing the advan­
tages and disadvantages of each site. 

t 

t 
}-

} 
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ALTERNATIVES AVAILABLE 
EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVE SITES 

FORT BARRETTE (MAKAKILO) 
TMK 9-1-16-2, 9-1-16-21 

CRITERIA PRO CON 

SIZE 28 acres x 
LOCATION 20 miles and 32 minutes from Central Honolulu x 

ENVIRONMENTAL Surrounded by cane fields 
Nearest residential subdivision: 
H-1 freeway: 1/3 mile upwind. 

1/2 mile upwind. 
X 

TOPOGRAPHY 50% of site: 4-6% slope 
50% of site: too steep for usage. 
Buildable area is scattered, not all in one area. 

x 

UTILITIES 3011Water: main at Farrington Highway: 1/3 . 
mile away. 
Electricity: Available at Farrington Highway. 
Telephone: Available on site. 
Sewage: Nearest I ine uphill at Farrington. Cess-
pools possible. 
Drainage: Gulch adjacent to site which drains 
ro coral pits. 

X 
X 

X 

x 

x 

ZONING Presently military reservation, surrounded by 
agriculture. Nearest residential zone: 1/2 mile. 

X 

ACCESSIBILITY Direct access from H-1 along improved govern-
ment road. 

X 

AVAILABILITY Presently owned by U.S. government and a 
private owner. · 

x 
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i . ALTERNATIVES AVAILABLE 
EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVE SITES 

WAIMANALO (MAUKA LANDS) · 
TMK 4-1-08-1 

CRITERIA 

SIZE 

LOCATION 

ENVIRONMENTAL 

TOPOGRAPHY 

UTILITIES 

ZONING 

ACCESSIBILITY 

AVAILABILITY 

PRO CON 

100 acres available. x 
14 miles from Central Honolulu via Pali Highway. x 

S~hool, residential areas, and forest reserve ad-
jacent to site. 

x 

Fairly flat: 2-4% slope x 
All utilities except sewage (cesspools possible) 
available adjacent to site. 

x 

Residential zoned area. x 

1/8 mile from Kalanianaole Highway. 
Paved for 100 feet only, dirt road for 300 feet. 
Access through residential areas. 

x 

Owned by State of Hawaii: Hawaiian Hom~s. x 
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I' . ALTERNATIVES AVAILABLE 
EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVE SITES 

WAIMANO RIDGE 
TMK 9-7-25-1 

CRITERIA PRO CON 

SIZE Approximately 70 acres x 

LOCATION 15 miles from Central Honolulu x 
1-

ENVIRONMENTAL Waimano Home for Retarded located in same area. X 
Residential ureas adjacent C:ownwind of site (appro-
ximately 1/3 mile away). 

TOPOGRAPHY Relatively level at· top of ridge. x 
Steep drop to valley on both sides. 

UTILITIES Water; Available at Waimano Home or 811 main X 
at street 1 mile away. 
Electricity: Available at Waimano Home. X 

11 11 11 11Telephone: X 
Sewage: XII II II II 

Drainage: Natural run-off into adjacent g•Jlch. X 

ZONING Presently zoned pub I ic facility (Dept. of Health). x 
Surrounding zoning downhil I: residential. 

ACCESSIBILITY Uphil I road 2 1/2 miles from Kam Highway through x 
residential areas. 
Access road pass·es through Wa imano Home. 

AVAILABILITY Owned by State of Hawaii, Department of Health x 
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ALTERNATIVES AVAILABLE 
EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVE SITES 

WAIPAHU (INDUSTRIAL SITE) 
TMK 9-4-48- 1 

CRITERIA PRO CON 

SIZE 11.76 acres 
2.8 acre:; of privately owned cdjacent land. 

14.5 total if private land available. 

x x 

LOCATION 14.5 miles and 23 minutes from Central Honoltr!u x 

ENVIRONMENTAL Canefields and Pearl H1.Jrbor downwind. 
lndus!rial area adjacent upwind. 
Waipahu Town 1/4 mile upwind. 

x 

TOPOGRAPHY Relatively flat (2-4%) for most of site. 
Edge at Pearl Harbor very steep and unusable. 
Wedge shape at southern end of site very narrow: 
approximately 1 acre unusable. 

x 

UTILITIES Al I available adjacent to site. x 

ZONING Presently pub! ic facility. 
Surrounding zonin.g: industrial. 

x x 

ACCESSIBILITY 1.3 miles from H- l exlt ,through Waipahu Town 
and Industrial area. 

x 

AVAILABILITY City & County owned land. 
Private parcels have to be p.irchased to fulfill 
size requirement. 

x x 
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ALTERNATIVES AVAILABLE 
EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVE SITES 

WAIPAHU (INCINERATOR AREA) 
TMK 9-3-01-2, 9-3-01-12 

PRO CONCRITERIA 

SIZE 28 .2 acres x 

LOCATION 15 miles from Central Honolulu x 

ENVIRONMENTAL Uninhabited land fill, incinerator, and Pearl 
Harbor downwind of site. 
M1Jrshland and bird breeding ground adjacent 
upwind. 
Waipahu Town 1/4 mile upwind. 

x 

TOPOGRAPHY Flat land: marsh area (formerly fishponds) subject 
to tidal fluctuations. Fill required to raise land 
to safe level. 

x 

UTILITIES Available at access road but ocross Kapakahi 
Stream at property I ine. 

x 

ZONING Present I y zoned pub Iic facility (sewage treat-
ment plant and ash disposal site). 
Residential zone 1/4 mile upwind. 

x 

ACCESSIBILITY 1.6 miles from freeway through Waipahu Town. 
Gravel road for portion of access road. 

x 

AVAILABILITY 10. 9 acres owned by City & County. 
17.4 acres owned by State of Hawaii leased to 
City & County. 

x 
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ALTERNATIVES AVAILABLE 
EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVE SITES 

HALAWA B (BELOW BOARD OF WATER SUPPLY STATION) 
TMK 9-9- 10-2 

CRITERIA PRO CON 

SIZE 15 acres X 

LOCATION 6.4 miles md 14 minutes from Central Honolulu. X 

E!~VIRONMENTJ...L Residential area 1/8 mile away on hill. 
Quarry to south and east. 
Light Industrial area adjacent downwind. 

