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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

ES.1 Proposed Action

Commander Joint Base Pearl Harbor-Hickam (JBPHH) (hereinafter, jointly referred to as the Navy)
proposes to lease United States Department of the Navy land to a commercial developer to construct
and operate renewable energy infrastructure on two separate sites (up to 25 acres total) at JBPHH,
Oahu, Hawaii. One site would house a biofuel-powered Firm Renewable Generation (FRG) plant and one
site would house a photovoltaic (PV) solar generating system. Both sites would house a lithium-ion
battery energy storage system (BESS). Additionally, the sites would be connected to the existing
Hawaiian Electric Company (HECO) electric infrastructure. The land would be leased for up to 37 years.
After the terms of the lease expire, the Navy and the lessee would consider a range of options, including
renewing the agreement and lease or decommissioning the system.

The Proposed Action would be located at JBPHH, situated on the eastern shore of Pearl Harbor on the
south side of the island of Oahu, Hawaii (Figure ES-1). JBPHH consists of Hickam Air Force Base and the
Naval Station Pearl Harbor, which merged into a joint base in October 2010 (DON, 2020). The Proposed
Action study area depicted in Figure ES-1 indicates the area where construction could occur and
correlates to locations assessed in this Environmental Assessment (EA).
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ES.2 Purpose of and Need for the Proposed Action

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to generate and store renewable energy in order to improve
energy security, strategic flexibility, and energy resiliency at JBPHH. The proposed power generation
facilities would provide renewable energy to the HECO power grid, which would greatly improve
electrical resiliency and reliability for the Navy and HECO customers on Oahu. It would also serve as
backup energy for JBPHH in the case of a power outage to improve resiliency on the base. It would
enable HECO to move cheaper, cleaner energy to where it is needed, both on- and off-base, which
supports the installation’s renewable energy goals while contributing to the Hawaii Clean Energy
Initiative’s goal of generating 100 percent of Hawaii’s energy from renewable sources by 2045 (Hawaii
Revised Statutes Section 196-10.5).

The need for the Proposed Action is to address the Navy’s critical energy security gaps by providing
energy resiliency to the entire base in the event of a grid outage. JBPHH’s aging (average age of over 50
years), undersized infrastructure and overloaded distribution system also impact reliability. The project
would improve the energy diversity and resiliency at JBPHH, which would ensure that the base is
prepared for future natural or human-caused disruptions.

ES.3 Alternatives Considered

Alternatives were developed for analysis based on a specific set of alternative screening factors. Site
characteristics were identified to analyze power plant location compatibility, including energy
production and storage capacity and transmission/distribution capabilities. The Navy is considering one
action alternative, the Proposed Action Alternative, which meets the purpose of and need for the
Proposed Action, and a No Action Alternative. Under the Proposed Action Alternative, the Navy would
issue a lease of up to 25 acres of land and the related granting of an interconnection easement on
JBPHH to a designated lessee. The lessee would construct, operate, and maintain a 103-megawatt
(MW)-capacity FRG Plant with a collocated BESS of up to 50 MW/100 megawatt hour (MWh) at Site 2. A
new, underground 46 kilovolt (kV) electrical transmission backbone would connect the new FRG Plant to
existing HECO substations located on JBPHH. A 6 MW PV system would be collocated with a 6 MW/24
MWh BESS at Site 5. Under the No Action Alternative, a lease would not be executed and the FRG Plant
and BESS, PV system and BESS, and the 46 kV electrical transmission backbone would not be
constructed.

ES.4 Summary of Environmental Resources Evaluated in the EA

The National Environmental Policy Act, Council on Environmental Quality regulations, and Navy
instructions for implementing the National Environmental Policy Act specify that an EA should address
those resource areas potentially subject to impacts. In addition, the level of analysis should be
commensurate with the anticipated level of environmental impact.

The following resource areas are addressed in this EA: air quality and greenhouse gases (GHGs), noise,
cultural resources, biological resources, visual resources, noise, and transportation. As the Proposed
Action fall under the Navy De Minimis Activities under the Coastal Zone Management Act, a consistency
determination has been made. The following resource areas are not evaluated in detail in this EA
because their potential impacts are considered insignificant, negligible, or nonexistent: water, geology,
soils, land use, airspace, infrastructure, public health and safety, hazardous materials and wastes,
socioeconomics, recreation, and environmental justice.
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ES.5 Summary of Potential Environmental Consequences of the Alternatives and Major
Mitigating Actions

This EA evaluates potential impacts under the No Action Alternative and the Proposed Action
Alternative including impacts from in-kind consideration projects.

The No Action Alternative would not change existing site conditions. No construction would occur on
the sites. As a result, the No Action Alternative would have no construction impacts. The No Action
Alternative would not provide energy for off-base (public) consumption and would neither contribute to
HECO and the State of Hawaii’s (SOH’s) energy resiliency goals nor provide energy resiliency for JBPHH.

The following impacts are anticipated from the Proposed Action Alternative.

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases: Construction phase air pollutant emission sources include
fuel-burning equipment, vehicles, and land disturbance. Elevated particulate matter concentrations are
expected immediately downwind of earthwork activity, but because best management practices (BMPs)
and standard operating procedures (SOPs) would be applied during the construction process, visible
fugitive dust plumes are unlikely to occur outside of the activity area. Potential exposure to elevated
pollutant concentrations would be most intense and occur at a higher probability in years 2 and 3 of
construction at Site 2, year 1 of construction at Site 5, and years 1 and 2 of construction of the electrical
transmission backbone. Base residential housing immediately to the south of Site 2, base residential
housing immediately adjacent to and to the south of Site 5, and off-base residential housing to the east
of Site 5 could be impacted. Construction phase emissions of criteria pollutants and hazardous air
pollutants (HAPs) would not cause significant impacts on air quality because they are temporary with a
low magnitude of emissions, and would not change the area’s attainment status or appreciably increase
human health risks in areas where sensitive receptors and/or public presence are anticipated.

Emissions during the operations phase of the project would primarily be generated by energy
production at Site 2. FRG Plant equipment, including emissions controls, would be operated and
maintained according to manufacturer specifications. Equipment subject to air permitting requirements
would be covered under a new Title V permit issued to the lessee as a separate source from JBPHH. The
PV system and the BESS at Site 5 would have minimal operational emissions. Operational emissions of
criteria pollutants emitted by the proposed power plant would be in compliance with the National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS)/SOH Ambient Air Quality Standards (SAAQS). Ambient air
concentrations of any hazardous air pollutant are anticipated to comply with limits established by

HAR 11-60.1-179. Operational emissions from on-road traffic would be insignificant compared to current
daily traffic counts at the nearby air monitors, based on an assumed number of delivery trucks and
employee vehicles per day associated with the proposed new FRG Plant at Site 2. A qualitative impact
assessment indicated that HAPs emitted during the operations phase would not appreciably increase
human health risks in areas where sensitive receptors and/or public presence are anticipated.

Estimated GHG emission increases over the 35 months of construction and the annual operation of the
FRG plant would not interfere with Hawaii’s statewide goal to be carbon net-negative by 2045. The
potential for the Proposed Action to interact with climate change was assessed under each resource
area within this EA. In summary, implementation of the Proposed Action would have less than
significant impacts to air quality and GHGs.

Cultural Resources: The Proposed Action would alter the Pearl Harbor National Historic Landmark
(PHNHL) through the construction of new facilities, demolition of three historic properties, and reuse of
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six historic properties, all of which contribute to the PHNHL District. Viewsheds within the larger PHNHL
District also would be altered as a result of new construction. The Proposed Action would result in
minor, permanent, and irreversible impacts to historic architectural resources. Section 106 consultation
is happening concurrently with this EA. The EA findings will therefore be updated in the Final EA with
information pertaining to the results of Section 106 consultation, including mitigation requirements for
adverse effects on historic properties.

The Proposed Action does not include any activities that would alter resources of importance to Native
Hawaiians, because no areas with identified culturally important resources exist within the Proposed
Action areas. Therefore, no impacts to cultural resources important to these groups would occur.

The Navy would follow procedures outlined in Navy SOPs for Archaeological Treatment Protocols in the
JBPHH Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan in the event of an inadvertent discovery of
cultural resources or remains (Table 2.7-1).

The Proposed Action would result in adverse effects on historic properties pursuant to Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). Adverse effects to historic properties would be resolved
through consultation and implementation of mitigation pursuant to NHPA Section 106 (see Table 2.7-1
and Appendix D for more detail). Therefore, the Proposed Action would result in a less than significant
impact on cultural resources.

Biological Resources: Site 2 is currently developed with two warehouses and is in an urban setting with
minimal vegetation. Site 5 has been previously disturbed and contains a baseball field, parking lot, and
other impervious surfaces and a few small buildings, including the Quonset hut. The vegetation at Site 5
mostly consists of grasses with scattered non-native trees and shrubs. Some trees and shrubs would be
removed from Site 5 for the PV system. Any minimally occurring wildlife on the sites would relocate to
regions nearby with similar conditions.

No federally- or SOH-listed vegetative species are known to occur at Sites 2 and 5 or along the proposed
electrical transmission backbone. No special-status animal species are expected to be affected by the
construction and operation of the Proposed Action as these sites are disturbed and do not support
habitat. No permanent loss of significant or critical terrestrial habitat would occur under the Proposed
Action. As a BMP, pre-construction surveys for nesting birds would be undertaken at both sites to avoid
impacts on breeding birds (Table 2.7-1). Therefore, the Proposed Action would not negatively affect
habitat use by any threatened or endangered species. The mitigation measures described in Table 3.8-2
would further minimize potential impacts, so construction would have no adverse effects to habitat.
Therefore, construction of the Proposed Action would have less than significant impacts to threatened
or endangered species.

Daytime construction, demolition, and site clearance would generate temporary noise and other
disturbances; however, avian and terrestrial species on JBPHH are already habituated to high levels of
noise associated with vehicle traffic, aircraft noise, light, and port activities. Increases in noise levels from
construction activities to the ambient noise environment would be negligible, short-term, and temporary.
BMPs in Table 2.7-1 would be followed to ensure that fallout risk for seabirds and disturbance to
Hawaiian hoary bats due to artificial lighting are minimized. BMPs to prevent ponding would be
implemented to reduce attraction of waterbirds and shorebirds to the project areas, protecting them
from risk of physical disturbance or strike. In addition, BMPs and SOPs would be implemented to prevent
water quality degradation (Table 2.7-1 and Table 2.7-2). As a result, construction would have no adverse
effects and impacts to biological resources would be less than significant.
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No impacts to avian and terrestrial species are expected to occur during the operational phase of the
Proposed Action as Site 2 is in an urban section of JBPHH and Site 5 mostly consists of grass that will be
developed with a PV system. The FRG plant at Site 2 would generate minimal noise during operations;
noise impacts from the BESS at Site 5 would be mitigated (Table 3.8-2). The proposed operational
activities at Site 5 would not result in substantial increased noise levels or loss of significant vegetation
that supports avian and terrestrial animals and would utilize anti-glare technology to avoid creating
additional light or glare that would attract or disorient avian species. Therefore, operations would have
no adverse effects and impacts to biological resources would be less than significant.

No substantive effects on federally- and SOH-listed marine species or critical marine habitat are
anticipated during construction or operation of the Proposed Action. Therefore, no adverse effects
would occur to marine species and impacts would be less than significant.

Visual Resources: The Proposed Action Alternative would lead to changes in the landscape during
construction at and around Sites 2 and 5. For both Sites 2 and 5, active construction activities would be
contained within the fenced construction site. The fencing would include screening material to obstruct
and minimize street views of heavy equipment, stockpile areas, and other facility demolition and
construction activities.

The visual effects at Site 2 would be permanent due to the exhaust stacks. In general, the visual contrast
level from the new FRG Plant facilities and structures at Site 2 would not be strong because the new FRG
Plant would have the same building massing and scale as the two existing buildings In addition, keeping
the historic rail line and mature shade trees would help maintain the historic landscape character in the
area. The exhaust stacks would be painted an appropriate shade of blue to further reduce visual
contrast between the exhaust stacks and the surrounding sky. Further consideration of potential
impacts on the historic character of the area is provided under Cultural Resources and will be addressed
through Section 106 consultation.

The installation of the ground-mounted PV panels at Site 5 would result in the permanent loss of
approximately 5 acres of the baseball field and the removal of several shade trees, thereby altering the
visual landscape at this site. The PV system would not obstruct any significant mountain and harbor
views from public vantage points. From public vantage points along Salt Lake Boulevard, viewers would
experience a high level of visual contrast from the landscape character alteration. Vegetation (e.g.,
hedges, trees) would be planted along the Site 5 fence line, reducing the visual contrast for viewers
along Salt Lake Boulevard to a medium level of intensity. From vantage points at the neighborhood park
and along Maluna Street, the intensity of visual contrast would be low to medium due to distance as
well as structures and trees that obstruct the view of Site 5.

Lighting for worker activity and security during construction and operation of the facilities would add to
existing lighting at Sites 2 and 5. The increased lighting at Site 5 is expected to include sources on the top
of the PV mount structures. This lighting would be visible from public locations. This change would not
substantially alter views or view quality due to broad distribution of light sources within JBPHH. Lighting
at Site 2 would be more limited and lower in profile than lighting at Site 5. Views from public locations
(Salt Lake Boulevard) and nearby residential housing would not be obstructed or substantially degraded
to existing light sources within JBPHH. The project would follow the Dark Skies Instruction and follow
best practices in coordination with United States Fish and Wildlife Service (see Section 3.3 for a related
discussion).
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Modern solar panels are constructed of dark-colored materials and are covered with anti-reflective
coatings and are not expected to cause adverse impact from glare. In summary, with the
implementation of BMPs and mitigation measures identified in Tables 2.7-1 and Table 3.8 2,
respectively, the Proposed Action would result in less than significant impacts to visual resources during
the construction and operation phase.

Noise: Construction activity and associated noise levels would vary at each location as the work
progresses. Construction would result in short-term, intermittent noise impacts from the operation of
heavy equipment, power and hand tools, and construction vehicles throughout the project area.
Although short-term (less than 3 years), temporary adverse noise impacts are anticipated during
construction, mufflers and vibratory or hydraulic drivers with shrouds would be used on construction
equipment and vehicles to minimize noise impacts during these activities. A Construction Noise Permit
from the SOH Department of Health (HDOH) (Hawaii Administrative Rules [HAR] 11-46) is not required
because all construction would occur within JBPHH (federal jurisdictional) boundaries. Construction noise
would not likely be audible to residents outside of JBPHH because of the distances between the
construction noise sources and receptors and the relatively high background noise levels where off-site
(public) receptors exist. A construction noise mitigation and management plan would be implemented in
association with BMPs to reduce construction noise to less than significant impacts.

For long-term facility operations at Sites 2 and 5, noise predictions indicate potential noise impacts that
exceed the HAR 11-46 criteria for Class A zoning districts (i.e., residential, public, and open space) of

55 decibels in the A-weighted scale (dBA) during the daytime and 45 dBA during the nighttime, which
was used as the design criteria for the Proposed Action. At Site 2, operational noise sources would
include the cooling radiator field for the FRG Plant facility and components associated with the BESS
storage units. At Site 5, the only significant noise source would be the BESS unit. For noise receptors
immediately adjacent to each site, preliminary modeling results indicate potential noise exceedances
ranging from 3 to 16 dBA above the design criteria at Site 2 and 1 to 14 dBA at Site 5. The preliminary
predicted noise levels from facility operations at each representative receptor as compared to the
daytime and nighttime criteria are detailed in Appendix B.

The HDOH regulates excessive noise sources, including equipment related to operational noise and
construction activities under Chapter 342F, Hawaii Revised Statutes (Noise Pollution) and HAR 11-46
(Community Noise Control). As a federal agency, the Navy considers HDOH noise provisions as local best
practices and would exert best efforts to comply with applicable state noise regulations. The commercial
developer has committed to meeting the HAR 11-46 criteria in the design for each facility under the
Proposed Action. Proposed mitigation measures to reduce operational noise include noise barriers for
the BESS units, low-noise fans, and other mechanical and operational mitigation solutions (see Table
3.8-2 and Appendix B for more detail). With these measures in place, the effects of operational noise on
the surrounding sensitive receptors would be less than significant.