X 

TOPOGRAPHY Steep grade: approximately 13%. X 

UTILITIES Water: Tank tower required. 
Electricity: Available at pumping station. 

11 11 11 11Telephone: 
Sewage: Cesspools required. 
Drainage: Natural drainage ·to existing stream. 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X 

ZONING Light Industrial zone: just re-zoned with justi-
fication of need for I ight-i ndustrial areas. 

X 

ACCESSIBILITY 1.2 miles from H-1 along dirt road. 
Future industrial paved road might be used. 

X 

AVAILABILITY Private ownership: I ight industrial zoning might 
create high sel I ing price. 

X 

) 
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;\LTERNATIVES AVAILABLEt 
[VALUATION OF ALTERNATIVE SITES 

HALAWA (BELOW JAIL) 
TMK 9-9-10-27 

CRITERIA PRO CON 

SIZE 15 acres of possible 28 acres. 

I - LOCATION 6.4 miles end 14 minutes from Central Honolulu. 

ENVIRONMENTAL Residential area on hills 3/4 mile away in both 
east and west directions. 
C & C Jail adjacent upwind. 
Quarry and Quarantine Station to the west and 
southwest. 
Proposed H-3 freeway adjacent to the east. 

TOPOGRAPHY Favorable dope: 6-8%. 

UTILITIES Water: Share water tank with jail. If insuffi­
cient, separate tank required. 
Electricity: Available at jail. 
Telephone: 11 

" " 

11 11 11Sewage: 
Drainage: Sur face run-off to stream adjacent 
at property I i ne. 

ZONING Presently zoned golf course. 
Surrounding land: transitional stage (growing 
industrial and residential area). 

ACCESSIBILITY 1.2 miles from H-1 along proposed jail road 
through quarry site. 

AVAILABILITY Private owner: relatively high cost expected 
due to rising land values. 

I 

. 
I
Ix 

x 

x x 

x 

x 

x 
x 
x 
x 

x x 

x 

x 

(49) 



) 

) 

)-

} 

) 

) 

r 
) 

) 

l-

} 

l 
l 
t 

/-.!.TERNAT IVES AVAILABLE 
EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVE SITES 

KOKO HEAD FIRING RANGE 
TMK 3-9-12-1 

CRITERIA PRO CON 

SIZE 18-20 acres X 

LOCATION 13 miles from Central Honolulu X 

ENVIRONMENTAL Residential area 1/2 mile away. 
Site isolated by being in a natural crater. 
Ncise from existing firing range presently 
acccptab Ie • 

X 

TOPOGRAPHY Flat site with slight grade upwards towards 
Koko Crater. 

X 

UTILITIES Woter: Existing 6 11 main. 
Electricity: Available at site. 

11 11 11Telephone: 
Sewage: Cesspools required. 
Drainage: Natural drainage to low area: 
required to get water to highway culvert. 

pump 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X 

ZONING Presently in conservation area: part of Koko 
Head Natural Park. 
Surrounding zoning: conservation. 
Stqble area in terms of zoning. 

X X 

ACCESSIBILITY Direct access from Kalanionaole Highv..1ay x 

AVAILABILITY Owne'd by City & County of Honolulu, Parks 
and Recreation Department. 

x 

, 
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J .. ALTERNATIVES AVAILABLE. 
EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVE SITES 

) FORT BARRETTE (MAKAKILO) 
TMK 9-1-16-2, 9-1-16-21 (Refer: Page 43) 

•) The greatest advantage of this site i:; its isolation from other inhabited 
areas by the canefields which surround it. The nearest re sidential 
area, a half mile upwind, is out of the range of any disturbances.) The present agricultural zoning around the site would not be affected 
by the foe ii ity. The go·,1ernment acr.ess road from H- l freewa}' (thru 
canefields) is sufficient to handle lhe projected heavy use.J-

The disadvantages, however, are significant. Of the eight !'itE"~ 
evaluated, this site .was located the farthest from Honoiulu. The) 
thirty-two minute drive (via the freevvay) would be exhaustive to 
the firefighter trainees commuting to the site on exposed equipment. 
Another disadvanrcge is the topography. Ai I 28 acres would have to 

· be purchased to obtain 14 acres (50%) of reasor.ably sloped, usable 
area. Moreover, because th is usable area is scattered around the 
total site, the location of the various foci I ities (requiring different 
areas) is not very flexible. The unavailability of water and electri­
city (except from Farrington Highway, 1/3 mile away) is a third · 
disadvantage. 

The disadvantages of this site greaf·ly outweigh the advantages it 
does have. Therefore this site i.s not recommended for the training 
facility. 

WAIMANALO (MAUKA LANDS) 
TMK 4-1-08-1 (Refer: Pace 44)

i­

i 
The only advantages to this site is the available acreage, its topography, 
and the availability of utilities. 

Its location on the windward side via the Pali Highway is not unreason­
.able in distance from Central Honolulu. But it would require the major­} 
ity of the fire trucks to travel over the Pali putting a lot of unnecessary 
wear on them. · 

) 
The environmental, zoning, and accessibility factors are al I negative. 
The site is at the base of high mountains enclosing the valley. There­

)_ fore, any sounds created at the foci Iity would reverberate throughout 
the valley (as does present periodical gun noises). The greater portion 
of fhe valley is zoned residential. Thus, a training type of foci Iity 
would definitely be an incompatible type of usage in this area. With 
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ALTERNATIVES AVAILABLE 
EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVE SITES 

n 

the exception of a few companies, al I of the fire trucks would have 
to reach this site by passing directly through Waimana lo Town (a de nse­
ly populated residential, commercial stri p) via Kalania n::iole Highway 
which is a narrow two lane highway. This would be a very hazordous 

·situation. 

t Therefore, this site is very inappropriate for the facility location. It 
is not recommended. 

WAIMANO RIDGE 
TMK 9-7-25-1 (Refer: Page 45) 

This site is similar to Waimanalo in that it has some advantages such 
as ample acreage, fairly level topography, ond al I available util i­

. ties. However, the disadvantages are much more significant. 

The most important consideration is the Waimano Home Fae ii ity. 
This is a home for the mentally retarded and should not have any 
unnecessary disturbances. The training facility (should it be lo­
cated here) would be disturbing, even traumatic, to the residents 
of the Home since it would be within both visual and audio range 
of the training activities. This problem is compounded by the fact 
that access to the training site would be through the grounds of the 
Home. 

Besides Waimano Home, there are residential zones a third of a mile 
downwind. This is well within the audio range of the site and would 

· not be acceptable. Furthermore, the access road {Waimano Home 
Road) is uphill through these residential areas. Besides unnecessary 
wear on the training equipment, this would be excessively noisy to 
the residents Iiving along the road. 

This site is not recommended. 

WAIPAHU {INDUSTRIAL SITE) 
TMK 9-4-48-1 {Refer: Page 46) 

There are many advantages to this site which include favorable en­
vironmental surroundings, available utilities, present zoning as a 
public facility, favorable access, and ownership by the City and 
County of a greater portion of the required acreage. 
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ALTERNATIVES AVAILAnLE 
EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVE SITES' The most significant disadvantage is the amount of acreage usable.J 

I 
Even if the smaller private parcels could be purchased to obtain the 
required 14 acres, the exhemely stE;ep topography along Pearl Harbor 
and the very narrow tip of the wedge-shaped parcel would be very 
difficult to use. So the actual amount of acreage available for the 

I type of facilities required might be less than 14 acres. 

I -
A second disadvantage !s f·he surrounding zoning in terms of economic 
impact. Since the area is a growing industrial zone, the rising land 
value mighf· pre-empt this parcel fer another more economically fea.:. 
sible use. Furthermore the parcels which would have to be purchased

I are very desirable industrial parcels and the purchasing price can be 
· expected to be high. 

Thus, because of the questionable amount of actual usable acreage1 ·available .and the transitional nature of the area, this site is not 
recommended. 

J 
WAIPAHU (INCINERATOR AREA)). TMK 9-3-01-2, 9-3-01.:.12 (Refer: Page 47) 

Despite of the many advantages of this site (size, environmental, 
utilities, zoning, and ownership by the City and County), the grea­J 

I 
test disadvantage is the type of land which the site is located on. 
Formerly fishponds, the site is a very low marshland adjacent to 
Pearl Harbor, and subject to tidal fluctuations. It would require 
a great amount of fill to raise the required acreage to a safe level 
to avoid any possibility of flooding. This would definitely be anJ -
expensive economic factor to consider. 

l Of the eight alternative sites considered, this was the seventh far­
thest from Central Honolulu (15 miles) and therefore, is considered 
somewhat undesirable from the locational standpoint. Access to 
.the site (through Waipahu Town and on a gravel road subject to ex­1 cessive \'.'ear due to the heavy use by refuse trucks) is another dis­
advantage of this site. 

) 
Due primarily to the amount of fil I required to make it acceptable 
for the facilities, this site is not recommended.

' 
l 

-
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I ALTERNATIVES AVAILABLE 
EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVE SITES 

I HALAWA B (BELOW BOARD OF WATER SUPPLY STATION) 
TMK 9-9-10-2 (Refer: Page 48) 

I The only advantages to this sire are its sufficient size, location close 
to Honolulu, accessibility, and the availability of most of the utili­
ties (except water which requires a water storage tank).

I 
I 

The most significant disadvantages are its environmental impact on 
the surrounding residential areas (which is only 1/8 mile away), its 
topography (which would require a large amount of grading), and 
the zoning (of both that specific parcel and the area below it which 
were just recently re-zoned to Iight industrial). All of these disad­) vantages make this site undesirable for the training facility, and 
therefore it is not recommended. 

) 
I 

HALAWA (BELOW JAIL) 
TMK 9-9-10-27 (Refer: Page 49) 

This is one of the more favorable sites for the training facility due to). its many advantages. These include: 1) Sufficient size, 2) Ideal lo­
cational distance from Central Honolulu, 3) Some favorable environ­
mental considerations, 4) Favorable slope, 5) Availability of utilities,

) 6) Compatible type of present zoning, and 7) Easy accessibility from 
H-1 freeway. 

There are, however, some dfoadvantages to this site which would have 
to be overcome. The first is in terms of environmental impact. The 
Halawa Jail is immediately adjacent upwind of the proposed site. 'J - Unless buffered somehow, the noise created by training exercises 
could be disturbing to the inmates of the Jail. If this site is consi­
dered, an official from the jail facilities should be consulted as to) the impact that this noise could have on the inmates, staff, visitors, 
etc. Another environmental consideration is the impact that the fa-
c ii ity noise could have on t·he residential areas on the hills on both) sides of the valley. Al though they are three-fourths of a mii e away, 
they are above the facility site and therefore would not be buffered 
from the sounds by any ground foliage or terrain. The most critir.al 

I 
) sound would be gunfire and tests should be conducted to r.:heck if such 

sounds would be disturbing to these residential areas. If they are 
found to be at a definite disturbance level, the alternative to locate 
the firing range elsewhere (at the present Koko Head firing range) 
would have to be considered. Another environmental consideration 

) is the proposed H-3 freeway which would pass immediately adjacent 
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ALTERNATIVES AVAILABLE 
EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVE SITES 

to this site. The training activities cou!d be distracting, thus hazardous,' to the passing motorists on the freeway. Therefore, should H-3 freeway 
be built, visual buffers would have to be provide:d to eliminate this 
problem. 