Transportation: The JBPHH roadway network in the vicinity of each site would be affected by the
construction traffic related to the installation of the FRG Plant and PV panels at Sites 2 and 5,
respectively, duct banks, transport of materials to and from the work sites, and construction employee-
generated travel. Short-term construction effects to the transportation system may occur. These effects
may include increasing user delay and travel times at both internal and external intersections when
construction traffic travels to and from the site. The addition of vehicles and increase in user delay could
create short-term, localized congestion. Additionally, congestion is anticipated where lanes would need
to be closed due to construction adjacent to the roadway.
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To minimize potential impacts during construction, the contractor would establish a construction traffic
management plan (CTMP) that would include a list of lane/street closures and times as well as traffic
control measures such as speed limit reduction, pavement markings, and flaggers to identify the
appropriate work zone management strategies (BMP TRANS MGMT-2 Table 2.7-1). The CTMP would
complement the traffic control plan to mitigate impacts that may arise during construction. Standard
practices to protect construction workers, pedestrians, and motorists near roadways would address safe
travel for vehicles near construction sites. With a Construction Traffic Plan and CTMP in place, no
significant impacts on transportation are anticipated during the construction phase.

Parking for construction worker vehicles would be accommodated within site boundaries with an option
for overflow parking in Parking Lot D, pending coordination with the Navy. Utilization of on-street
parking is not anticipated.

The operation of the facilities is not anticipated to create long-term impacts to the transportation
network. The addition of six to eight vehicles during the peak hour periods for the worker trips to and
from Site 2 and up to 15 trucks per day for fuel delivery is expected to add minimal additional traffic
volume on the roadways and at key intersections. The long-term operational impacts would be similar
to those of the No Action Alternative. Therefore, no significant impacts would occur.

ES.6 Public Involvement

Regulations from the Council on Environmental Quality direct agencies to involve the public in preparing
and implementing National Environmental Policy Act procedures.

The Navy has prepared this Draft EA to inform the public of the Proposed Action and to allow the
opportunity for public review and comment. The Draft EA review period began with a public Notice of
Availability published in the Honolulu Star-Advertiser indicating the availability of the Draft EA. The Navy
published a Notice of Availability of the Draft EA for three consecutive days in the Honolulu
Star-Advertiser starting on April 3, 2024. The notice described the Proposed Action, solicited public
comments on the Draft EA, provided dates of the public comment period, and announced the locations
where public review copies are available. The Draft EA is available online at:
https://pacific.navfac.navy.mil/About-Us/National-Environmental-Policy-Act-NEPA-Information.
Comments received during the public comment period on the Draft EA will be considered in the Final EA.
The Navy has initiated consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Hawaii State Historic
Preservation Officer. Correspondence with agencies will be included in the Final EA.
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1 Purpose of and Need for the Proposed Action

1.1 Introduction

Commander Joint Base Pearl Harbor-Hickam (JBPHH) (hereinafter, jointly referred to as the Navy)
proposes to lease United States (U.S.) Department of the Navy (DON) land to a commercial developer to
construct and operate renewable energy infrastructure on two separate sites (up to 25 acres total) at
Joint Base Pearl Harbor-Hickam (JBPHH), Oahu, Hawaii. One site would house a biofuel-powered Firm
Renewable Generation plant and one site would house a photovoltaic (PV) solar generating system.
Both sites would house a lithium-ion battery energy storage system (BESS). Additionally, the sites would
be connected to the existing Hawaiian Electric Company (HECO) electric infrastructure. The land would
be leased for up to 37 years. After the terms of the lease expire, the Navy and the lessee would consider
a range of options, including renewing the agreement and lease or decommissioning the system.

The Navy proposes to lease land to a commercial developer to enhance energy resiliency and energy
security at JBPHH and meet Navy renewable energy and resiliency goals. The term “energy resilience,” in
accordance with 10 U.S. Code (U.S.C.) Section (§) 101, is the ability to avoid, prepare for, minimize,
adapt to, and recover from anticipated and unanticipated energy disruptions in order to ensure energy
availability and reliability to provide for mission assurance and readiness, and to execute or rapidly
reestablish mission-essential requirements. The term “energy security” means having assured access to
reliable supplies of energy and the ability to protect and deliver sufficient energy to meet
mission-essential requirements as described in 10 U.S.C. § 2924 (3)(A). The Proposed Action would
accomplish this by providing mutual benefits to the Oahu community and the Navy by improving island-
wide power reliability, increasing renewable energy, meeting the DON mission requirements for energy
resiliency, and minimizing impact on utility ratepayers.

The Navy has prepared this Environmental Assessment (EA) in accordance with the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), as implemented by the Council on Environmental Quality Regulations,
the federal regulations for implementing NEPA. The Navy has determined that the Hawaii Environmental
Policy Act is not applicable as the Proposed Action is on federal land.

1.2 Background to this Action

Navy resiliency studies identified vulnerability at JBPHH with the single incoming commercial power
generation from HECO, making JBPHH missions entirely dependent on HECO grid reliability. With the
decommissioning of the Applied Energy Services (AES) Coal Plant, retiring power plants on the island,
and other factors such as the reliability on imported petroleum, high electricity prices, and unreliable
power supply, HECO and the Navy identified strategies to address energy generation on the island
including on federal (Navy) property.

In 2015, the State of Hawaii (SOH) passed Act 97, which set a goal to generate 100 percent of the state’s
energy from renewable sources by 2045. The purpose of the act is to ensure Hawaii eliminates its
dependence on imported fuels and continues to grow the local renewable energy industry. Act 97
included statutes setting the renewable energy goals listed below:

e Forty percent of Hawaii’s net electricity sales by December 31, 2030

e Seventy percent of Hawaii’s net electricity sales by December 31, 2040

e One hundred percent of Hawaii’s net electricity sales by December 31, 2045
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The SOH Public Utilities Commission directed HECO to modernize energy generation using renewable
resources. In 2016, HECO developed the Power Supply Improvement Program to transition to 100
percent renewable energy by 2045. As part of the state’s plans to meet the 2045 energy goals, the state
mandated the decommissioning of the 180 megawatt (MW) AES Coal Plant, which serves approximately
15 percent of the power demand to Oahu, on September 1, 2022. In addition, HECO plans to retire aging
units at its Waiau and Kahe power plants (2024-2028).

In October 2020, DON issued a request for proposal (RFP) for the lease of non-excess, underutilized land
at JBPHH under the authority of 10 U.S.C. § 2667. The Navy’s RFP was for an energy resilience project in
accordance with SECNAVINST 4101.3A, the DON Energy Program. As part of the acquisition process, the
Navy selected one prime contractor from the proposals received. The projects would help HECO ensure
it has sufficient energy capacity via firm renewable energy to maintain reliability after the coal plant is
decommissioned and as the utility’s aging units are retired. Firm renewable energy, like biofuel and
geothermal energy, is energy that can be continuously generated and is therefore constantly available,
unlike weather-dependent energy, like solar and wind energy. In consideration of the need for Firm
Renewable Generation to replace the firm generation being decommissioned at the AES Coal Plant, on
May 4, 2022, HECO filed an RFP for firm renewable energy procurement on Oahu. HECO is seeking
proposals to acquire 500 to 700 MW of energy from firm renewable energy resources as an important
step toward reaching the state’s renewable energy goals. The final RFP was issued by HECO on January
9, 2023, and the Developer was selected in the Final Award Group on December 1, 2023. The projects
are expected to be online by 2029 and 2033.

1.3 Location

The Proposed Action would be located at JBPHH, situated on the eastern shore of Pearl Harbor on the
south side of the island of Oahu, Hawaii. JBPHH consists of Hickam Air Force Base and Naval Station
Pearl Harbor, which merged into a joint base in October 2010 (DON, 2020). The Proposed Action study
area depicted in Figure 2.4-1 indicates the area where construction could occur and correlates to
locations assessed in this EA.

JBPHH is comprised of approximately 24,895 acres (10,075 hectares) of land and 68,081 acres

(27,552 hectares) of water. JBPHH is one of the nation’s most strategic naval installations. JBPHH’s most
important mission is coordinating the Navy’s local support of the Commander Pacific Fleet. It provides
logistic support including ship berthing, repair and maintenance, supply and storage, and public works
support to the Navy operating forces in the region (CNRH, 2006).
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1.4 Purpose of and Need for the Proposed Action

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to generate and store renewable energy in order to improve
energy security, strategic flexibility, and energy resiliency at JBPHH. The proposed power generation
facilities would provide renewable energy to the HECO power grid and backup energy to JBPHH, which
would improve electrical resiliency and reliability for the Navy and HECO customers on Oahu. It would
also enable HECO to move cheaper, cleaner energy to where it is needed, both on- and off-base, which

supports the installation’s renewable energy goals
while contributing to the Hawaii Clean Energy
Initiative’s goal of generating 100 percent of
Hawaii’s energy from renewable sources by 2045
(Hawaii Revised Statutes § 196-10.5).

The need for the Proposed Action is to address the
Navy’s critical energy security gaps, in support of the
Navy’s responsibilities to 10 U.S.C. § 8062, by
providing energy resiliency to the entire base in the
event of a grid outage. JBPHH aging (average age of
over 50 years), undersized infrastructure and
overloaded distribution system also impact
reliability. The project would improve the energy
diversity and resiliency at JBPHH, which would
ensure that the base is prepared for future natural
or human-caused disruptions. The power generation
facilities proposed would provide renewable energy
to the HECO power grid, which would greatly
improve electrical resiliency and reliability for HECO
customers on Oahu, including the Navy.

1.5 Scope of Environmental Analysis

10 U.S.C. § 8062: “The Navy shall be organized,
trained, and equipped for the peacetime
promotion of the national security interests and
prosperity of the United States and for prompt
and sustained combat incident to operations at
sea. It is responsible for the preparation of naval
forces necessary for the duties described in the
preceding sentence except as otherwise
assigned and, in accordance with integrated
joint mobilization plans, for the expansion of the
peacetime components of the Navy to meet the
needs of war.”

Hawaii Revised Statutes Section 196-10.5 Hawaii
Clean Energy Initiative (HCEI): HCEl is a
framework of statutes and regulations
supported by a diverse group of stakeholders
committed to Hawaii’s clean energy future. In
2014, HCEI renewed Hawaii’'s commitment to
setting bold clean energy goals, including
achieving the nation’s first-ever 100 percent
renewable portfolio standards by the year 2045.

This EA includes an analysis of potential environmental impacts associated with the Proposed Action
Alternative and the No Action Alternative. The primary environmental resources that are addressed in
this EA are: air quality, greenhouse gases, cultural resources, biological resources, visual resources,
noise, and transportation. The study area for each resource analyzed may differ due to how the
Proposed Action interacts with or impacts the resource and may only include the construction footprint
of a facility, or would expand to include areas that may be impacted by the Proposed Action.

1.6 Key Documents

Key documents are sources of information incorporated into this EA. Documents are considered to be
key because of similar actions, analyses, or impacts that may apply to this Proposed Action. The Council
on Environmental Quality guidance encourages incorporating documents by reference.

Documents incorporated by reference or relevant in part or in whole include:

e Environmental Assessment for PV Systems at Joint Base Pearl Harbor-Hickam, Oahu, Hawaii (June
2015): The EA analyzed a PV system that would provide up to 50 MW of electrical power in two
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phases. The electrical power generated by both phases of the project would be conveyed to HECO’s
electrical grid for public use.

e Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Schofield Generating Station Project at U.S. Army
Garrison-Hawaii (October 2015): The EIS analyzed the effects of the Army’s granting of a lease on
Schofield Barracks, and the Army’s and the SOH Department of Land and Natural Resources’
granting of easements to HECO for the construction and operation of a multifuel-capable 50 MW
power plant and associated transmission line (Department of the Army, 2015).

e EIS for Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard and Intermediate Maintenance Facility Dry Dock and
Waterfront Production Facility: As part of the Navy’s Shipyard Infrastructure Optimization Program
(SIOP), a new dry dock and associated production facility is being proposed for Pearl Harbor Naval
Shipyard (PHNSY) and Intermediate Maintenance Facility. The new dry dock is needed to
accommodate new classes of vessels. The production facility is required to increase efficiency by
locating industrial spaces closer to a dry dock, thereby reducing the time and motion of the shipyard
workforce (DON, 2022d).

e JBPHH Ambulatory Care Center (ACC) EA: The EA analyzed a Proposed Action to construct and
operate a new consolidated health clinic located along Kuntz Avenue in the Hickam portion of
JBPHH. The new ACC is a consolidated joint service facility replacing several existing facilities
separately operated by the Navy, Air Force, and Army. The proposed ACC would be sustained and
administered by the Defense Health Agency, a tenant at JBPHH (DON, 2022b).

1.7 Relevant Laws and Regulations

The Navy has prepared this EA based on federal and state laws, statutes, regulations, and policies
pertinent to the implementation of the Proposed Action. A description of the Proposed Action’s
consistency with these laws, policies, and regulations, as well as the names of regulatory agencies
responsible for their implementation, is presented in Chapter 5 (Table 5.1-1).

1.8 Public and Agency Participation and Intergovernmental Coordination

Regulations from the Council on Environmental Quality direct agencies to involve the public in preparing
and implementing NEPA procedures.

The Navy has prepared this Draft EA to inform the public of the Proposed Action and to allow the
opportunity for public review and comment. The Draft EA review period began with a public Notice of
Availability published in the Honolulu Star-Advertiser indicating the availability of the Draft EA. The Navy
published a Notice of Availability of the Draft EA for three consecutive days in the Honolulu
Star-Advertiser starting on April 3, 2024. The notice described the Proposed Action, solicited public
comments on the Draft EA, provided dates of the public comment period, and announced the locations
where public review copies are available. The Draft EA is available online at:
https://pacific.navfac.navy.mil/About-Us/National-Environmental-Policy-Act-NEPA-Information.
Comments received during the public comment period on the Draft EA will be considered in the Final
EA. The Navy has initiated consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Hawaii State Historic
Preservation Officer. Correspondence with agencies will be included in the Final EA.
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2 Proposed Action and Alternatives

2.1 Proposed Action

The United States (U.S.) Department of the Navy (hereinafter, referred to as the Navy) proposes to lease
land to a commercial developer to construct and operate renewable energy infrastructure at two
separate sites (up to 25 acres total) at Joint Base Pearl Harbor-Hickam (JBPHH), Oahu, Hawaii. Site 2
would house a biofuel-powered Firm Renewable Generation (FRG) plant (10 acres) and Site 5 would
house a photovoltaic (PV) solar generating system and battery energy storage system (BESS) (15 acres).
Both sites would house a lithium-ion BESS. Additionally, the sites would be connected to the existing
Hawaiian Electric Company (HECO) electric infrastructure. Construction of the renewable energy
infrastructure would take approximately 2.5 years, with operations planned to begin in 2027.

To determine the lessee for this project, the Navy submitted a request for proposal (RFP) on October 15,
2020. As part of the RFP process, the Navy competitively selected a lessee to lease the sites. The lessee
would develop, finance, operate, and maintain a system within the sites for the term of the lease (not to
exceed 37 years). After the terms of the lease expire, the Navy and the lessee would consider a range of
options, including renewing the agreement and lease or decommissioning the system. That decision
would be determined through a separate NEPA document at a future date, as applicable. As
consideration, the lessee would provide in-kind consideration (IKC) projects that directly support the
Proposed Action and are needed to meet the purpose and need of the Proposed Action to provide
energy resilience, which would enhance the installation’s energy resilience posture. The developer
would secure offtake agreements through available market opportunities. The proposed energy system
would provide energy resiliency to the Navy in times of utility grid outage and/or power quality event.

2.2 Screening Factors

The National Environmental Policy Act’s implementing regulations provide guidance on the
consideration of alternatives to a federally proposed action and require rigorous exploration and
objective evaluation of reasonable alternatives. Only those alternatives determined to be reasonable
and to meet the purpose and need require detailed analysis.