Another disadvantage is that this area is in a stage of transition as to ' 
its land use. A significant amount of area on the opposite side of the 
valley has recently been re-zoned to light-industrial. This is indi­
cative of the growth of this area in terms of land use. A training fa­' 
cility located here (although appropriate now) could become an in­'' ! compatible type of use in the future. Related to this growth is cm ex­
pected high cost of acquisition due to the rising land values in thisI -

-

area. All of these factors will have to be studied for this alternative 
site. 

- Most of these problems, though significant one$, could be resolved to 
successfully locate a training facility at this site. Therefore, this site 
is recommended contingent upon tne consideration and solution of the ' I stated problems. · 

KOKO HEAD FIRING RANGE 
TMK 3-9-12-1 (Refer: Page 50) 

Of all eight alternatives, this site is the most desirable one. Its ad­
vantages greatly outweigh the few disadvantages it has. It is of suf­
ficient size, favorable (negative) environmental impact upon the sur­
rounding areas, and flat topography. It has available existing util i­
ties, direct access from Kalanianaole Highway, and is owned by the 
City and Ccunty of Honolulu (Department of Parks and Recreation). 

One disadvantage is that it is not located as close to Central Honolulu 
as the Halawa site. Out of the eight alternatives, however, it is the 
third closest to Honolulu. Therefore this relative locational distance 
.is not a very significant disadvantage when the other requirements 
which this site fulfills are considered. 

The draincge problem could be solved hy pumping the excess rur.-off 
water up forty feet to the existing highway c.:..d 11crt. The amount of 
rainfall in this area (approximately 25 inches annually) is not a great 
amount and, thus, would not create any pumping problems. 

The only other di sadvantage would be the present zoning of the site. 
It is in an area designated as Parks and Recreation on the General 
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). ALTERNATIVES AVAILABLE 
EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVE SITES 

I Plan and is in a State Conservation District. The present use of the 
site, however, is as a firing range (pub I ic facility) which the training 
facility would be similar to in terms of !and use. The location of the} training foci I ity here would not significantly al J-er the nature of acti­
vities which presen t ly take place in the crater. Moreover, the area 
that the training facility would occupy approximates that being usedJ -
for the existing firing range. This is limited to the floor of the cra­
ter where there are no r0cognizable indigenous trees or fol iag-= sig­

I -
,- nificant to this conservation area. Also, because of the relatively 

flat topography of the site, there would be a minimum amount of . 
grading involved to accommodate the various facilities. Thcrdure, 
the basic land form would be retained. Sensitive landscaping at the 
entrance to the site wou!d make the facility non-apparent to the pas­
sing motorists on Kalainanaole Highway. The high crater walls iso­
late the site on the other surrounding sides.J 

I Therefore·, because of its many advantages and the few disadvantages 
which can be resolved, this site is the most appropriate one of the 

J. 
eight sites evaluated, and is therefore recommended for the training 
facility. · 

J . 

) 
; 

) 

l 
) -

) 
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J. 
j. EVALUATION OF SELECTED SITE: KOKO HEAD FIRING RANGE 

FULFILLMENT OF SITE REQUIREMENTS 

I After evaluation of e ight possible alternative sites for the training 

l 
foci Iity, Koko Head Firing Range was determined as the most fea­
sibl e one fulfil I ing most of the site requirements (see evaluation 
sheet for Koko Head). Tl1ere are four major advantages to this site: 
1) City and County ownership, eliminating cost of acquisition, 2) 
Natural physical fac tors conducive to this type of facility, 3) Ex­

j· 

) isting firing range with a noise producing factor presently acceptable 
by the public, and 4) Total training facility, eliminating the neces­
sity to separate the firin£J range (as required for certain other alter­
native sites). 

l The most significant disadvantage of this site is its location in a Con­
servation area. This disadvantage, however, is alleviatedbyits pre­
sent use as a firing range. 

) 
Therefore, considering the definite potential of this site and its one 
significant disadvantage, a decision was made to do a preliminary 

) site plan study of the total facility to investigate and confirm, if 
possible, the feusibil ity of this site to accommodate all of the faci-
1ities requirements in a reasonqble and environmentally acceptable

I manner. Diagram Ill titled Site Plan Study reflects the results of 
this study. It should be pointed out that this drawing does not in 
any way represent a final layout of facilities. It is merely a pre-
1iminary study of what could be achieved and thus should be considered 
in that context. 

One of two main objectives of this site study was to retain as much 
as possible the existing land forms and natural foliage of the site. 
This was particularly significant considering the location of this site 
in a conservation area. Th., other objective was to make this facility 
as inconspicuous as possible to the public (specifically motorists along 
Kalanianaole Highway and Hawaii Kai residents). 

The existing natural physical factors made it relatively simple to a­
chieve these two objectives. The site is basically a crater bowl with) 
nearly a flat· base, rising gradually in the mauka direction towards 
Koko Crater. The amount of cut and fil I required to build the faci­
lity is practically negligibie. Furthermore, there are no recognizable

J indigenous plants or trees on the crater floor; they are predominantly 
on the slopes of the crater wal Is which would not be disturbed. 

L The contained configuration of the crater makes this site invisible from 
the Hawaii Kai residential areas to the west and visible to Kalanianaole

} Highway for a short stretch of approximately ·seventy-five (75) feet at 
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EVALUATION OF SELECTED SITE: KOKO HEAD FIRING RANGE 
FULFILLMENT OF SITE REQUIREMENTS Continued 

the ~n!Tance to this site. This latter probl em could be solved by re­
aligning the entrance road and sensitive landscaping with indi9enous 
trees. This h~s been reflected in the Site Plan Si udy drawing. Thus, 
the site plan was developed recognizing and utilizing the ndural 
physical advantages of this cral·er site. 

In terms of the tof·al training facility, there arc four general zones: 
T) Central Building Zone (consisl"ing of classrooms, offices, gymna­
sium, pool, cafeteria), 2) Noise Zone (consisting of firing ranges), 
3) Fire and Smoke Zone (consisl"ing of fire -training structures and 
pits), and 4) Open Field Zone (consisf"ing of helicopter/drill field, 
can.ine training, driver training/skid pad). 

The Central Building Zone is centrally iocated near the entrance as 
the conti'ol point and activity spine to all the other faciiities. Its} 
close proximity to the firing range implies that sound levels will 
have to be controlled architecturally. 

The firing range (Zone 2) had two possible alternat:ve locations: the 
- existing -pistol range at the lower, makai side of the site or the exist­

ing rifle range at the mauka side. The decision to utilize the existing1· 
mauka rifle range to consolidate al I gunfire activity was due to lwo 
reasons: 1) the existing pistol range was next to the higher makai cra­
ter wall resulting in gunfire echoing within the crater, and 2) the noise 
from the existing rifle range dissipated much better because of the gra­
dual slope up towards Koko Crater. Moreover, the direction of firing 
is away from the rest of the facilities. Another important consideration 
of the location of the firing range was its continuing usage as a pub I ic 
firing range, especially on weekends. By locating it near to and di­j-
rectly accessible from the parking lot, the range could be conti'1ual ly 
used while the rest of the facilities remained secured. 

1 The fire training structures and pits (Zone 3) were located at the down­
wind side of the site. Since these structures would be considered the 
most visually objectionable (due to their usage), their location in the 
southernmost pocket of the crater renders them practically invisible 
from the highway. Again with a minimum amount of landscaping, they 
would not be seen at al I by t!1e passing motorists. This area is :ilso the 
flai"tcst on':! lcwc.st pad of thE: crater floor. These factors are taken ad­
vanf·age of by having the pumper test pit (drafting pit) located at the 
lowest point to collect surface run-off water to be re-cycled in pumper\ 

. training exercises. Any excess run-off can be pumped up to the existing 
drainage culvert along Kalanianaole Highway.

) 
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EVALUATION OF SELECTED SITE: KOKO HEAD FIRING RANGE 
FULFILLMENT OF SITE REQUIREMENTS Continued 

The rest of the site is utilized for the open field facilities (Zone 4). 
Because of the relatively flat topography, there is a minimum amount 
of earthmoving to prepare the site for these facilil"ies. Moreover, 
the greater part of the area will be grass covered, thus remaining very 
similar to the existing conditions. 

In summary, the development of this site study confirmed pre I iminary 
conclusions of the poter1t!al ity of this site. With a marginal arnount 

r of landscaping and site work, this foci I ity could be achieved recog-:­
nizing the two objectives established earlier~ Furthermore, the exist­
ing facilities (rifle range), land forms, and topography were uti\ ized 
advantageously to produce a workable and real isf-ic concept, involvingJ 
a minimum amount of change to the total existing environment of that 
area.

) 

) 

r 

) 

) 

r 
i -
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EVALUATION OF SELECTED SITE: KOKO HEAD FIRING RANGE 
APPROPRIATENESS AS AN ALTERNATIVE USE FOR THE SITE 

Although this site is zoned for conservation which implies a "non-use" 
type of area to be left in a natural state, ii- is, ne vertheless, presently 
being ulil ized as a public firing range by the Depa rtment of Pa rks and 
Recrea1ion. This use is justifiable since, besides presently being used 
by the Pol ice Depar1rnent, it is the only firing range available to the 
public in the City and County of Honolulu. Th e re fore, it is very like~

I ly that it wil I remain for this special type of recreational use. 

Considering its present zoning and its present use, there are, however, 
J- three possible alternative uses: 1) Converting it back to a ·natural con­

servation area, 2) Converting the whole area or part of it for perk use 
(i.e. picnic grounds), and 3) Using it for the Fire and Police Training} Facility. 

I 
The first alternative is an appropriate one considering its location in a) 

l 
conservation area. However, because of its use as a firing range, there 
are no significant natural features such as indigenous trees or landscape 
within the crater. Furthermore, due to its location and size, the cra­
ter itself is not a significant landmark when compared to the others in 
the conservation area such as Koko Crater, Hanauma Bay, the rugged 
shoreline along Blowh<?le, Sandy Beach, and Makapuu Point. In fact)" 
because of its I imited exposure to motorists along Kalanianaole High­
way, the crater is virtually invisible to visitors of the area. This alter­
native to convert it back to a natural conservation area would also el i­
minate the use of it as a firing range. The present facility there would 
have to be relocated elsewhere (to accommodate public usage) which 
would be difficult because of the high noise levels created at such a 
facility. Hence, recognizing the relative insignificance of the site 
in the total conservation area, and the resulting elimination of a publicI -
recreational facility, the first alternative is not a realistic one. 

The second alternative could also be an appropriate use for the site.
) However, asides from being an open area, the site does not have any 

special amenities to make it a desirable park location. It is in a re­
latively low area isolated from the shoreline and nearby beaches.) There are definitely more attractive park grounds in the surrounding 
area such as Hanauma Bay and the recently completed Sandy Beach 

) area. The Department of. Parks and Recreation has also just com;:>leted 
a park with picnic grounds in the Job Corps (1:-ea. Th~:-cfore, it appears 
that more parks and picnic grounds are not needed in this area (the Dept. 
of Parks and RecreaHon has no plans for the crater site in the foreseeable)_ 
future). Converting the whole site to park use would also eliminate the 
firing range facility. Converting only the unused portion of the site for

l park use would result in a dangerous kind of mixed usage. Therefore, 
this second alternative is also not a realistic one for this site. 