2.2.1 Power Plant Location Screening Criteria

The Navy investigated 15 different sites on JBPHH for compatibility with an outlease to a developer to design
energy production, storage capacity, and transmission/distribution capabilities. These capabilities must be
compatible with the installation operational mission. To identify potential sites at JBPHH, a team conducted
site visits and a thorough review of the Commander, Navy Region Hawaii Regional Integration Plan (CNRH,
2012b) and the JBPHH Installation Development Plan (CNRH, 2013). The screening criteria for site selection
included: proximity to Station C (Navy Electrical Station), land size, Tsunami Evacuation Zone/Federal
Emergency Management Agency Flood Zones, slope/topography, proximity to emissions and noise-sensitive
land uses, conflict with/displacement of existing functions, environmental constraints, impact on cultural
resources, impact on natural resources, proximity to major roadways/utilities, and developability. The 15
potential locations were analyzed against these site characteristics and ranked. After the Navy selected the
15 compatible sites, a power plant analysis and site selection study were developed to analyze, evaluate, and
rank the sites. As a result, Site 2 was presented as the site location in the JBPHH Energy Generation and/or
Storage, Resiliency, Reliability, and Security at JBPHH RFP outlease. Site 5 was presented in the JBPHH RFP to
address HECO’s new RFP for renewable and battery storage projects. Site 5 also ranked in the analysis among
the top five preferred locations for the PV system. The results of site evaluations were presented in status
briefs to Navy leadership and discussed extensively among Navy stakeholders.
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The Navy released an RFP on October 15, 2020, for lease of non-excess real property at JBPHH under the
authority of 10 United States Code (U.S.C.) § 2667. The Navy reviewed the proposals submitted in
response to the RFP and then selected a lessee. The Navy and the lessee will enter into negotiations and
ultimately sign a lease. Further details on the site selection screening criteria and site selection study are
provided in Appendix J.

2.3 Lease Agreement

The Navy intends to use a real estate out-grant to ensure fair compensation for the use of Navy lands
where renewable energy generation or storage would occur. For the Proposed Action, the lease
facilitates on-base generation of renewable energy for on- and off-base consumption. Over the
proposed lease term of up to 37 years, this project will be constructed, operated, and maintained via a
third-party developer. The energy generated and stored at JBPHH would be provided to the local power
grid via a power purchase agreement with HECO.

In accordance with 10 U.S.C. § 2667, out-grants (leases) shall ensure consideration (rent) is paid in an
amount not less than the fair market value of the leasehold interest, either in cash or in-kind. The IKC
proposed for this project (as described in Section 2.5.5) includes essential electrical infrastructure that
would provide installation-wide, long-term energy resiliency in the case of an off-base grid outage and
relocation of existing tenants. The project developer would be required to comply with all applicable
federal, Department of Defense, state, and local regulations, policies, codes, and criteria including but not
limited to: applicable United Facilities Criteria, National Electric Code, Institute of Electrical and Electronics
Engineers, American National Standards Institute, National Fire Protection Association, and Leadership in
Energy and Environmental Design. Additionally, the project developer would follow best management
practices (BMPs), standard operating procedures (SOPs), and mitigation measures identified in this EA.

2.4 Description of Site Locations

Site 2 consists of approximately 10 acres of developed land and is located between Paul Hamilton Avenue and
Russell Avenue (Figure 2.4-1). The land use is currently industrial, consisting of two warehouses

(Warehouses YA and YB) and a small support facility (Warehouse 244) (Figure 2.5-1). Additionally, three fuel
tanks (12,000-gallon D2 gas, 12,000-gallon unleaded gasoline, and 10,000-gallon flex fuel) and a wash rack are
present on the site. Warehouse YA, constructed in 1941, is approximately 63,000 square feet. Warehouse YB,
constructed in 1941, is approximately 97,000 square feet. Warehouse 244, constructed in 1943, is
approximately 1,700 square feet. Remnants of a historic rail line run parallel to Russell Avenue and
Warehouse YB. Mature trees line Russell Avenue, and several small trees and a large banyan tree grow on the
site. Facilities 226, 283, 284, 393, and 394 would be used to relocate Defense Logistics Agency from Site 2 and
Facility 452K would be used to relocate other tenants (see Warehouse Tenant Relocation Sites in Figure 2.4-1).

Site 5 is approximately 15 acres and is located at Salt Lake Boulevard and Namur Road (Figure 2.4-1).
Currently, this location is used for the open storage of lumber and other materials. There are three
metal storage structures (Facilities X31, 77, and 80), a storage facility (Facility 79), and an open field with
a few non-native trees and an adjacent baseball field (Figure 2.5-3). A small administration facility
(Facility 78) and restroom (Facility 59) are also on the site. The Proposed Action would not impact the
Quonset hut (Facility X24) situated on the southeast corner of the property. Facility X31, constructed in
1946, is approximately 6,800 square feet. Facility 77, constructed in 1986, is approximately 6,900 square
feet. Facility 80, constructed in 1995, is approximately 6,000 square feet. Facility 78, constructed in 1992,
is approximately 700 square feet. Facility 79, constructed in 1994, is approximately 1,500 square feet.
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Figure 2.4-1 Site Locations
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2.5 Alternatives Carried Forward for Analysis

Based on the reasonable alternative screening factors listed in Section 2.2.1 and meeting the purpose
and need for the Proposed Action, one action alternative was identified and is analyzed within this EA.

2.5.1 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not occur. A lease would not be executed;
the FRG Plant and BESS at Site 2, the PV system and BESS at Site 5, and the 46 kilovolt (kV) electrical
transmission backbone would not be constructed; and the existing facilities at these sites would not be
demolished. In the case of a natural or human-caused disaster event, JBPHH energy diversity and
resiliency goals would not be achieved and the project would not contribute to the State of Hawaii’s goal
of reaching 100 percent renewable energy by 2045. The No Action Alternative would not meet the
purpose of and need for the Proposed Action. However, as required by the National Environmental Policy
Act, the No Action Alternative is carried forward for analysis in this EA. The No Action Alternative will be
used to analyze the consequences of not undertaking the Proposed Action and will serve to establish a
comparative baseline for analysis.

2.5.2 Proposed Action Alternative: Sites 2 and 5 Development
The Proposed Action includes the following:

e The Navy’s lease of up to 25 acres of land and the related granting of an interconnection easement
on JBPHH to a designated lessee to construct, operate, and maintain a 103-megawatt (MW)-capacity
FRG Plant (Site 2) with a collocated BESS of up to 50 MW/100 megawatt hour (MWh) and 6 MW PV
system with a 6 MW/24 MWh BESS (Site 5). The lease would be under the authority of 10 U.S.C. §
2667, “Leases: non-excess property of military departments and Defense Agencies.” The
interconnection easement property would be under the authority of 10 U.S.C. § 2668, “Easements
for rights-of-way.”

e The lessee’s construction, ownership, operation, and maintenance of a 103-MW-capacity FRG Plant
with a collocated BESS of up to 50 MW/100 MWh at Site 2 and 6 MW PV system with a 6 MW/24
MWh BESS at Site 5, and a 46 kV electrical transmission backbone to connect Site 2 to five HECO
electrical substations located on JBPHH. Site 5 would be connected to the system using existing
HECO electrical utility lines. The lessee would be the sole owner of the FRG Plant and the BESS.

e IKC projects including: the 46 kV Electrical Transmission Backbone; Defense Logistics Agency
Relocation; Replace Protective Relays; Replace Live Front Equipment, Hickam; Protective Relay
Coordination Study; and the Proposed Action Operations and Maintenance. Full descriptions of the
IKC projects are provided in Section 2.5.6.

Under normal operating conditions, the electricity produced by the FRG Plant and BESS would supply
power to HECO customers through the island-wide electrical grid. During power outages, output would
be provided to JBPHH to meet mission requirements and would additionally support the grid up to its
full capacity. This would eliminate the use of emergency generators, thereby improving efficiency and
reducing equipment emissions. Construction projects would incorporate Leadership in Energy and
Environmental Design and sustainable development concepts to achieve optimum resource efficiency,
sustainability, and energy conservation.
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2.5.3 Proposed Action Alternative: Site 2 FRG Plant and 50 MW/100 MWh BESS (10 acres)

Figure 2.5-1 presents a vicinity map showing the location of Site 2. Construction would begin in
December 2024 and would be complete by October 2027. Site 2 would include the FRG Plant, biodiesel
storage tanks, biomethane storage and offloading terminals, 50 MW/100 MWh BESS, and support
facilities (Figure 2.5-2). The BESS would consist of 18 rows of nine battery stacks, with room for four
additional stacks for future augmentation. The FRG Plant would use 100 percent renewable energy fuel
sources such as biodiesel and biomethane (also known as renewable natural gas [RNG]) consistent with
the Hawaii Renewable Energy Initiative and HECO requirements. The FRG Plant would be expected to
primarily use RNG (biomethane) with biodiesel used as backup fuel. Running on RNG would reduce
emissions and increase the capacity factor of the plant. The capacity factor is how often the plant
operates at maximum power. The plant would be permitted for the worst-case scenario, i.e., to run on
biodiesel only, without RNG startup. The FRG Plant would need to be available to operate 24 hours per
day on any day of the year, up to the air permit limitations. HECO would control the dispatch (timely
delivery) of the energy generated by the plant into the existing HECO system. The worst-case hourly
emissions assume all 11 engines would undergo startups on biodiesel during the same hour and all

11 reciprocating generator sets would power the FRG Plant (Appendix A). These internal combustion
engine generators would generate low and controllable emissions via selective catalytic reduction and
include the ability of the FRG Plant to start itself without assistance from external utility sources
(auxiliary power) and redundant design (11 generators to ensure no single point of failure exists). The
FRG Plant would also entail an engine hall, exhaust stacks, and reagent tanks. All engines could operate
simultaneously.

The FRG Plant would use both RNG (biomethane) and biodiesel. RNG would be generated on the North
Shore of Oahu and trucked to Site 2. The RNG storage and supply yard at Site 2 would include six RNG
unloading stations. RNG would be stored and distributed from mobile trailer tanks. The mobile trailers
would pull up and connect to the unloading station, and then pick up an empty tank to refill. Each tank
would have a capacity of 645,000 standard cubic feet. As a worst-case scenario, if the plant primarily
runs on RNG at a 50 percent capacity factor, on average, up to 15 RNG fuel trucks per day would be
needed to maintain sufficient fuel for the plant, and up to one truck every other day would be needed to
maintain a backup fuel supply of RNG (Appendix A).

The conceptual site plan for Site 2 includes a biodiesel storage tank yard that would contain a fuel
unloading station, approximately three storage tanks up to 40 feet tall (with a storage capacity of
1.5 million gallons total), a lube oil storage tank area up to 20 feet tall, a pump facility, and a
containment berm that would be constructed around the storage tank yard.

Biodiesel would be transported from Washington State to Campbell Industrial Park on the west coast of
Oahu via a fuel barge and then trucked to JBPHH as needed to maintain full fuel storage (up to 15 trucks
per day). Biodiesel for the FRG Plant would be transported to the west coast of Oahu on existing fuel
transport vessels, representing a minimal increase in the total volume of liquid fuel transported to Oahu.
All fuel delivery and safety procedures would be followed during transport, delivery, and storage of
biodiesel, including spill prevention and response planning, leak detection, and automatic shut-off.
Assuming the plant operates at a consistent capacity factor throughout the year, this would equate to a
barge every 3 weeks for biodiesel delivery.

Proposed support facilities at Site 2 include an engine hall approximately 50 feet tall, exhaust stacks
approximately 110 feet tall, a cooling radiator field approximately 25 feet tall, a guard house, a
workshop and warehouse, an administration facility, a control facility and two other support facilities, a
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fire facility, a compressor facility, a black start generator, and a fire tank. Perimeter fencing, lighting,
noise mitigation, access roads, parking and service areas, walkways, storm water management,
underground utility structures, access gates and fencing, and necessary grading would be included. For
the electrical component, the site would include an air-insulated 46 kV substation for connection to the
HECO grid, protection, and automation for the collection of power, all low-voltage switchgear, motor
controls, panel boards, house-power transformers, and auxiliary load services.

A temporary staging area would be developed within the Site 2 boundary to accommodate construction
equipment, materials, and other needs during the construction period. During construction, materials
would be transported by truck from various on-island sources and from port deliveries to Site 2 where
they would be stored, assembled (as necessary), and moved into place. Several smaller, non-native trees
would be removed during construction; however, the mature trees along Russell Avenue and a large
banyan tree would be retained. The construction site would be fenced, and dust barriers and other best
management practices (BMPs) would be erected around active construction areas to minimize the
effects of fugitive dust on adjacent land uses in the area. BMPs for soil erosion and sedimentation
control would be implemented in accordance with project-specific drainage and erosion control plans,
which would comply with applicable National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System requirements for
construction-related activities.

The proposed construction would mostly occur in previously disturbed areas. Site 2 would include
perimeter fencing, lighting, noise mitigation, access roads, parking and service areas, walkways, storm
water management, underground utility structures, access gates and fencing, and necessary grading.

The two warehouses (Warehouses YA and YB) and the lubricant building (Warehouse 244) require
demolition or disassembly prior to the start of construction (approximately 165,000 combined square
feet). During construction, a non-profit company would deconstruct the facilities to reuse the building
components and minimize landfilled waste. The fuel tanks and associated fuel dispensing pumps would
remain in place to maintain uninterrupted availability to the motor pool. The fuel supply line to these
tanks would be relocated prior to construction, and the wash rack currently located at Site 2 would be
removed prior to construction. The mature trees and a historic rail line along Russell Avenue would
remain undisturbed during the proposed construction and operations at Site 2. A vicinity map showing
the location of Site 2 and the site design concept are presented in Figure 2.5-1 and Figure 2.5-2,
respectively.
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Figure 2.5-1  Site 2 Study Area
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Figure 2.5-2  Site 2 Design Concept
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2.5.4 Proposed Action Alternative: Site 5 6 MW PV System and 6 MW/24 MWh BESS (15 acres)

Site 5 would consist of a 6 MW solar PV system collocated with a 6 MW/24 MWh BESS. Construction
would begin in December 2024 and would be complete by October 2026. The solar PV system would
consist of approximately 10,950 modules in approximately 54 rows. The BESS would consist of three
rows of 13 BESS units for a total of 39 BESS blocks, with each row of blocks including an inverter, step-up
transformer, battery arrays, related heating, ventilation, air conditioning, and fire suppression.

A staging area would be developed on the northwest parking lot of the site to accommodate
construction equipment, materials, and other needs during the construction period. During
construction, materials would be transported by truck from various on-island sources and from port
deliveries to Site 5, where they would be stored, assembled (as necessary), and moved into place. The
construction site would be fenced, dust barriers would be erected around active construction areas, and
other BMPs would be implemented to minimize the effects of fugitive dust on adjacent land uses in the
area. During site preparation, surface vegetation in the areas to be developed would be cleared and
grubbed (i.e., roots and stumps extracted) and the ground would be excavated and compacted where
load-bearing foundations are proposed. BMPs for soil erosion and sedimentation control would be
implemented in accordance with project-specific drainage and erosion control plans, which would
comply with applicable National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System requirements for
construction-related activities. The site would require minimal grading to accommodate the PV systems;
therefore, no net increase of impervious surface would be added to this site.

Site 5 would include perimeter fencing, lighting, noise mitigation, access roads, parking, service areas,
walkways, storm water management, underground utility structures, access gates and fencing, and
necessary grading. No emergency generators are proposed at Site 5. Perimeter fencing would allow for a
driveway for workers to access Facility X24.

Site 5 would interconnect to the HECO distribution system via an existing overhead distribution line on
Namur Road. For the electrical component, the site would include an air-insulated 46 kV substation,
protection, automation for collection of power, step-up transformation to 46 kV, all low-voltage
switchgear, panel boards, house-power transformers, and auxiliary load services.

Three existing metal storage structures (Facilities X31, 77, and 80), and Facilities 59, 78, and 79 would be
deconstructed and removed during construction by a non-profit company to reuse the building
components and minimize landfilled waste. A vicinity map showing the location of Site 5 and the site
general layout are presented in Figure 2.5-3 and Figure 2.5-4, respectively.
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2.5.5 Proposed Action Operations and Maintenance

The selected lessee would be responsible for the operations and maintenance of Sites 2 and 5 and the
IKC project sites through the duration of the lease. At the FRG Plant, personnel would be on-site

24 hours per day each day of the year. Staffing for the FRG Plant at Site 2 would be six to eight personnel
during a normal shift and approximately two to four personnel overnight. The PV and BESS at Site 5
would not require permanent, full-time staffing for operations.

Routine maintenance on monthly and annual bases would occur per manufacturer specifications on the
FRG Plant and associated facilities, the BESS, and PV system. Both Sites 2 and 5 would be inspected
periodically to maintain safe site conditions and to enact emergency operations if unsafe conditions
arise, such as risk of fire or mechanical or other equipment failure. Maintenance would include the use
of emissions-generating equipment that would have negligible impacts.

2.5.6 Proposed Action Alternative: In-Kind Consideration Projects

IKC projects are facility upgrades that the Navy would accept in lieu of paying rent in cash at Sites 2 and 5.
With a focus on energy security and resilience to enhance energy security, in lieu of the lessee paying rent
in cash, the lessee would provide IKC through the development, delivery, and performance of electrical
infrastructure upgrades, other proposed measures to increase energy resilience, or relocation of existing
tenants to support the Proposed Action at Site 2. IKC technologies from past projects or existing
technologies would be included in the Proposed Action that employ a fast-switching and control design
which, during a grid disruption, would provide the installation with continuous access to reliable and
quality power with islanding and black start capabilities. These IKC projects are described in detail below.