' 
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EVALUATION OF SELECTED SITE: KOKO HEAD FIRING RAl'-iGE 
APPROPRIATENESS AS AN ALTERNATIVE USE FOR THE SITE 
Continued 

The third alternative, though somewhat unusual in a conserval"ion 
area, is a very realistic one for this site because of three reasons: 
1) The type of activities to be held at the training facilty would 
be very similar and compatible to the existing activities of the fi­
ring range, 2) The firing range would still be available for use by 
the public, and 3) As pointed out earlier, the existing natural phy­
sical factors of this site along with sensitive site planning and land­
scaping could be utilized advantag~ously to retain existing conditions 
and make the facility inconspicuous to visitors of the area. The need 
for the training facility and the restrictive site requirements ha•1e-
been established earlier. Of eight possible alternative sites, this} 
site best fulfills these requirements. Therefore, of the three pos­
sible alternative uses for this sil'e, the third, for use as a training 
foci Iity for the Fire and Pol ice Departments, is the most realistic 
and appropriate one. 

f 

t 
) 

) 
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) 
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FIRE AND POLICE TRAINING FACILITY 
INADEQUACY OF THE GENERAL PLAN 

The current General Plan - Detailed Land Use Map does not have 
any provisions for this specific public facility: Fire and Police 
Training Facility. 

The need for ~uch a focility has been established by the preceding 
information which includes 1) Projected growth of population, 2) 
Related growth of Fire and Pol ice Departments to adequately ser­
·vice this population, 3) !mportance of training towards the effec­
tiveness and relevancy of this service, 4) Inadequacy and lack of 
present focilities to provide for desired current and projected growth 
of training. 

The invP.stigation of possible alternative means of providing training 
foci I itie.; has resulted in the conclusion that a cenlrnl ized training 
foe ii ity with adequate provisions for training instruct ions and exer­
cises would be the most reasonable alternative. This would .enable 
both the Fire and Police Departmenl·s to implement their desired 
training progrnms. 

• i
The eva!uation of possible alternative sites on the established site r 
requirements has resulted in the selection of Koko Head Firing Range 
as the most appropriate and reasonable one. 

On the basis of the foregoing, an amendment to the General Plan­
Detailed Land Use Map is requested to change the land use desig~ 
nation of the Koko Head Firing Range (identified as Tax Map Key 
3-9-12-1) from Park to Public Facility (Fire and Pol ice Training 
Facility). . . I 

I 
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FIRE AND POLICE TRAINING FACILITY 
GENERAL FACILITIES DESCRIPTION 

The Fire and Police Training Facilities can be described as three basic 
areas: 1) Central Building Complex, 2) Police De pt. Outdoor Areas 
and Ancillary Structures, and 3) Fire Dept. Outdoor Areas cP.d Ancil-
1ary Structures. 

The Central Building Complex consists of 1) a two story structure housing 
classrooms, administrative offices, a media center, cafeteria, and 
building/grounds maintenance, 2) a gymnasium, and 3) a troining pool. 

The Pol ice Departmen1· Outd0or Areas and Ancil Iary Structures consists 
of l) firing range (for bot·h handguns and rifles), 2) driver training skid 
pad, 3) helicopter training area & dril I field (to be :.ised jointly with the 
Fire Dept., and 4) canine training area. Al I of these facilities are ba­
sically open areas with low, one story structures. ThP- firing range is 
primarily a grassy area (with earth berms to contain the gunshots) with 
one story shed-I ike roofs covering the shooting area. The driver training 
skid pad is a paved extension of the internal driver training roadway 
system (also used jointly with the fire dept.) Th8 helicopter training 

· area and dril I field is basically a grass field '.vith a paved landing and 
take-off pad for the helicopters (approximately 90'x90'). The canine 
training area is again primarily a grassy area with a one story structure 
containing a veterinary examining room and kennels. 

The Fire Department Outdoor Areas and Ancillary Structures consists 
of 1) training structures, 2) outdoor training pits and slabs for liquid 
and gas fires, and 3) driver training roadway. 

The training structures are a series of buildings of different sizes and 
heights. The highest structure is the training {drill) towei·: twenty feet 
square and seven stories high. The next highest is the fire building: 35 ft. 
by 50 ft. and 2 1/2 stories high. This building will have an incinerator 
on top of it to treat the resulting smoke from simulated fires. So the total 
height of the building wil I be approximately five stories. The other 
training structures are basically low, one story structures. These include: 
a rescue building (30x30), a radiological building (15x20), and a multi­
purpos~ storage/repair/briefing building (30x30). Al I of these training 
structures wil I have a paved <.Jrea around them to accommodate :·he op.cr­
ations of iil.llr.ing venicles and equipment. 

The training pits and slabs are primarily open, paved areas with different 
. types of depressions and raised slabs to contain flammable I iquid fires. 

The sizes and shapes of these pits vary according to their different pur­
poses. Similar to t·he training structures, the area around and between 
these pit-sore paved for the operations of the vehicles and equipment• 
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FIRE AND POLICE TRAINING FACILITY 
r GENERAL FACILITIES DESCRIPTION Continued 

The driver training roadway consists of 1) a network of twenty foot 
wide 11 minor streets 11 running between and around the training struc­
tures and pits, and 2) a longer fifty foot wide "major street 11 (to be 
used jointly as a police driver training/pursuit course). The minor 
street network wil I be similar to typical paved city streets and cor­
ners with sidewalks and fire hydrants to be used in conjunction with 
the training structure s and pits. The longer fifty foot wide street 
could run around the periphery of the site with part of it incorporated 
os the skid pad for the pol ice department. 

l 
In terms of the total training facility and the location requirements 
of the various parts of it, there are four general zones: 1) central 
building as con~rol zone, 2) firing range as noise zone, 3) fire and 
smoke zone, and 4) open field zone. There are certain criteria 

l which are determinants of the relative locations of these four zones 
and which should be considered applicable to any particular site. 

Zone One: Consists of central building complex (classrooms, offices, 
gym, pool, etc.). Should be centrally located as control 
point for total facility. Most courses require classroom 

J briefing prior to physical training, thus centrally locatedl 
classrooms desirable. Should also be in quiet zone, al­
though sound isolation can be achieved architecturally. 
Can be described as central spine from which other ac­
tivities radiate. 

Zone Two: Firing Range - biggest noise producing activity - thl•s should 
be as isolated as possible. Use of natural physical factors 
and/or berms to control noise. Direction of firing is impor­
tant - shoot in opposite direction of quiet area. Also, a 
danger zone - rear of range should be against berm and 
inacc.essible to prevent accidents. 

Zone Three: Consists of fire training structures and pits. Should be 
downwind of other facilities. Should be in flat part of 
site for street system. 

Zone Four: Open field cor.sisl·s of hel icopi'•3r/dril I field, canine train­
ing, and driver training/skid pad. Should be in relatively 
flat area. 

t 
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HONOLULU FIRE DEPARTMENT 
CLASSROOMS & ADMINISTRATIVE/TRAINING OFFICES 

1985 SQ .FT. 1995 SQ .FT. 

1 Training Chief 180 1 Training Chief 180 
1 Assistant Chief 180 1 Assistant Chief 180 
4 Training Officers@ 180 per 2 360 5 Training Officers 540 
2 Secretaries 110 3 Secretaries 165 

830 1,065 

1 Supply/Workroom 240 1 Supply/Workroom 240 
1 Staff Conference 360 1 Staff Conference 360 

600 600 

Total Offices 1,430 1,665 

1 Classroom (Seminar) 390 1 Classroom (Seminar) 390 

TOTAL 1,820 2,055 

HONOLULU POLICE DEPARTMENT 
CLASSROOMS & ADMINISTRATIVE/TRAINING OFFICES 

1985 SQ.FT. 1995 SQ .FT. 

Total Offices & Related Spaces* 3,692 Total Offices & Related Spaces* 4~017 · 

3 Seminar Rooms@ 390 1, 170 4 Seminar Rooms@ 390 1,560 
6 Lect'ure Rooms @ 729 4,374 7 Lecture Rooms@ 729 5, 103 
1 Demonstration Room@ 1215 1, 215 1 Demonstration Room@ 1215 1,215 

Total Classrooms 6,759 Total Classrooms 7,878 

Related Spaces* 2,282 Related Spaces* 2,282 

TOTAL 9,041 10, 160 

*See SUA Report. 
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HONOLULU POL ICE DEPARTMENT 
PROPOSED TRAINING PROGRAM 
TRAINEES PER YEAR 

1. Basic Recruit Course 
2. Special Recruit A (20% of total recruits) 
3. Special Recruit B (up to 1/3 of total recruits) 

Total Recruits 

4. Police Cadet 
5. Recruit R(~fresher (Total recruits less lC)<'lo attrition) 
6. Patrol Refresher (Al I ranks below sergeant, excl. recruits, + 10%) 

7. Pol ice Supervision A (New sergeants +25%) 
8. Police Supervision B (Sgts & lieutenants less new sgts. +10%) 
9. Investigators' Training A (New detectives +25%) 

10. Investigators' Training B (Detectives less new detectives +10%) 

11. Pol ice Management A (New captains and above) 
12. Police Management B (Captains and above +25'1'o) 
13. Field Trainers A (New field trainers) 
14. Field Trainers B (Equal to no. of recruits in trng. at one time +10%) 
15. Trainers' Course A (New trainers +50%) 

· 16. Trainers' Course B (Police trainers +20%) 

TOTAL TRAINEES PER YEAR 

-·; --
' 

Trainees Per Course Per Year 
1975 1985 1995 

227 136 158 
36 47 
45 78 

217 283 

35 45 55 
204. 163 212 

1309 1696 2167 

45 40 52 
301 405 517 

36 32 41 
167 230 294 

3 4 5 
54 71 90 

9 12 15 
61 50 65 
15 21 30 
84 74 96 

2550 3024 3875 

(A-4) 



---.-- ---\.._ .. _ I ._.... I 

HONOLULU POLICE DEPARTMENT 
PROPOSED TRAiN ING PROGRAM 

HOURS TRAINEES TYPE OF CLASSES PER COURSE PER YEAR* 
COURSE PER CLASS PER SESSION CLASSROOM 1975 1985 - 1995 

l. Basic Recruit 410 35 Lecture 6.5 3.9 4.5 
2. Special Recruit A 480 35 II 1.0 1.3 
3. Special Recruit B 300 35 II 1.3 2.2 

Total Recruit Classes 6.5 6.2 8.0 

4. Pol ice Cadet 120 35 Lecture 1.0 1.3 1.6 
5. Recruit Refresher 80 30 II 6.8 5.4 7.0 
6. Patrol Refresher 52 30 II 43.6 56.5 72.2 

7. Pol ice Supervision A 120 15 Seminar 3.0 2.7 3.5 
8. Pol ice Supervision B 40 15 II 20.0 27.0 34.4 • 

II9. Investigators T faining A 120 15 2.4 2. l 2.7 
10. Investigators Training B 40 15 II 11. l 15 .3 19.6 

11. Pol ice Management A 80 15 Seminar 1.0 1.0 1.0 
12. Pol ice Managament B 40 15 II 3~6 4.7 6.0 
13. Field Trainer5 A 80 15 II 1.0 1.0 1.0 
14. Field Trainers B 40 15 II 4.0 3.3 4.3 
15. Trainers Cour~e A 120 15 II 1.0 1.4 2.0 
16. Trainers Cours~ B 40 15 II 5.6 5.0 6.4 