2.5.6.1 46 kV Electrical Transmission Backbone

A 46 kV electrical transmission backbone connecting Site 2 to the four existing and one proposed HECO
substations on JBPHH is the most detailed IKC project. Construction would begin in December 2024 and
would be complete by February 2027. The new HECO or lessee-owned 46 kV electrical transmission
backbone would originate at Site 2, where the FRG Plant assets would interconnect with HECO in the existing
Puuloa Substation adjacent to the proposed FRG Plant. This interconnection would be at a new, outdoor ring-
bus 46 kV substation. The 46 kV electrical transmission backbone would then connect to the other
substations located on and around the base. The substations connected by the 46 kV electrical transmission
backbone include Puuloa Substation, Kuahua Substation, Hickam Front Substation, Mamala Substation, and
the proposed Waimomi Substation. These existing Navy-owned substations are connected to the HECO
substations and energy generated from the FRG Plant would connect to the existing HECO system through
the 46 kV electrical transmission backbone. The electrical transmission backbone would consist of six power
and two fiber circuits in each duct bank to ensure power and communication transmittal throughout the
base. The electrical transmission backbone feeder would consist of a new underground conductor
connecting each 46 kV substation within the Hickam, Pearl Harbor, and Honolulu regions inside the
installation. At each of the substations, the new transmission feeder would terminate at a circuit breaker or
switch, with associated protection and control to provide manual or automatic source selection between the
existing HECO feed and the base energy supply in response to contingency events. Under normal conditions,
the 46 kV electrical transmission backbone would be isolated from the JBPHH stations and portions of it
would be used to deliver power from the generation sites to HECO. In the event of a HECO transmission
system fault or power quality event, the affected system(s) would instantaneously switch over to the new 46
kV electrical transmission backbone and the related base assets to provide continuity of service to JBPHH.
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The 46 kV electrical transmission backbone would be installed using a combination of open trench, trenchless
horizontal direction drilling, and micro-tunnel drilling to minimize impact on site infrastructure and reduce the
need for site restoration and disruption during implementation. Launch and receiving shafts for the
installation of the electrical transmission backbone would be located in parking lots and open areas to avoid
traffic disruptions, approximately every 1,000 linear feet along the transmission route. Sheet piles would be
installed up to 40 feet deep at the construction shafts where the microtunneling equipment would be inserted
into the ground. All sheet pile locations would be predrilled prior to the installation of the sheet piles.

2.5.6.2 Defense Logistics Agency Relocation

The Proposed Action would result in the demolition of Warehouses YA and YB at Site 2. The Defense
Logistics Agency (DLA) currently uses these facilities for materials storage. The lessee would be required
to provide new shelving systems in Facilities 226, 283, 284, 393, and 394, construct two concrete pads
(approximately 30 feet wide by 200 feet long and 30 feet wide by 225 feet long) outside of Facility 393,
and provide storage. To make room for the DLA in Facilities 393 and 394, other tenants would be
relocated to Facility 452K. This action is not considered in this IKC project. The DLA would be responsible
for relocating DLA materials from Warehouses YA and YB to Facilities 226, 283, 284, 393, and 394. The
DLA relocation would occur approximately between May 2024 and May 2025.

2.5.6.3 Replace Protective Relays

As part of the IKC projects, the Proposed Action would also replace electromechanical protective relays
at the base with state-of-the-art solid state relays. These actions would not include any
ground-disturbing activities and would only consist of replacing electrical components in facilities on
base that are currently used for this purpose. No new facilities would be used for this portion of the
Proposed Action. Portions of the existing Supervisory and Control Data Acquisition (SCADA) system
would be replaced to allow data acquisition and control of the new solid state relays. The method of
construction would be replacement of existing switchgear doors with new solid state relays mounted in
the new doors, replacement of existing SCADA devices and enclosures with equipment to support the
solid state relays, and reprogramming of existing SCADA software, as necessary. All work would be
accomplished within existing substations at the base. Each electrical station will take approximately

1 year to complete the replacements from the start of design to the completion of the installation.
Construction would begin in fiscal year (FY) 2025. The following is a list of potential substations:

e Station G, Facility 826, Naval Station

e Station K, Facility 42, South Avenue

e Station L, Facility 46, Naval Station

e Station T, Facility 830, Ford Island

e Station TD, Facility 833, Ford Island

e Wastewater Treatment Plant Switchgear, JBPHH

2.5.6.4 Replace Live Front Equipment, Hickam

The Proposed Action would replace live front equipment in 19 transformer stations and one switch on
Hickam Field. Live front equipment exposes personnel to potential energized parts. Replacing live front
equipment with “dead front” equipment would enhance personnel safety by reducing exposure to live
parts and arc flash. Liquid-filled transformers would be removed and disposed. All liquid-filled
equipment insulating oil has been tested and determined to be non-polychlorinated biphenyls. All work
is anticipated to be within the existing transformer station footprint and electrical connections made in
existing manholes/handholes or terminal equipment enclosures. Construction would begin in FY25.
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2.5.6.5 Protective Relay Coordination Study

The Proposed Action would include the development of a protective relay coordination study for the
JBPHH Electrical Distribution System, reflecting the replacement of existing electromechanical relays
with new solid state relays. Results of the study may require reprogramming of solid relays. No
ground-disturbing activities would be associated with this study.

2.5.6.6 Replace Electrical Handholes

The Proposed Action would include repair and replacement of deteriorated electrical distribution
handholes on JBPHH. Construction would begin in FY25.

2.6 Alternatives Considered but Not Carried Forward for Detailed Analysis

The following alternative was considered, but not carried forward for detailed analysis in this EA as it did
not meet the purpose and need for the project and did not satisfy the reasonable alternative screening
factors presented in Section 2.2 and Appendix J.

2.6.1 Navy Construct, Owns, and Operates On-Site Renewable Energy Generation Facilities

Under this alternative, the Navy would construct, own, and operate renewable energy power generation
facilities and associated infrastructure at JBPHH. The facilities would not supply power to all Oahu
customers but would serve only JBPHH. This alternative would guarantee that power could be reliably
delivered to support Navy operations during an emergency, alleviating the energy threats to the
installations and enhancing energy security. It would not provide additional power to the local
communities or the energy security benefits for the island. This alternative is not a viable option
because while this alternative would support the Navy’s mission, it is not economically feasible and
would not meet the Department of Defense-HECO Energy Partnership Charter arrangement with HECO
to supply power to the community. Therefore, this alternative does not satisfy the purpose and need for
the Proposed Action and was not further evaluated.

2.7 Best Management Practices and Standard Operating Procedures Included in the
Proposed Action

This section presents an overview of the BMPs and SOPs that would be incorporated into the Proposed
Action. BMPs are existing policies, practices, and measures that the Navy would adopt to reduce the
environmental impacts of designated activities, functions, or processes. BMPs include actions required
by federal or state laws or regulations. The recognition of the general management measures prevents
unnecessarily evaluating impacts that are unlikely to occur. Although BMPs mitigate potential impacts
by avoiding, minimizing, or reducing/eliminating impacts, BMPs are distinguished from potential
mitigation measures because BMPs are (1) existing requirements for the Proposed Action, (2) ongoing,
regularly occurring practices, or (3) not unique to this Proposed Action.

SOPs are regulatory, required, and formal written guidelines or instructions for incident response that
typically include both operational and technical components. SOPs ensure proper handling and management
of equipment and processes by establishing step-by-step guidelines to follow to prevent accidents, reduce
errors, and ensure consistency. SOPs are linked to a specific ordinance, guidance document, or protocol.

Table 2.7-1 includes a list of BMPs and Table 2.7-2 includes a list of SOPs. Mitigation measures are
discussed separately in Chapter 3, Table 3.8-2.
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Table 2.7-1 Best Management Practices

BMP

Description

Impacts Reduced/Avoided

HAZ MGMT-1

Hazardous materials would be identified and remediated in compliance with all applicable
regulations prior to demolition or renovation. Compliance with regulations would be included in
any construction, demolition, or renovation contract language and construction specifications.
Additionally, prior to construction work, it is recommended to consult with the appropriate Navy
Remedial Project Manager for the current remediation status of the Installation Restoration
Program site. No intrusive or construction activities would occur without the knowledge and
concurrence of the Navy Environmental Restoration Program.

Impacts on public health and safety

HAZ MGMT-2

Pesticides: Soil under and around any facility may contain pesticide chemicals such as chlordane,
dieldrin, or aldrin. Soil removed from under and within 3 feet of a facility, down to a depth of

2 feet, would be tested for pesticides, and either reused as approved by the Installation
Environmental Office and/or disposed of off government property at a permitted facility.

Impacts on public health and safety

AQ-1

Use propane or electric-powered equipment, including vehicles, to the extent practical. To the
extent practical, use on-site renewable electricity generation and/or grid-based electricity rather
than diesel-powered generators or other equipment. Where feasible, support and/or implement
the use of clean, renewable energy resources to meet additional power requirements. These
actions include installing photovoltaics on new buildings and existing facilities.

Impacts on air quality, GHGs, and
public health and safety

WATER MGMT-1

Erosion Avoidance Practice: Any soil exposed near water as part of the project would be protected

from erosion (e.g., with plastic sheeting, filter fabric) after exposure and stabilized as soon as
practicable (e.g., with vegetation matting, hydroseeding).

Impacts to water resources

WATER MGMT-2

General Construction — Petroleum, Oils, and Lubricants:

e All equipment would be inspected daily by the contractor. If a leak is detected, then the
contractor would immediately notify the JBPHH Environmental Division and construction
Contracting Officer’s Representation, and the equipment would be removed from the
construction area, would not be used until the leak is repaired and equipment cleaned,
and would only be returned once it is repaired and fully operational.

e Wash water resulting from washdown of equipment or work areas would be contained for

proper disposal and shall not be discharged unless authorized.

e Equipment that enters surface waters would be maintained to prevent any visible sheen
from petroleum products.

e No oil, fuels, or chemicals would be discharged to surface waters or onto land where a
potential exists for re-entry into surface waters to occur.

e No cleaning solvents or chemicals used for tools or equipment cleaning would be
discharged to ground or surface waters.

e  When possible, hydraulic fluids would be vegetable-based.

Impacts to water quality

2-15

Proposed Action and Alternatives




EA for Lease of Land at JBPHH Draft EA

April 2024

Table 2.7-1 Best Management Practices

BMP

Description

Impacts Reduced/Avoided

WATER MGMT-3

BMPs applied near the project area would include filter socks around perimeters and filter fabric
inside any storm drains to prevent pollutants from getting into the MS4. Any sediment stockpile
would require filter socks and be frequently watered down using a water truck, or include use of
plastic tarps, for dust control.

At contractor staging areas, BMPs would include stabilized construction entrance and exits,
boundary fencing with fabric, filter socks around perimeter, and/or silt fencing.

Minimize pollutants in storm water
flows

WATER MGMT-4

Low-impact development techniques such as bioretention, vegetated swales, and/or vegetated
filter strips would be used during construction. Features such as underground chambers and
pervious pavement should be considered as low-impact development for water management
beyond the construction period.

Minimize pollutants in storm water
flows

WATER MGMT-5

Any detention basins used would be covered to avoid attracting birds.

Minimize attraction of birds

CULT MGMT-1

Subsurface fishponds would be avoided during electrical transmission backbone installation
excavation and tunneling.

Impact avoidance/effective to
eliminate or reduce the potential
effect

TERR BIO MGMT-2

Pre-construction surveys for birds and special-status species with the potential to occur would be
conducted daily by a qualified biologist to ensure no species are present at Sites 2 and 5. A
biological monitor would conduct nest surveys in the existing trees at each site and within 100 feet
of Sites 2 and 5. Surveys would be repeated within 3 days of project initiation and after any
subsequent delay of work of 3 or more days (during which the birds may attempt to nest). If a nest
or active brood is found:

e The Navy would contact the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) within 48
hours for further guidance.

e A 100-foot buffer would be established and maintained around all active nests and/or
broods until the chicks/ducklings have fledged. No potentially disruptive activities or
habitat alteration would occur within this buffer.

If a pueo (Hawaiian short-eared owl) is spotted on the ground during pre-construction surveys, a
nest survey would commence within 656 feet (200 meters) of the observed pueo. If a nest is
discovered, a 656-foot (200-meter) buffer would be erected to protect the nest. The use of loud
equipment would not occur within 1,640 feet (500 meters) of the known nest until chicks have
fledged (DON, 2022d).

A biological monitor that is familiar with the species’ biology would be present at Sites 2 and 5
during all construction or earth-moving activities until the chicks/ducklings fledge to ensure that

waterbirds and nests are not adversely impacted.

Minimize disturbance to sensitive
species and bird nesting, in
conformance with the Migratory Bird
Treaty Act

2-16

Proposed Action and Alternatives




EA for Lease of Land at JBPHH

Draft EA

April 2024

Table 2.7-1 Best Management Practices

BMP

Description

Impacts Reduced/Avoided

TERR BIO MGMT-4

Native vegetation would be used as practicable and as recommended by agencies for revegetation
efforts.

Impacts from introduction of invasive
species

TERR BIO MGMT-5

No proposed fencing would use barbed wire that could entangle foraging Hawaiian hoary bats.

Minimize Hawaiian hoary bat
entanglement

TERR BIO MGMT-6

Any new windows for any facility at Sites 2 and 5 would include design features to minimize bird
attraction, including tinted glass or film with a visible light transmittance value of 30% or less
(inside to outside).

Minimize attraction of birds

VISUAL-1

Modern solar panels are constructed of dark-colored materials and are covered with anti-reflective
coatings. These materials reflect as little as two percent of incoming sunlight, about the same as
water and less than soil or wood shingles.

Avoid glare that would impact
residential properties in the vicinity
of Site 2

TRANS MGMT-1

A CTMP would be developed to direct traffic through areas where project construction work and
worker safety areas create temporary traffic delays. As part of this plan, the construction manager
would review and use the construction schedule to manage the construction workers’ arrival and
departure times, reducing impacts to peak hour traffic.

The CTMP would complement the traffic control plan and identify appropriate work zone
management strategies.

The CTMP would effectively reduce
worker safety risks, manage
temporary lanes, and manage worker
arrival and departure times.

ENERGY MGMT-1

Upgrades to infrastructure and utilities would be designed to meet LEED standards and criteria and
would be consistent with low-impact development.

Energy, Air Quality, GHGs,
Environmental Justice, Infrastructure,
and Utilities

Key: BIO = biological; BMP = best management practice; CTMP = construction traffic management plan; HDOH = Department of Health, State of Hawaii; ESA =
Endangered Species Act; GHG = greenhouse gas; HAZ = hazardous; LEED = Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design; MBTA = Migratory Bird Treaty Act;
MGMT = management; MS4 = municipal separate storm sewer system; SOH = State of Hawaii; TERR = terrestrial; TRANS = transportation; USFWS = United

States Fish and Wildlife Service.
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Table 2.7-2  Standard Operating Procedures
Anticipated
B it, Authorit
Procedure enefi ./ Implementing and Monitoring Responsibility u .o” y of
Evaluating Requirement
Effectiveness
Water

Implementation

Reduced/avoided
impacts from fuel

SOPs for fuel storage would comply with OPP Regulations, including the EPA SPCC
requirements under Section 311 of the CWA.

Construction

Navy Section

of SOPs for fuel . Includes immediate cleanup of any leaks or spills, proper storage including a containment 311 of the
transportation and . . . . - contractor
storage. - berm, and disposal of hazardous materials to avoid, contain, and prevent contamination CWA
storage activities
of water resources.
. Reduced/avoided |All requirements of the NPDES permit for the discharge of storm water associated with .
NPDES Permit |, . Lo . . . Construction
. impacts to water  |construction activity, including a storm water pollution prevention plan, would be NPDES
Requirements. . contractor
resources implemented.
Design details for Sites 2 and 5 would include the storm water conveyance and
management systems needed to handle incremental increases in storm water.
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan: Prior to any ground-disturbing activities, the Navy
would establish compliance with the planning requirements and permit conditions
contained in the Notice of General Permit Coverage for discharges of storm water National
. associated with construction activities. The construction contractor would prepare and
Implementation . . . . . Pollutant
implement a construction storm water pollution prevention plan that would include, but .
of a storm o . . Discharge
. not be limited to, the following reasonable precautions: S
water pollution . . . . i, Elimination
. (1) Use of water or suitable chemicals for the control of fugitive dust in the demolition of
prevention plan . . . . . . System
. . existing buildings or structures, the construction operations, the grading of roads, or the .
during Reduced/avoided . . Section 438 of
. . clearing of land. Construction
construction impacts to water - . . . . the Energy
(2) Application of asphalt, water, or suitable chemicals on roads, material stockpiles, and |contractor
and a storm resources s Independence
other surfaces that may be sources of fugitive dust. .
water . . . . . and Security
(3) Covering of all moving, open-bodied trucks transporting materials that may be sources .
management .. Act, United
. of fugitive dust. .
plan during . . Facilities
. (4) Maintenance of roadways in a clean manner. o
operations. . Criteria
(5) Prompt removal of earth or other materials from paved streets that have been 3-910-10

transported there by trucking, earth-moving equipment, erosion, or other means.

All BMPs and other appropriate control measures specified in both the permit and storm
water pollution prevention plan would be implemented, monitored, and submitted to the
Navy for regular review. In the event of changes to the information submitted in the

Notice of Intent form associated with the Notice of General Permit Coverage application

2-18

Proposed Action and Alternatives




EA for Lease of Land at JBPHH Draft EA April 2024
Table 2.7-2  Standard Operating Procedures
Anticipated
Procedure Beneflf/ Implementing and Monitoring Responsibility Auth?rlty of
Evaluating Requirement
Effectiveness
process, such as expanded staging areas or construction work outside of the project limits,
a new Notice of General Permit Coverage shall be required.
A storm water management plan would be developed to consider runoff generated from
new impermeable surfaces resulting from the Proposed Action and would be consistent
with low-impact development.
Soils
Reduced/avoided |Implementation of anticipated engineering and design details and SOPs during and after
Adherence to |impacts from construction in compliance with the JBPHH Soils Policy. Selected examples include: Construction JBPHH Soils
JBPHH Soils construction and  |Site soils would be tested for pesticides and other anticipated contaminants. Management Policy (DON,
. . . . . . . ) contractor
Policy. operations and disposal of contaminated soils would adhere to all applicable regulations. Erosion 2022)
activities control plans would be prepared and followed. Water would be used for dust control.
Public Health and Safety
Implementation
s aesustmaiaes | I .
engineering and impacts from SOPs designed to meet regulatory requirements for air quality would reduce air emissions |Construction EPA
design details con-s'.cr-uction and support compliance with public safety standards for construction sites. contractor
and SOPs during activities
construction.
Implementation
of anticipated
Z::E“S;?eiilth F:ig;gidéivn?dm Operational SOPs would be implemented to reduce impacts to public health and safety,
including ensuring that all access is authorized and adding adequate security fencing and |Project design |EPA

engineering and
design details
and SOPs during
construction.

operations
activities

lighting during both the construction and operational phases.
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Table 2.7-2  Standard Operating Procedures
Anticipated
B j Authori
Procedure enef lf/ Implementing and Monitoring Responsibility ut ?rlty of
Evaluating Requirement
Effectiveness
Hazardous Materials and Wastes
OPP
Regulations

Implementation
of anticipated
SOPs during
construction
and operations.

Reduced/avoided
impacts to public
health and safety
from construction
and operations

Use of secondary containment berms or catchment basins would minimize the impact of
an accidental release of fuels or other hazardous materials and wastes. Absorbent pads,
spill kits, and containment booms would be stored on-site for response to accidental
releases. All construction workers would be trained on spill prevention and notification
measures in accordance with DoD pollution control requirements to reduce the potential

Construction
contractor

including SPCC
requirements
under Section
311 of the
CWA, Resource
Conservation
and Recovery
Act, 42 US.C. §

activities for accidental spills.
it ! P! 6901 et seq.,
and 49 Code of
Federal
Regulations
(CFR) 100-185
The EPA SPCC rule would be followed during construction and operations, including
implementation of a Spill Prevention and Response Plan (EPA, 2023b). Nawv’s
Spill Prevention and Response Plan: y
L . . Hazardous
Design e Training in proper handling of used oil or hazardous substances, aboveground Material
&n, . fixed tank construction, inspection and drainage of impervious secondary
development, |Reduced/avoided . ” . . . Control and
. containment berms/systems, good housekeeping practices, engineering controls
and impacts from . . . L . . . Management
. . . such as containments during painting, daily inspections, and drainage control Construction
implementation |construction and . . I Program and
. . would be provided prior to initiating work. contractor
of a spill operations e Refueling of equipment would be permitted only at approved fueling facilities Hazardous
prevention and |activities & quip P y PP & Waste

response plan.

and at least 50 feet from the water. A contingency plan to control petroleum
products accidentally spilled during the project would be developed. Absorbent
pads and containment booms would be stored on-site, if appropriate, to facilitate
cleanup of accidental petroleum releases.

Minimization
Program (42
U.S.C. §133)
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Table 2.7-2  Standard Operating Procedures

Anticipated
Procedure Beneflf/ Implementing and Monitoring Responsibility Auth?rlty of
Evaluating Requirement
Effectiveness
Air Quality
During ground disturbance, water would be used for dust control, along with the
implementation of a storm water pollution prevention plan, erosion control plan,
environmental mitigation plans, and/or health and safety plan to minimize potential
impacts. A dust control plan would be designed, developed, and implemented to meet
HAR 11-60.1-33.
e Use water in the demolition of existing structures, construction operations, and
grading or clearing of land.
e  Apply water on roads.
Design, e  Whenever feasible, pave ingress and egress points to the site.
development, e Establish and monitor speed limits for project rights-of-way.
and e Cover all moving, open-bodied trucks transporting dusty materials.
implementation e  Promptly remove soil or other carry out materials from roads adjacent to the site.
of a dust control e Install dust screens or wind barriers around the construction site.
plan. The Reduced/avoided . Dur'ing'earth-moving activities', 'pre—a?pp'nly and re-apply water as necessary to
following are . maintain soils in a damp condition, limit the amount of exposed areas through .
common impacts from planning and timing of project phases, and cover temporarily exposed areas with Construction |HAR
. construction ! contractor 11-60.1-33
precautions o mulch.
activities - . .
that can be e Stabilize stockpile materials.
implemented as e Keep stockpiles wet or damp as needed.
conditions e  Cover non-dredge stockpile when not in use.
required to e Stockpiles shall have engineered slopes or benches to keep their height as low as
minimize possible.
fugitive dust. e Add or remove material from downwind portion of stockpile.
e  For on-site trucks:
o Provide water while loading and unloading to prevent fugitive dust.
o Maintain at least 6 inches (15 centimeters) of freeboard on haul
vehicles. Level the height of load.
o Limit vehicular speed while traveling on-site.
o Cover loads while travelling.
o Install a gravel pad and grizzly (i.e., rumble grate) at exit.
o Reduce carry out with a tire wash or spray system.
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Table 2.7-2  Standard Operating Procedures
Anticipated
Benefit, , . - Authority o,
Procedure f ./ Implementing and Monitoring Responsibility . v of
Evaluating Requirement
Effectiveness
Cultural Resources
Adh t . . . .
grence © Follow procedures outlined in Navy SOPs for Archaeological Treatment Protocols in the
Adherence to |previously . . . .
. JBPHH ICRMP in the event of an inadvertent discovery of cultural resources or remains.
Navy SOPs for |established . . . . L .
. . These SOPs include ensuring that the ground disturbing activities would only occur to the |Commercial
Archaeological |protections and . o . Lo . . . Navy
Treatment rotocol to known depth of fill, monitoring excavation, conducting investigations in areas with known |developer
P L subsurface sites, and collecting data to inform the SHPO and update the ICRMP GIS
Protocols. eliminate or reduce
. database.
the potential effect
Adherence to
Section 106 PA |Effective to add . . . SHPD/Secti
ection ective ga ress Adherence to the PA to previously established protections and protocols. Navy /Section
where non-compliance 106
applicable.

Key: BMP = best management practice; CFR = Code of Federal Regulations; CWA = Clean Water Act; DoD = Department of Defense; EPA = Environmental Protection Agency,

United States; GIS = geographic information system; HAR = Hawaii Administrative Rules; ICRMP = Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan; NPDES = National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System; OPP = Qil Pollution Prevention; PA = Programmatic Agreement; SHPD = State Historic Preservation Division; SHPO = State Historical Preservation
Office; SPCC = Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure.
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3 Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

This chapter presents a description of the environmental resources and baseline conditions that could
be affected from implementing any of the alternatives, and an analysis of the potential direct, indirect,
and cumulative effects and reasonably foreseeable future actions of each alternative.

All potentially relevant environmental resource areas were initially considered for analysis in this
Environmental Assessment (EA). In compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), and United States (U.S.) Department of the Navy (Navy)
guidelines, the discussion of the affected environment (i.e., existing conditions) focuses only on those
resource areas potentially subject to impacts. Additionally, the level of detail used in describing a
resource is commensurate with the anticipated level of potential environmental impact.

“Significance,” as used in NEPA, requires considerations of both context and intensity. Context means
that the significance of an action must be analyzed under several perspectives such as society as a
whole, the affected region, the affected interests, and the locality. Significance varies with the setting of
a proposed action. For instance, in the case of a site-specific action, significance usually would depend
on the effects in the locale rather than in the world as a whole, such as proximity to unique or sensitive
resources or vulnerable communities. Both short- and long-term effects are relevant, as are beneficial
and adverse effects, effects on public health and safety, and effects that would violate federal, state,
tribal, or local law protecting the environment. Intensity refers to the severity or extent of the potential
environmental impact, which can be thought of in terms of the potential amount of the likely change.
CEQ regulations requires agencies to assess the intensity of effects from an action and to provide a list
of factors, some or all of which may apply to any given action, for agencies to consider in relation to one
another (CEQ, 2023). In general, the more sensitive the context, the less intense a potential impact
needs to be in order to be considered significant. Likewise, the less sensitive the context, the more
intense a potential impact needs to be in order to be considered significant.

This section includes detailed analysis of the following disciplines: air quality and greenhouse gases
(GHGs), cultural resources, biological resources, visual resources, noise, and transportation. Other
disciplines addressed with less detail because negligible effects are expected are: water resources,
geological and topographic resources, soils, land use, airspace, infrastructure and utilities, public health
and safety, hazardous materials and wastes, socioeconomics, recreation, and environmental justice.

3.1 Resources with Negligible Impacts

Potential impacts to the following resource areas under the Proposed Action Alternative are considered
to be negligible or non-existent:

e Water Resources

e Geology and Topography Resources

e Soils

e Lland Use

e Airspace

e Infrastructure and Utilities

e Public Health and Safety

e Hazardous Materials and Wastes
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e Socioeconomics
e Recreation
e Environmental Justice

Potential impacts on these resources are discussed in more detail in Appendix I. They are not analyzed
further in this EA.

3.2 Air Quality, Greenhouse Gases, and Climate Change

This section evaluates potential impacts to air quality, the contribution of GHG emissions, and climate
change effects that could result from implementation of the Proposed Action. A region’s air quality is
influenced by many factors, including the type and amount of pollutants and how they are emitted into
the atmosphere, the size and topography of the air basin, and the local meteorological conditions.

Most air pollutants originate from human-made sources, including mobile sources (e.g., fuel-burning
vehicles) and stationary sources (e.g., concrete batch plants, refineries, power plants), as well as indoor
sources (e.g., some building materials and cleaning solvents). Air pollutants are also released from
natural sources such as volcanic eruptions and forest fires. Air quality in a given location is defined by
the concentration of various pollutants in the atmosphere. A description of the regulatory setting for air
quality is included in Appendix H.

3.2.1 Affected Environment

The State of Hawaii (SOH) operates air monitoring stations on Oahu, four of which (Kapolei, Pearl City,
Sand Island, and Honolulu) are located in relative proximity to Joint Base Pearl Harbor-Hickam (JBPHH).
Based on this ambient air monitoring data, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has
classified the SOH as being in attainment of the federal standards. In addition, pollutant concentrations
within the state comply with the State Ambient Air Quality Standards (SAAQS), which are more stringent
than National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).

3.2.1.1 Criteria Pollutants

As shown in Table 3.2-1, recent SOH Department of Health (HDOH)-published design values based on
current ambient monitoring levels (2019-2021) for Honolulu are below the most stringent ambient air
quality standards (AAQS). A design value is a statistic that describes the air quality status of a given
location relative to the level of the NAAQS. Design values are computed and published annually by EPA’s
Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards and reviewed in conjunction with the EPA Regional Offices.

Table 3.2-1 Comparison of 2019-2021 Honolulu Design Values with AAQS

Pollutant Averaging Time Most Stringent AAQS Maximum De.sign Values % of AAQS
(Station)
o e 1-hour e 9 ppm (State) e 0.9 ppm (Honolulu) e 10
e 8-hour e 4.4 ppm (State) e 0.7 ppm (Honolulu) e 16
NO, e 1-hour e 0.100 ppm (NAAQS) e 0.025 ppm (Kapole?) e 25
e Annual e 0.04 ppm (State) e 0.004 ppm (Kapolei) e 10
PMio e 24-hour e 150 pg/m?3 (NAAQS) e 24.7 ug/m?3 (Honolulu) e 16
e Annual o 50 pug/m?3 (State) e 10.4 ug/m3 (Honolulu) e 21
PMas e 24-hour o 35 ug/m3 (NAAQS) e 6.2 ug/m? (Pearl City) e 18
e Annual e 12 ug/m3 (NAAQS) e 3.2 pg/m?3 (Pearl City) o 27
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Table 3.2-1 Comparison of 2019-2021 Honolulu Design Values with AAQS
Pollutant Averaging Time Most Stringent AAQS LLLE LT De'sign gelues % of AAQS
(Station)
O3 8-hour 0.07 ppm (NAAQS) 0.048 ppm (Kapolei) 69
e 1-hour e 0.075 ppm (NAAQS) e 0.003 ppm (Honolulu) o 4
50, e 3-hour e 0.5 ppm (State) e 0.002 ppm (Honolulu) e 04
e 24-hour e 0.14 ppm (State) e 0.001 ppm (Honolulu) o1
e Annual e 0.03 ppm (State) e 0.0002 ppm (Honolulu) e 0.7
Pb® Rolling 3-month 0.15 pg/m?3 (NAAQS) 0.036 pg/m?3 (Kapolei) 24

Note: Lead data are from 2018. Lead monitoring ended on December 31, 2018, with EPA approval.

Key: ug/m3 =microgram per cubic meter; AAQS = ambient air quality standards; CO = carbon monoxide; mg/m3 = milligram per
cubic meter; EPA = Environmental Protection Agency, United States; NAAQS = National Ambient Air Quality Standards; NO; =
nitrogen dioxide; PM1 = particles with aerodynamic diameters less than or equal to a nominal 10 micrometers; PM;s =
particles with aerodynamic diameters less than or equal to a nominal 2.5 micrometers; Pb = lead; ppm = part per million; O3 =
ozone; SO, = sulfur dioxide.

Sources: HDOH (2016; 2020a; 2020b; 2020c; 2021a; 2021b; 2022) (Hawaii Air Quality Data Books).

3.2.1.2 Hazardous Air Pollutants/Air Toxics

Ambient monitoring of air toxics has been performed through various programs and efforts led by EPA,
state, and/or local air agencies. Air toxics monitoring data are available from EPA (2023a). Ambient air
toxics monitoring data for Honolulu are available for select HAPs and various years. The most recent
data year is 2010 for non-metal HAPs and 2022 for metal HAPs monitored. The most recent data,
exposure values, inhalation unit risk, and individual pollutant non-cancer hazard and lifetime cancer risk
are presented in Table 3.2-2 and Table 3.2-3. Assuming exposure at levels of monitored ambient
concentrations, all of the calculated individual pollutant non-cancer hazard quotients are below 1 for
acute and chronic exposure. If exposure concentrations are equivalent to 2010 ambient monitoring
data, individual screening level incremental lifetime cancer risks for acetaldehyde, benzene, chromium,
and formaldehyde exceed 1 x 10 (1 in one million). Current concentrations of most HAPs are not
expected to be significantly greater than the most recent monitoring data due to the EPA’s strategy to
reduce HAPs.