*See SUA Report for calculation formulas. 
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HONOLULU POL ICE DEPARTMENT 
PROPOSED TRAIN ING PROGRAM 

TYPE OF CLASSROOMS REQUIRED* 
COURSE CLASSROOM 1975 1985 1995 

1. Basic Recruit Lecture 1.58 1.34 l.55 
2. Special Recruit A 

, 
.40 .52 

II3. Special Recruit B .33 .55 
Total Recruit Classes Lecture l.58 2.07 2.62 

4. Pol ice Cadet Lecture .07 •13 •16 
II5. Recruit Refresher .32 .36 .47 
II6. Patrol Refresher 1.34 2.47 3. 16 

7. Pol ice Supervision A Seminar .21 .27 .35 
II8. Pol ice Supervision B .47 .91 l. 15 
II9. Investigators Training A •17 .21 .27 
II10. Investigators Training B .26 .51 .66 

11. Pol ice tv\anagement A II .05 .07 .07 
II12. Pol ice Management B ,.09 •16 .20 
II13. Field Trainers A .05 .07 .07 
II14. Field Trainers B • 10 • 11 . 15 
II15. Trainers Course A .07 . 14 .20 
II16. Trainers Course B •13 •17 .21 

17. Special & Technical Lecture .•12 .24 .31 
Seminar .21 .36 .47 

TOTAL SEMINAR ROOMS 1.81 2.98 3.80 
TOTAL LECTURE ROOMS 3.43 5.27 6.72 

*See SUA Report for calculation formulas. 
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I FIRE AND POLICE TRAINING FACILITY
' CENTRAL BUILDING AREAS• 
J 
I 
I 

) Pol ice Department: 
Administrative & Training Office 
Classroom Area

) 

l 
Fire Department: 
Administrative & Training Office 
Classroom Area (one seminar room) 

l 

Total AC:ministrative & Training Offices 
1· Total Classroom Area 
-. 

Media Center 
Cafeteria 
Building and Grounds 

I 
Gymnasium 
Training Pool 

TOTAL CENTRAL BUILDING AREA 

1 
, 

I Second Floor: ' 
Adm in • & Train • J 
Classroom Area ] 

I Media Center ] 

I 
I First Floor: 

CI assrooms 
Cafeteria 
Bldg. & Grds. 

Gymnasium 
Train. Pool 

NET AREA %NET 

5, 122 
9,431 

4,549 
4,430 
2,616 

10,028 
7,344 

43,520 

1985 1995 TO GROSS 

NET REQUIRED AREA 
1985 1995 

. 3, 692 4,017 
9,041 10, 160 

1,430 1,665 
390 390 

I 
I 
I 
i 

13,024 14,370 70% 18,606 20,530 I 
I 
I 

I 
I 

13,024 14,370 70% 18,606 20,530 
I 
I ' 

17,372 17,372 90% 19,260 19,260 

5,682 
10,550 

4,549 
5,342 
2,616 

10,028 
7,344 

46, 111 I 
I 

Gl<OSS AREA I1985 1995 

TOTAL FIRST FLOOR GROSS AREA 37,866 39,790 

.) 1995 PROJECTION 
Building Coverag~ 
+landscaping@ 25% 

+Internal Site Circ.@ 25% ' 
TOTAL AREA (LAND COVER.) 

39 I 790 sq• ft• 
10 I 000 Sq, ft• 
49 I 790 Sq• ft• 
12,500 sq.ft. 

62, 290 sq •ft. = 1.4acres. 

(A-7) 
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ADMIN./CLASSROOM 

ADMINISTRATION·CLASSROOM BUILDING 

' • ' 1', • ••• 

·, Drafting Pit 

. ' 
. . 

'. . 

Concrete Slab 

.;. . . 

' . 
" ........ .. 

".. 

.' 

\ 

. 
J \.• 
·' .. 

' 

\ 

Shotgun Range· 

GYMN,,SIUM'. ' ' 1I 

~y .·: : • ., : ' : • : • '.!"•.• t· .~.'' .•- .t: ..... 
. .. . . . .:· . . ~ . ' ' .. '· . ' . 

' .. . . ' . ~ 

GYMNASIUM 

Rifle Range 

+15 

P.P.C Range 
+7 

... 

\ 

I 

'I 

\ 

RANGE OFFICE 

. J'ralfic•Control 
Accident Invest. · 

·. 

"'~.:~t-
. "'·I ·!', 

' ... 

\ 
\ 

.... . 
\' .
\ ·.. 

"\ ' ..~ 
"\.. r' •(

' ,. 

" . 

, I 

Driver Training Area 
+s . 

t 

Drlll Field 

' Target Range .. 

J. f 
I 

1:;--- -- Perimeter 
Landscape Trees 

PROJECTED DAILY 
ATTENDANCE 

Honolulu Police Dept. 
Trainees 
Staff • Visitors 
Total H.P..D. 

Honolulu Fire Dept. 
Trainees 
Staff • Visitors 
Total H.F.O. 

TOTAL PROJECTED 
DAILY ATTENDANCE 

BUILDING AREA 

Admin./Classroom 
Gymnasium 
Range Office & 
Firing Sheds 

Canine Training Bldg.r 

Fire Training Bldg. 
Radiology Building 

TOTAL AREA 

TOTAL PARKING 

1975 1985 1995 

1.29 
30 

159 

' 51 

-JJ 
222 

Gross 
sq. ft . 

32,791 

21,546 
7,824 

1,844 

9,683 
522 

81 
_11 
86 

330 

248 

3'f 
87 

_n 
109 

419 

Net 
sq. ft . 

24,558 

18 ,548 
7,524 

1,420 

8,500 
432 

74,210 60.982 

175 stalls 

• 
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