Table 3.2-2  Honolulu Ambient Monitoring Data for Air Toxics and Acute Exposure
e e A

Acetaldehyde 2.74005 2010 470 0.006
Arsenic PMas LC 0 2022 — —
Benzene 2.6531 2010 27 0.098
Beryllium (TSP) STP 0.1 ng/m3 2010 25,000 ng/m? 0.000004
1,3-Butadiene 0 2010 660 0
Cadmium (TSP) STP 0.0003 2010 0.030 0.010
Cadmium PMzs LC 0.026 2022 — —
Carbon tetrachloride 0 2010 1,900 0
Chloroform 0 2010 150 0
Chromium (TSP) STP 0.011 2010 2,500 0.000004
Chromium PM2s LC 0.009 2022 — —
Dichloromethane 0.93841 2010 — —
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Table 3.2-2  Honolulu Ambient Monitoring Data for Air Toxics and Acute Exposure
, Concentration (ug/m? Exposure Value| Non-Cancer Hazard
Alr Pollutant!™ and Data Ye{Zf{” ) p(ug/m3)(2’ Quotient®

1,2-Dichloropropane 0 2010 92 0
Formaldehyde 2.67905 2010 49 0.055
Manganese (TSP) STP 0.015 2010 50,000 0.0000003
Manganese PMys LC 0.011 2022 — —
Nickel (TSP) STP 0.015 2010 0 0.075
Nickel PM2s LC 0.007 2022 — —
Tetrachloroethylene 0 2010 41 0
Trichloroethylene 0 2010 410,000 0
Vinyl chloride 0 2010 1,300 0
Notes:

exposure value found.

(1) Source = EPA Air Data website (EPA, 2023c); maximum 24-hour concentration for the most recent data year listed.
(2) Source = Lowest found in EPA Acute Dose-Response Assessment Table (2018) and Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease
Registry Minimal Risk Levels for acute inhalation; assumed chromium (l11) for exposure value of chromium (TSP); “—” = No

(3) Assuming exposure to ambient concentration, Non-Cancer Hazard Quotient (unitless) = Concentration (ug/m3) + Exposure
Value (ug/m3); “—” = No exposure value/not calculated.
Key: ug/m3 = microgram per cubic meter; EPA = Environmental Protection Agency, United States; LC = local conditions;

PM, s = particles with aerodynamic diameters less than or equal to a nominal 2.5 micrometers; STP = standard temperature and
pressure; TSP = total suspended particulate.

Table 3.2-3  Honolulu Ambient Monitoring Data for Air Toxics and Chronic Exposure
' e (i) Exposure Inhala'tion Unit Non-Cancer Ct:fncer
Air Pollutant and Data Year'? Value Risk? Hazard Risk™
(ug/m’)? (1/[ug/m?]) Quotient® | (x 10°)
Acetaldehyde 1.67736 2010 9 2.20E—06 0.186 3.7
Arsenic PMas LC 0 2022 — — — —
Benzene 0.61339 2010 30 7.80E—06 0.020 4.8
Beryllium (TSP) STP 0.03 ng/m3*| 2010 20 ng/m3 2.40E—03 0.002 0.1
1,3-Butadiene 0 2010 2 3.00E—05 0 0
Cadmium (TSP) STP 0.00003 2010 0.01 1.80E—03 0.003 0.1
Cadmium PMzs LC 0.0012 2022 — — — —
Carbon tetrachloride 0 2010 100 6.00E—06 0 0
Chloroform 0 2010 98 — 0 —
Chromium (TSP) STP 0.00288 2010 0.1 0.012 0.029 34.6
Chromium PMzs LC 0.00083 2022 — — — —
Dichloromethane 0.01617 2010 - - - -
1,2-Dichloropropane 0 2010 9 — 0 —
Formaldehyde 1.58692 2010 9.8 1.30E—05 0.162 20.6
Manganese (TSP) STP 0.00593 2010 0.3 — 0.020 —
Manganese PMazs LC 0.00063 2022 - - - -
Nickel (TSP) STP 0.00253 2010 0.09 — 0.028
Nickel PMa2s LC 0.00145 2022 — — — —
Tetrachloroethylene 0 2010 41 — 0 —
34
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Table 3.2-3  Honolulu Ambient Monitoring Data for Air Toxics and Chronic Exposure
' e (i) Exposure Inhala'tion Unit Non-Cancer Ct:fncer
Air Pollutant and Data Year'? Value Risk? Hazard Risk™
(ug/m?)? (1/[ug/m’]) Quotient® | (x 10)
Trichloroethylene 0 2010 2 4.10E—06 0 0
Vinyl chloride 0 2010 100 8.80E—06 0 0
Notes:

(1) Source = EPA Air Data website (EPA, 2023c); mean 24-hour concentration for the most recent data year listed.
(2) Source = EPA Chronic Dose-Response Assessment Table (2018) or Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry Minimal
Risk Levels for chronic (intermediate if no chronic) inhalation; assumed chromium (V1) for exposure value and IUR of chromium

(TSP) STP; “—"” = No exposure value found.

(3) Assuming exposure to ambient concentration, Non-Cancer Hazard Quotient (unitless) = Concentration (ug/m3) + Exposure
Value (ug/m3); “—” = No exposure value/not calculated. Assuming exposure to ambient concentration.

(4) Screening-Level Lifetime Cancer Risk (in one million) = Concentration (ug/m3) x IUR (1/(ug/m?3)) x 106/million; “—” = No

IUR/not calculated.
Key: ug/m3 = microgram per cubic meter; EPA = Environmental Protection Agency, United States; IUR = Inhalation Unit Risk; LC

= local conditions; ng/m3 = nanograms per cubic meter; PM, s = particles with aerodynamic diameters less than or equal to a
nominal 2.5 micrometers; STP = standard temperature and pressure; TSP = total suspended particulate.

3.2.1.3 Emissions Inventory

The most recent criteria pollutant, GHG, and HAP emissions inventory for Hawaii is shown in Table 3.2-4.
Volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and nitrogen oxides (NOx) emissions are used to represent ozone
generation because they are precursors of ozone. Carbon dioxide (CO,), methane (CH,), and nitrous
oxide (N,0) represent the dominant GHGs. To understand the relative level of significance compared to
City and County of Honolulu emissions or state-wide emissions, emissions from existing JBPHH sources
are also included in Table 3.2-4. These emissions represent actual emissions from 2019. JBPHH is subject
to and is a major source for the National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants emissions for
shipbuilding and ship repair (surface coating).

Table 3.2-4  Hawaii Air Emissions Inventory (2017) and 2019 JBPHH Stationary Source
Emissions
P NO? | voc? | co? | sO,? | PM1?|PM.s?| HAP?| COze
(toy) | (tpy) | (tpy) | (tpy) | (tpy) | (tpy) | (tpy) | (tpy)?
City and County of Honolulu ¥ 25,504 |20,560| 89,210 |13,159|14,961| 4,390 | 3,528 2,175,212
2019 JBPHH Stationary Sources®® 0.1 11.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 111 —
Notes:

(1) The City and County of Honolulu is a consolidated city-county. The city-county includes the island of Oahu, as well as
several minor outlying islands, including all of the Northwestern Hawaiian Islands (islands beyond Niihau) except Midway Atoll.
Emissions are virtually entirely associated with the island of Oahu.

(2) Biogenic (vegetation and soil) and wildfire emissions are excluded from the totals.

(3) From JBPHH PHNSY Dry Dock and WPF Final EIS (https://www.pearlharbordrydockeis.org/).

Key: CO.e = carbon dioxide equivalent; EIS = Environmental Impact Statement; HAP = hazardous air pollutant; JBPHH = Joint
Base Pearl Harbor-Hickam; NOy = nitrogen oxides; PHNSY Dry Dock and WPF = Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard and Intermediate
Maintenance Facility Dry Dock and Waterfront Production Facility; PMjo = particles with aerodynamic diameters less than or
equal to a nominal 10 micrometers; PM, s = particles with aerodynamic diameters less than or equal to a nominal 2.5
micrometers; SO, = sulfur dioxide; tpy = ton per year; VOC = volatile organic compounds; “—” = Not reported.

Source: EPA (2017).
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Although JBPHH operates air emission sources that are exempt from permitting (e.g., mobile sources
such as forklifts, automobiles, trucks, cranes), the base maintains five HDOH Title V permits and a
noncovered source permit for equipment located at an industrial wastewater pre-treatment plant:

o Permit 0209-01-C: Fuel-loading facilities

e Permit 0105a-01-C: Shipbuilding and ship repair operations

e Permit 0105b-01-C: Shipbuilding and ship repair operations

e Permit 0105e-01-C: Combustion turbines, industrial waste treatment complex
e Permit 0105e-03-C: Six air curtain incinerators

e NSP No. 0109-04-N: Two boiler/burners and waste gas burner at Fort Kamehameha Wastewater
Treatment Plant

3.2.1.3.1 HAPs Exposure Based on Emissions Inventory

To help understand where health risks may be elevated from exposure to air toxics, EPA developed the
2019 Air Toxics Screening Assessment (AirToxScreen) tool (EPA, 2019), a screening tool that calculates
outdoor air toxics concentrations and risk estimates with the use of chemical transport and dispersion
models and the 2017 National Emissions Inventory. Accounting for emission quantities and varying
degrees of effects by pollutant, the 2019 AirToxScreen results can assist in identifying HAPs and source
types of greatest concern for assessing toxic air pollutant impacts from a proposed action.

The 2019 AirToxScreen results include the lifetime cancer risk and chronic non-cancer hazard exposure
for Honolulu. The individual pollutants with the top 10 estimated lifetime cancer risk and chronic
non-cancer hazard quotients are shown in Table 3.2-5. Lifetime cancer risks exceed 1 x 107 for the
following HAPs: formaldehyde and carbon tetrachloride. Because all non-cancer hazard quotients are
below 1, adverse non-cancer effects from HAPs are unlikely.

Table 3.2-5 2019 AirToxScreen — Top 10 Cancer Risk and Chronic Hazard Quotient for City
and County of Honolulu

Air Pollutant Cancer Risk'™ (x 10°®) Non-Cancer Hazard Quotient!”
Formaldehyde 8.78 0.069
Carbon Tetrachloride 2.16 —
Benzene 0.82 —
Acetaldehyde 0.58 0.029
1,3-Butadiene 0.41 0.007
Naphthalene 0.27 —
Ethylbenzene 0.23 —
Chromium VI (Hexavalent) 0.19 —
Nickel Compounds 0.17 0.008
PAH_POM 0.13 —
Benzopyrene — 0.029
Acrolein — 0.015
Trichloroethylene — 0.004
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Table 3.2-5 2019 AirToxScreen — Top 10 Cancer Risk and Chronic Hazard Quotient for City
and County of Honolulu

Air Pollutant Cancer Risk'™ (x 10°®) Non-Cancer Hazard Quotient!”
Diesel PM — 0.014
Xylenes (Mixed Isomers) — 0.004
Methyl Bromide (Bromomethane) — 0.013
Note: (1) Only top 10 cancer risk and non-cancer hazard quotient values are presented.
Key: “—” = Not a top 10/not shown; PAH_POM = polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon, polycyclic organic matter; PM = particulate
matter.
Source: EPA (2023c); 2019 AirToxScreen (EPA, 2019).

Table 3.2-6 identifies the City and County of Honolulu level of emissions for the 10 primary HAP
pollutants for the most recent reportable year and their weighting by percentage relative to total HAP
emissions for the year. All are predominantly emitted by mobile sources, with the exception of
methanol and ethylene glycol, which are generated primarily from solvent use (EPA, 2017).

Table 3.2-6  Total City and County of Honolulu Emissions from the Top 10 HAPs for 2017

HAP® Emissions (tpy) % of Total HAPs
Toluene 914 26
Xylenes 519 15
Methanol 492 14
2,2,4-Trimethylpentane 323 9
Hexane 248 7
Benzene 219 6
Formaldehyde 170 5
Ethyl Benzene 131 4
Acetaldehyde 92 3
Ethylene Glycol 76 2
City and County of Honolulu Total HAP 3,528 100
Emissions?
Notes:
(1) HAP emissions represent emissions resulting from human activities and exclude biogenic and wildfire emissions.
(2) Total HAP emissions include all HAPs reported in the 2017 National Emission Inventory, January 2021 version.
Key: HAP = hazardous air pollutant; tpy = ton per year.
Source: EPA (2017).

3.2.1.4 Greenhouse Gas Emissions

GHGs can remain in the atmosphere for different amounts of time, ranging from a few years to thousands
of years. All of these gases remain in the atmosphere long enough to become well mixed, meaning that
the amount that is measured in the atmosphere is roughly the same all over the world regardless of the
source of the emissions. The Global Warming Potential (GWP) allows the comparison of the global
warming impacts of different gases. Specifically, a GWP is a measure of how much energy the emissions of
1 ton of a gas will absorb over a given period of time. CO; has a GWP of 1 and serves as a baseline for other
GWP values. CO; remains in the atmosphere for a very long time; changes in atmospheric CO,
concentrations persist for thousands of years. The larger the GWP, the more that a given gas warms the
Earth compared to CO; over that time, which is most commonly defined as 100 years.
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3.2.1.5 Climate and Predictable Environmental Trends Associated with Climate Change

The climate in Hawaii is considered subtropical. Hawaii County has a mild climate due in part to its
location within the trade-wind zone. The climate has low variability, with an annual variation in mean
monthly temperature of about 9 degrees Fahrenheit (°F) in locations at sea level. The mean monthly
temperatures range from 71.2°F in February to 76.5°F in September. Precipitation ranges from 30 inches
in leeward areas to 300 inches annually in upper windward areas. Precipitation averages around

7 inches per month in May to over 14 inches per month in November (NOAA, 2023a).

Climate change is defined by the Hawaii Climate Change Mitigation and Adaptation Commission as “a
change in the state of the climate that can be identified (e.g., using statistical tests) by changes in the
mean and/or the variability of its properties that persist for an extended period, typically decades or

longer” (Hawaii Climate Change Mitigation and Adaptation Commission, 2023).

The climate in Hawaii is getting warmer. In areas at an elevation over 2,600 feet above sea level,
temperature has increased by 0.48°F per decade over the last 30 years, which is faster than the global
warming rate. Some model projections for the late 215 century indicate that surface air temperature over
land will increase by 1.8°F to 7.2°F, with the greatest warming at the highest elevations and on leeward
sides of the major islands (City and County of Honolulu Climate Change Commission, 2018). Under
continued strong GHG emissions, high elevations above 9,800 feet are predicted to reach up to 7.2°F to
9°F warmer temperatures by the late 21 century (City and County of Honolulu Climate Change
Commission, 2018).

Precipitation rates are also changing. Rainfall has declined significantly over the past 30 years, with
increasing variation in rainfall patterns on each Hawaiian Island (NOAA, 2023a). Hawaii is experiencing
fewer but more intense rain events. Modeling results show an anticipated decrease in rainfall in
response to climate change. This is in part due to a decrease of prevailing northeasterly trade winds,
which drive precipitation landward.

Sea level is rising at increasing rates due to global warming of the atmosphere and oceans as well as
melting of the glaciers and ice sheets (Hawaii Climate Change Mitigation and Adaptation Commission,
2023). Based on the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s Sea Level Rise Viewer (NOAA,
2023b), the locations of Sites 2 and 5 and the proposed in-kind consideration (IKC) projects, including
the electrical transmission backbone, are not in areas currently experiencing flooding (including
high-tide flooding) or other effects of sea level rise. Site 2 and the location of the proposed electrical
transmission backbone are situated in areas considered to have a medium vulnerability level to sea level
rise in the future. Site 5 is in an area considered to have a high vulnerability level to sea level rise but is
not considered a low-lying area. Sites 2 and 5 do not occur in areas of high or low confidence of
anticipated impacts due to sea level rise.

Predictable environmental trends associated with climate change and the potential impacts are
identified in Table 3.2-7.
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Table 3.2-7  Predictable Environmental Trends Associated with Climate Change

Predictable Trend

Potential Impacts

Rising global temperatures
(air/ocean)

Cultural Resources: Not applicable. No reasonably close causal relationship to

cultural resources identified.

Biological Resources: The rise in global temperatures is causing instability in
marine and terrestrial ecosystems, threatening prey availability for Hawaii’s
seabirds and migratory shorebirds. Additionally, rising temperatures will aid
the spread of some invasive species.

Visual: Not applicable. No reasonably close causal relationship to visual
resources identified.

Noise: Not applicable. No reasonably close causal relationship to noise
identified.

Transportation: Not applicable. No reasonably close causal relationship to
traffic identified.

Change in precipitation patterns

Air Quality: A decrease in precipitation will lead to drier soil conditions,
increasing the frequency of windblown dust events.

Cultural Resources: Not applicable. No reasonably close causal relationship to
cultural resources identified.

Biological Resources: Changes in precipitation patterns would impact the
diverse microclimates of the Hawaiian Islands, alter vegetation communities
and habitat suitability for wildlife, and aid the spread of some invasive species.
Visual: Not applicable. No reasonably close causal relationship to visual
resources identified.

Noise: Not applicable. No reasonably close causal relationship to noise
identified.

Transportation: Not applicable. No reasonably close causal relationship to
traffic identified.

Increased frequency and/or
intensity of extreme weather
events

Cultural Resources: Impacts are expected to cause damage and destruction to
cultural resources. Hurricanes may damage cultural resources, including
buildings and structures that contribute to the PHNHL District or other historic
properties by destroying character-defining features and diminishing integrity.
Biological Resources: Extreme weather events have the potential to destroy
rare and endangered populations of plants and wildlife that have small
population ranges and strict habitat requirements.

Visual: Increased frequency and/or intensity of extreme weather events could
cause damage and destruction to buildings and natural vegetation that
contribute to the characteristic landscape of PHNSY & IMF, including historic
and cultural resources.

Noise: Not applicable. No reasonably close causal relationship to noise
identified.

Transportation: Not applicable. No reasonably close causal relationship to
traffic identified.
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Table 3.2-7  Predictable Environmental Trends Associated with Climate Change

Predictable Trend Potential Impacts

Cultural Resources: Impacts are expected to cause damage and destruction to
cultural resources. Flooding may damage cultural resources, including
buildings, facilities, and structures that contribute to the PHNHL District or
other historic properties by destroying character-defining features and altering
significant aspects of integrity.

Biological Resources: Rising sea levels have the potential to erode coastlines
that provide foraging habitat for migratory bird species and nesting habitat for
some seabird species. Rising sea levels have the potential to increase the
Rising sea levels and associated salinity up streams and rivers, impacting those freshwater ecosystems.

storm surge Visual: Impacts from rising sea levels and storm surges could cause damage
and destruction to buildings that contribute to the characteristic landscape of
PHNSY & IMF, including historic and cultural resources.

Noise: Not applicable. No reasonably close causal relationship to noise
identified.

Transportation: Sea level rise could potentially impact the Pearl Harbor
Bikeway as an alternative transportation mode to JBPHH. Water tables could
also increase, potentially impacting roadway subgrades of major arterial
routes such as Kamehameha Highway.

Cultural Resources: Impacts are expected to cause degradation to underwater
cultural resources, including shipwrecks.

Biological Resources: Ocean acidification is causing instability in marine
ecosystems, threatening prey availability for Hawaii’s seabirds and migratory
shorebirds.

Ocean acidification Visual: Not applicable. No reasonably close causal relationship to visual
resources identified.

Noise: Not applicable. No reasonably close causal relationship to noise
identified.

Transportation: Not applicable. No reasonably close causal relationship to
traffic identified.

Key: IMF = Intermediate Maintenance Facility; JBPHH = Joint Base Pearl Harbor-Hickam; PHNHL = Pearl Harbor National Historic
Landmark; PHNSY = Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard.

3.2.2 Environmental Consequences

Effects on air quality are based on estimated direct and indirect emissions associated with the Proposed
Action. The region of influence (ROI) for assessing air quality impacts includes the south side of the
island of Oahu in the City and County of Honolulu, where JBPHH is located adjacent to Pearl Harbor. The
ROI and the sensitive receptors near each site under the Proposed Action Alternative are depicted in
Figure 3.2-1. As shown in Figure 3.2-1, several parks and recreational areas, residential housing, and
schools are present near Sites 2 and 5.
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Figure 3.2-1 ROI and Sensitive Land Uses around Sites 2 and 5
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To assess air quality impacts from emissions released as a result of the construction, a qualitative analysis
was performed. This analysis evaluated expected locations of pollutant plumes and receptors to determine
whether they overlap in order to inform on exposure potential and how the exposure compares to
ambient air quality limits and threshold values. Construction duration and how changes in pollutant
concentrations would affect design concentrations are considered. For example, the 1-hour nitrogen
dioxide (NO,) NAAQS is based on a 3-year average, but if Proposed Action Alternative activities do not
occur for the entire duration of the 3-year period, then the period of no activity would lower the 3-year
average. Therefore, the duration and intensity of pollutant exposure within the adjacent neighborhood of
each localized activity area were considered in evaluating air quality impacts from the proposed temporary
construction activities. The qualitative impact assessment methodology assumes the following:

e Construction of the project would comply with Hawaii Administrative Rules (HAR) Section 11-60.1-
33 such that visible fugitive dust plumes would be unlikely occur outside of the activity area.

e Elevated pollutant concentrations are expected immediately downwind of pollutant release;
therefore, the analysis focuses on the area influenced by local wind patterns.

e Potential impacts from exposure related to additional on-road traffic associated with the Proposed
Action Alternative are based on historical 24-hour traffic volumes (Table 3.2-8) and the anticipated
addition of expected traffic volume contributed by the Proposed Action Alternative to estimate total
anticipated 24-hour traffic volumes.

To assess air quality impacts from emissions released during operations, a quantitative analysis through
air dispersion modeling and comparisons to published air quality standards and toxic risk factors was
performed for the stationary sources at Site 2 (see application and supplemental submittal in

Appendix A). Considering the risk estimated from 2010 monitoring data (Table 3.2-2 and Table 3.2-3)
and the 2019 AirToxScreen (Table 3.2-5), the five HAPs of concern in Honolulu are acetaldehyde,
benzene, carbon tetrachloride, chromium, and formaldehyde. The HAPs considered for the HAPs
analysis from the above subset are acetaldehyde, benzene, and formaldehyde. Carbon tetrachloride and
chromium would not be significantly emitted from the operations of the new Wartsila engines at Site 2.
Additional HAPs were also evaluated (Appendix A).

With the exception of the electrical transmission backbone, the IKC projects would not require any
ground-disturbing construction activities and would result in minor air emissions. Therefore, they are
not analyzed further in this section.

3.2.2.1 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not occur and no change would occur to
baseline air quality. Therefore, no impacts to air quality would occur with implementation of the No
Action Alternative.

3.2.2.2 Proposed Action Alternative

Air quality impacts would occur during the construction and operation phases. The project would
require a new, separate Title V permit and would be permitted under the lessee.

3.2.2.2.1 Construction Impacts

During construction, the primary source of emissions would be fuel-burning equipment, vehicles, and
land disturbance. While construction of the project would comply with HAR 11-60.1-33 such that visible
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fugitive dust plumes would not likely occur outside of the activity area, elevated pollutant
concentrations are expected at receptors immediately downwind of activities.

The expected maximum road traffic additions from the Proposed Action Alternative are approximately
141 construction workers commuting per day between Site 2, Site 5, and the electrical transmission
backbone area and 59 truck trips per day for transporting construction material. Existing 24-hour traffic
volume at JBPHH Nimitz Gate is approximately 21,173 per the PHNSY & Intermediate Maintenance
Facility (IMF) Decision Document (DD) and Waterfront Production Facility (WPF) Final Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS). The construction traffic associated with the PHNSY & IMF Dry Dock and WPF at
JBPHH was conservatively estimated as 1,450 vehicles per day. If these proposed projects overlap, then
additional construction road traffic would be 1,650 (200 plus 1,450). Because the expected combined
traffic volumes during construction, assuming project overlap, would not exceed the traffic volumes
occurring at the monitoring sites (Table 3.2-8), it is reasonable to conclude that the expected air quality
impacts during construction from on-road mobile sources would be no greater than the ambient design
values and/or concentrations (criteria pollutant and HAPs) measured at the monitors. For the same
reasoning, it is reasonable to assume that air quality impacts during construction from on-road mobile
sources would be no greater than the HAPs’ associated health risks calculated for the monitoring sites
(Appendix A). Therefore, anticipated air quality impacts from on-road mobile sources would not
interfere with the attainment of AAQS or appreciably increase human health risk from HAP exposure in
areas where sensitive receptors and/or public presence are anticipated.

Table 3.2-8  Average Daily Traffic Counts for Monitoring Stations

Monitoring Station Street 2021 Average Daily Traffic Count
e Punchbowl Street e 34,400
Honolulu e S, Beretania Street e 17,410
e Vineyard Street e 24,200
e Total e 76,010
e Kalaeloa Boulevard e 34,200
Kapolei e Lauwiliwili Street e <5,000
e Total e No more than 39,200
e Kamehameha Highway o 27,144
Pearl City e Lehua Avenue e 10,100
e 4™ Street e <2,000
e Total e No more than 39,244
Key: N/A = not applicable.
Sources: HDOH (2021a); HDOT (2023).

Table 3.2-9 provides emission estimates for criteria pollutants and HAPs from proposed construction
activity by year. Construction emissions include non-road equipment, on-road vehicles, and fugitive dust
generation from land disturbance. As shown in Table 3.2-9, the annual construction NOj, carbon
monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide (SO), particles with aerodynamic diameters less than or equal to a
nominal 10 micrometers (PMyo), and particles with aerodynamic diameters less than or equal to a
nominal 2.5 micrometers (PM..s) emissions are greater than 2019 JBPHH actual stationary source
emissions but significantly less than total emissions from City and County of Honolulu.

On-road vehicles can operate on the roads surrounding each site location. Based on the roads most likely
to be accessed by construction vehicles, base residential housing immediately to the south of Site 2, base
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residential housing immediately adjacent to the south of Site 5, and off-base residential housing to the
east of Site 5 could be impacted. Other nearby sensitive receptors include multiple parks, recreational
areas, and schools. The nearest sensitive/public receptors are areas within JBPHH adjacent to the study
area, including military housing, with the nearest residence being within approximately 170 feet of Site 2
and approximately 50 feet of Site 5. These locations are shown in Figure 3.2-2 and Figure 3.2-3.

Indirect emissions from off-Oahu construction supply delivery activities under the Proposed Action
cannot be accurately estimated at this time but the impacts from these construction-related emissions,
given their release is mostly during open ocean transit, are not expected to interfere with the attainment
of AAQS or appreciably increase human health risk from HAP exposure in areas where sensitive receptors
and/or public presence are anticipated.

Table 3.2-9  Total Air Pollutant Emission Estimates from Proposed Construction Activity by

Year
, .. Emissions (tpy)
Location of Activity by Year | 6c T 6 | No, | SO, | PMw | PMas | HAPS®
Year 1
Site 2 0.03 0.44 0.25 4.87E-04 4.0 0.41 0.01
Site 5 0.09 0.93 0.85 9.40E-04 21.1 2.2 0.04
Electrical Transmission Backbone 0.32 2.5 3.7 3.94E-03 3.10 0.48 0.14
Total 0.45 3.9 4.8 0.01 28.2 3.1 0.19
Year 2
Site 2 0.16 2.1 1.2 2.37E-03 19.5 2.0 0.06
Site 5 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Electrical Transmission Backbone 0.28 2.2 3.2 3.40E-03 2.67 0.42 0.12
Total 0.44 4.3 4.4 0.01 22.2 2.4 0.19
Year 3
Site 2 0.15 2.0 1.1 2.19E-03 18.0 1.9 0.06
Site 5 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Electrical Transmission Backbone 0.01 0.07 0.11 1.13E-04 0.09 0.01 4.05E-03
Total 0.16 2.0 1.2 2.30E-03 18.1 1.9 0.06
Existing Sources
City and County of Honolulu @ 20,560 (89,210, 25,504 13,159 14,961 4,390 3,528
2019 JBPHH Stationary Sources®® 11.7 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.1
Notes:

Scientific notation is used for values that are hundredths of a ton or less to show the emissions for that pollutant are not zero.
Includes benzene, ethanol, formaldehyde, acetaldehyde, acrolein, 1,3-butadiene, ethylbenzene, hexane, toluene, xylene, and
naphthalene.

Key: VOC = volatile organic compound; CO = carbon monoxide; DD = decision document; EIS = Environmental Impact
Statement; JBPHH = Joint Base Pearl Harbor-Hickam; NOy = nitrogen oxides; SOy = sulfur oxides; PHNSY Dry Dock and

WPF = Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard and Intermediate Maintenance Facility Dry Dock and Waterfront Production Facility; PMg =
particles with aerodynamic diameters less than or equal to a nominal 10 micrometers; PM; s = particles with aerodynamic
diameters less than or equal to a nominal 2.5 micrometers; CO; = carbon dioxide, CHs = methane, N,O = nitrous oxide; HAP =
hazardous air pollutant; tpy = ton per year.

(1) Includes benzene, ethanol, formaldehyde, acetaldehyde, acrolein, 1,3-butadiene, ethylbenzene, hexane, toluene, xylene,
and naphthalene.

(2) 2017 Hawaii Air Emissions Inventory

(3) Source: DON (2022d) (https://www.pearlharbordrydockeis.org/).
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Table 3.2-10 summarizes potential air quality impacts from construction activities. Additional details on
the emission calculations are provided in Appendix A. The construction phase impacts on air quality
would not be considered significant because they are temporary with a low magnitude of emission rates
(as detailed in Appendix A); such impacts would not change the area’s attainment status or appreciably
increase human health risks in areas where sensitive receptors and/or public presence are anticipated.

Table 3.2-10 Construction-Related Air Quality Impacts

Construction Area

Potential Air Quality Impacts

Site 2, Site 5, and
Electrical
Transmission
Backbone

Fugitive dust at ground level would be generated by on-site trucks transporting
materials and construction equipment. Fugitive dust plumes would not occur
outside of the activity area to comply with the HAR for fugitive dust SOPs.
Emissions would result primarily from the combustion of fuels with emissions
released from equipment exhaust stacks.

Construction activities would fluctuate throughout the day and from day to day.
Wind conditions would vary throughout the day while construction sources would
move around the site such that potential pollutant concentration increases would
not persist in any single location. The nearest location of sensitive/public receptors
are areas within JBPHH adjacent to the study area, including military housing, with
the nearest residence being within approximately 170 feet of Site 2 and
approximately 50 feet of Site 5. Potential exposure to elevated pollutant
concentrations would be most intense and occur at a higher probability in years 2
and 3 of construction at Site 2, year 1 of construction at Site 5, and years 1 and 2 off
construction of the electrical transmission backbone.

Based on the magnitude of emission rates (as detailed in Appendix A), the
temporary duration of emission-generating activities, and fluctuating wind
directions, anticipated air quality impacts are not expected to interfere with the
attainment of NAAQS/SAAQS or appreciably increase human health risks in areas
where sensitive receptors and/or public presence are anticipated.

Key: AAQS = ambient air quality standard; HAR = Hawaii Administrative Rules; JBPHH = Joint Base Pearl Harbor-Hickam; NAAQS
= National Ambient Air Quality Standards; SAAQS = State Ambient Air Quality Standards; SOP = standard operating procedure.
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3.2.2.2.2 Operational Impacts

Emissions during the operations phase of the project would primarily be generated at the proposed Firm
Renewable Generation (FRG) Plant at Site 2. FRG Plant equipment, including emissions controls, would
be operated and maintained according to manufacturer specifications. Equipment at Site 2 subject to air
permitting requirements would be covered under a new Title V permit issued to the lessee and as a
separate source from JBPHH. Site 5, the location of the photovoltaic (PV) system and battery energy
storage system (BESS), would have minimal operational emissions.

During a grid outage, the plant would provide power to JBPHH through the electrical transmission
backbone and existing Hawaiian Electric Company (HECO) substations, enhancing its energy security and
resiliency and supporting national security. This would eliminate the need for individual emergency
generators, reducing the air emissions produced during an outage and improving the air quality in the
immediate vicinity of the current emergency generators.

The FRG Plant and emergency generators are designed to be fuel-flexible; the primary fuels for the
engine generators would be renewable natural gas (RNG) and biodiesel. Each dual-fueled generator
would be equipped with an emission control system for NOx emissions control and oxidation catalysts to
control CO, VOCs, and HAP emissions; a continuous emissions monitoring system; and associated
support equipment.

Other equipment and facilities to be constructed include water treatment facilities, fire protection and
emergency services, a new 46 kilovolt (kV) air-insulated switchgear switchyard, other electrical
switchgear and transformers, and an operations and maintenance building. The emergency diesel
generator and emergency fire pump engine would be constructed adjacent to the reciprocating engines
and each would operate with a limit not to exceed 500 hours per year. All reciprocating engines,
including the emergency generator and fire pump engine, would comply with National Emission
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants, 40 CFR Part 63, Subpart ZZZZ, and Standards of Performance for
New Stationary Sources, 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart Ill1.

Stationary sources of the proposed FRG Plant are subject to the requirements of a covered source
permit, which would be requested by the lessee and issued by the HDOH Clean Air Branch. The lessee
would be operating in compliance with all permit conditions. Per the Best Available Control Technology
(BACT) analysis conducted for the engines for NOx, CO, VOC, PM3o, and PM3 s, controls of these pollutant
emissions include using low-NOyx emitting equipment and add-on controls, applying good combustion
practices and oxidation catalyst, and burning exclusively renewable natural gas with a maximum sulfur
content of 5 parts per million by volume and biodiesel with a maximum sulfur content of 15 parts per
million.

Table 3.2-11 and Table 3.2-12 provide stationary source emission estimates for criteria pollutants and
HAPs from the proposed FRG Plant. For the proposed engines, Table 3.2-10 presents the maximum
annual project emissions based on the worst-case combination of operating scenarios for each pollutant
(100 percent RNG operations, RNG startups and biodiesel operations, or 100 percent biodiesel
operations). These total emissions account for assumed operational hour limits based on fuel type. For
the proposed engines, as detailed in the permit application, when assuming 100 percent RNG, hours are
assumed to not exceed 8,395 per year. When assuming startup using RNG and then switching to
biodiesel, hours are assumed to not exceed 3,796 hours per year. When assuming 100 percent biodiesel,
hours are assumed to not exceed 2,920 hours per year. For the emergency generator and fire pump
engine, 500 hours per year operation were assumed for each equipment.
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Table 3.2-11 Estimated Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions from the Proposed Power Plant

. Emissions (tpy)
Equipment

VOCs co NOx SOx PM3o PM:.5
11 20V34DF Engines, Maximum, | ;¢ 4 131.5 239.6 2.9 94.8 94.8
Any Operating/Fuel Scenario
Emergency Generator 0.02 0.2 3.3 0.003 0.01 0.01
Emergency Fire Pump Engine 0.03 0.3 0.5 0.001 0.02 0.02
Total 116.5 132.0 2434 29 94.8 94.8
Key: CO = carbon monoxide; NOy = nitrogen oxides; PMjo = particles with aerodynamic diameters less than or equal to a
nominal 10 micrometers; PM, s = particles with aerodynamic diameters less than or equal to a nominal 2.5 micrometers.

Table 3.2-12 Estimated HAP Emissions from New Wartsilad Engines

100% RNG RNG Startups, . . .
Pollutant Operation Biodiesel Opefat/ion B a=otion
Emissions [all engines] (tpy)

Acetaldehyde 1.0 0.05 0.02
Acrolein 0.11 0.01 0.01
Benzene 0.41 0.70 0.56
1,3-Butadiene 0.70 0.02 —
Ethylbenzene 0.14 0.05 0.04
Formaldehyde 9.2 2.5 1.9

Hexane — 0.009 0.01
Naphthalene 0.05 0.11 0.09

PAHs (as B(a)P) 0.00 0.0004 0.00
Toluene 0.45 0.26 0.21

Xylene 1.2 0.21 0.15

Total HAPs 13.3 4.0 3.0

Key: HAP = hazardous air pollutant; PAH = polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon; RNG = renewable natural gas.

To determine potential air quality impacts from the emissions of the criteria pollutants and determine
whether the project would comply with all NAAQS/SAAQS as required for the air permit application, air
dispersion modeling was conducted for multiple engine operating scenarios (varying loads and fuel use)
to ensure a worst-case scenario was analyzed.

Initial modeling was conducted to compare maximum modeled project concentrations against significant
impact levels (SILs). SILs are EPA-defined concentrations that are used to determine whether a change in
emissions would contribute to an exceedance of a NAAQS. If maximum modeled concentrations are
below applicable SILs, then impacts from the modeled activities would not contribute to an exceedance
of a NAAQS and no further analysis is required. If maximum modeled concentrations are equal to or
greater than applicable SILs, then a cumulative impact analysis is required that accounts for combined
contributions from other sources and the new sources under the Proposed Action Alternative. As detailed
in Appendix A, modeled concentrations of sulfur dioxide and CO are below their SILs, indicating impacts
from the proposed facility would not contribute to an exceedance of a NAAQS/SAAQS. Ozone modeling is
not necessary for the proposed activities with this magnitude of emissions.
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Cumulative modeling was necessary for NOy (as NO,), PM1o, and PM3s and was performed for multiple
potential operating combinations to ensure the worst-case scenario concentrations are captured for
each pollutant. These scenarios include operating on RNG and biodiesel at 100 percent each, and
startups with RNG and then switching to biodiesel. The modeled emissions include startup emissions
and emissions from minimum load to full load conditions under each scenario. Additionally, in this
cumulative modeling, to ensure compliance with the NAAQS/SAAQS, modeled design concentrations are
added to representative background concentrations, along with secondary PM, s concentrations. The
representative background concentration includes the impact of other nearby and distant stationary, area,
and mobile sources and secondary PM, s accounts for PM, s formed in the atmosphere through reaction,
coagulation, or nucleation of chemicals after initial emissions are released. This cumulative impact
concentration is then compared to the appropriate NAAQS/SAAQS. As shown in Table 3.2-13, the
cumulative modeling demonstrated compliance with the NAAQS/SAAQS. Appendix A includes details of
the operating emission calculations and the air dispersion modeling analysis for the proposed new FRG
Plant at Site 2, as well as isopleth plots of the maximum 1-hour NO; and 24-hour PM, s modeled
concentrations within the areas around Site 2. Maximum concentrations were found immediately
southeast of Site 2, north of South Avenue. Test modeling was further conducted separately from the
permit application at elevated receptors, such as open windows and air intakes of multi-floor residences
and occupied buildings. The modeling results show that no exceedances of the NAAQS/SAAQS would
occur at these elevated receptors.

Biofuel for the FRG plant would represent an incremental increase in fuel amounts delivered on existing
fuel transport vessels. The associated increase in air pollutants from ship transport cannot be accurately
estimated given the uncertainty of Hawaii’s consumption demand but are expected to be minimal. The
increase of emissions from the Proposed Action, given their release is mostly during open ocean transit,
are not expected to interfere with the attainment of AAQS or appreciably increase human health risk
from HAP exposure in areas where sensitive receptors and/or public presence are anticipated.
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Table 3.2-13 NAAQS/SAAQS Compliance during Operations
M led Maxii
Averaain Modeled | Controllin ogioe;: d :ex;rer;um Secondary |Background| Cumulative NAAQS/ Below
Pollutant** Perioil“’g e Scenariog Description Concentration (GLCre) PM:s Conc.””| Conc.? Impact® SAAQS NAAQS/
a0 (ug/m) | (ug/mP) | (ug/m’) (ug/m’) | SAAQS?
(ng/m’)
Biodiesel — Maximum Scenario
Project Only —
OLM - (H8H
NO2® 1-hr | 2017-2021 | Startup ( 125.5 — 56.4 181.9 | 188 (100 ppb)| Yes
averaged over
5 years)
Project Only
NOxas NO2 | Annual | 2017-2021 | Min Load |(maximum 7.27 — 7.5 14.8 100 (NAAQS) Yes
70 (SAAQS)
across 5 years)
Project Only
24-hr 2017-2021 | Min Load |(H8H averaged 20.05 0.291 12.0 323 35 Yes
over 5 years)
PM2.s -
Project Only
Annual | 2017-2021 | Min Load |(maximum 2.51 0.016 3.6 6.1 12 Yes
across 5 years)
Project Only
24-hr 2017-2021 | Min Load |(H1H across 25.27 0.291 36.0 61.6 150 Yes
5 years
PM1o y_ )
Project Only
Annual | 2017-2021 | Min Load |(maximum 3.03 0.016 14.4 17.4 50 Yes
across 5 years)
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Table 3.2-13 NAAQS/SAAQS Compliance during Operations
M led Maxii
Averaain Modeled | Controllin ogioe:: d f:;:;um Secondary |Background| Cumulative NAAQS/ Below
Pollutant** Perioil(”g e Scenariog Description Concentration (GLCre) PM:s Conc.””| Conc.? Impact® SAAQS NAAQS/
a0 (ug/m) | (ug/mP) | (ug/m’) (ug/m’) | SAAQS?
(ng/m’)
RNG — Maximum Scenario
Project Only —
OLM - (H8H
NO2® 1-hr | 2017-2021 | Startup ( 78.6 — 56.4 135.0 | 188 (100 ppb)| Yes
averaged over
5 years)
Project Only
NOxas NO2 | Annual | 2017-2021 | Min Load |(maximum 2.53 — 7.5 10.0 100 (NAAQS) Yes
70 (SAAQS)
across 5 years)
Project Only
24-hr 2017-2021 | Min Load |(H8H averaged 7.68 0.291 12.0 20.0 35 Yes
over 5 years)
PM2.s -
Project Only
Annual | 2017-2021 | Min Load |(maximum 2.55 0.016 3.6 6.2 12 Yes
across 5 years)
Project Only
24-hr 2017-2021 | Min Load |(H1H across 11.02 0.291 36.0 47.3 150 Yes
5 years
PM1o y_ )
Project Only
Annual | 2017-2021 | Min Load |(maximum 3.08 0.016 14.4 17.5 50 Yes
across 5 years)
Biodiesel — Full Load Scenario
Project Only —
OLM - (H8H
NO2® 1-hr 2017-2021 | Full Load ( 57.1 — 56.4 1135 188 (100 ppb) Yes
averaged over
5 years)
Project Only
NOxas NO2 Annual | 2017-2021 | Full Load |(maximum 3.45 — 7.5 11.0 100 (NAAQS) Yes
70 (SAAQS)
across 5 years)
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Table 3.2-13 NAAQS/SAAQS Compliance during Operations
Modeled Makxii
Averaain Modeled | Controllin ogioe;: d :ex;rer;um Secondary |Background| Cumulative NAAQS/ Below
Pollutant** Perioil“’g e Scenariog Description Concentration (GLCre) PM:s Conc.””| Conc.? Impact® SAAQS NAAQS/
a0 (ug/m) | (ug/mP) | (ug/m’) (ug/m’) | SAAQS?
(ng/m’)
Project Only
24-hr 2017-2021 | Full Load |(H8H averaged 14.78 0.291 12.0 27.1 35 Yes
over 5 years)
PM2.s -
Project Only
Annual | 2017-2021 | Full Load |(maximum 1.20 0.016 3.6 4.8 12 Yes
across 5 years)
Project Only
24-hr 2017-2021 | Full Load |(H1H across 23.16 0.291 36.0 59.5 150 Yes
5 years
PM1o y, )
Project Only
Annual | 2017-2021 | Full Load |(maximum 1.44 0.016 14.4 15.8 50 Yes
across 5 years)
RNG - Full Load Scenario
Project Only —
NO2® 1-hr 2017-2021 | Full Load OLM - (H&H 9.4 — 56.4 65.8 188 Yes
averaged over
5 years)
Project Only
NOxas NO2 | Annual | 2017-2021 | Full Load |(maximum 1.72 — 7.5 9.2 100 (NAAQS) Yes
70 (SAAQS)
across 5 years)
Project Only
24-hr 2017-2021 | Full Load |(H8H averaged 6.86 0.291 12.0 19.1 35 Yes
over 5 years)
PMz2s -
Project Only
Annual | 2017-2021 | Full Load |(maximum 1.73 0.016 3.6 5.4 12 Yes
across 5 years)
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Table 3.2-13 NAAQS/SAAQS Compliance during Operations

Averaging| Modeled |Controlling Mogicl,euc:gﬂ:::er;um Secondary |Background| Cumulative NAAQS/ Below
Pollutant** period'? e Scenario Description Concentration (GLCre) PM:s Conc.””| Conc.? Impact® SAAQS NAAQS/
(ug/m’ "N (ug/m?) | (ug/m®) | (ug/m’) (ug/m’) | SAAQS?
ug/m’)
Project Only
24-hr 2017-2021 | Full Load |(H1H across 10.80 0.291 36.0 47.1 150 Yes
PMuo 5 years)
Project Only
Annual | 2017-2021 | Full Load |(maximum 2.09 0.016 144 16.5 50 Yes
across 5 years)

Key: AERMOD = American Meteorological Society/Environmental Protection Agency Regulatory Model HDOH = State of Hawaii Department of Health; NAAQS = National Ambient
Air Quality Standards; NO; = nitrogen dioxide; NOx = nitrogen oxides; OLM = Ozone Limiting Method; PMyg = particles with aerodynamic diameters less than or equal to a nominal
10 micrometers; PM, s = particles with aerodynamic diameters less than or equal to a nominal 2.5 micrometers; RNG = renewable natural gas; SAAQS = State Ambient Air Quality

Standards.

monitor.

(1) A NAAQS analysis is only required for pollutants and averaging periods with project impacts greater than or equal to the corresponding SIL.
(2) Secondary PM, s concentrations are estimated using EPA’s Guidance on the Development of Modeled Emission Rates for Precursors (MERPs) as a Tier 1 Demonstration Tool
for Ozone and PM, s under the Prevention of Significant Deterioration Permitting Program (EPA-454/R-19-003), dated April 2019. The lowest (worst-case) MERPs for the West

and Northwest climates zones from Table 4-1 were selected.
(3) The background concentrations are based on HDOH monitoring data: NO, concentrations are from the Kapolei monitor, PM,sand PMjo concentrations are from the Pearl City

(4) The cumulative impact includes impacts from the project sources (including secondary PM; s, as appropriate) plus the background concentration.
(5) AERMOD’s OLM Option is used to output NO; impacts from modeled NOx emissions.

3-24

Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences




EA for Lease of Land at JBPHH Draft EA April 2024

HAP emissions from the proposed new FRG Plant are below 10 tpy for any single HAP and maximum
total HAP emissions are below 25 tpy. These emissions are below major source thresholds, designating
the proposed FRG Plant as a minor area source of HAPs. A detailed HAP assessment and comparison of
modeled concentrations with SOH Department of Transportation (HDOT) significance thresholds are
provided in Appendix A. The results of this analysis indicate that HAPs are below the applicable
significance thresholds under all operating scenarios and individual lifetime excess cancer risk from the
project is well below 10 in one million under all evaluated operating scenarios.

Operational emissions from on-road traffic would be minimal and based on an assumed number of
delivery trucks and employee vehicles per day associated with the proposed new FRG Plant at Site 2.
Emissions associated with idling, driving, and starts were accounted for at Site 2. A summary of total
daily emissions at Site 2 is included in Table 3.2-14 with details on calculations provided in Appendix A.
Emissions calculations assume a total of 23 truck trips per day. This increased level of truck trips is
insignificant compared to current daily traffic counts at the nearby air monitors (Table 3.2-8) and
existing traffic volume at JBPHH Nimitz Gate (approximately 21,173). Daily traffic is not expected at the
PV system or BESS, and it is anticipated that one vehicle trip per month would likely occur during routine
maintenance. Given the minimal number of new vehicle trips, no appreciable operational emissions
would occur at Site 5.

Table 3.2-14 Estimated Air Pollutant Emissions from Proposed Daily On-Road Vehicles

Emissions (tons per day)
Location of Activity VOCs co NOx SOx PMio PM:.5 HAPs!
Site 2 6.21E-05 8.98E-04 | 5.93E-04 | 1.01E-06 | 5.08E-05 | 2.85E-05 | 1.19E-05
Notes:

Scientific notation is used for values that are hundredths of a ton or less to show the emissions for that pollutant are not zero.
Includes benzene, ethanol, formaldehyde, acetaldehyde, acrolein, 1,3-butadiene, ethylbenzene, hexane, toluene, xylene, and
naphthalene.

Key: VOC = volatile organic compounds; CO = carbon monoxide; NOy = nitrogen oxides; SOx = sulfur oxides; PM1o = particles
with aerodynamic diameters less than or equal to a nominal 10 micrometers; PM, s = particles with aerodynamic diameters less
than or equal to a nominal 2.5 micrometers; HAP = hazardous air pollutant; tpy = ton per year.
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3.2.2.2.3 Combined Construction and Operational Emissions Impacting Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases

A summary of total emissions from the Proposed Action Alternative impacting air quality and GHGs is provided in Table 3.2-15.

Table 3.2-15 Estimated Proposed Action Air Pollutant Emissions

. . Location of Emissions (tpy)
Activity ..
Activity VOCs co NOx SOx PM1o PM:.5 (0] CHa N:0 HAPs 2
Site 2 0.34 4.5 2.5 0.01 415 4.3 1,404 0.03 0.01 0.14
Site 5 0.09 0.93 0.85 0.00 21.1 2.2 257.9 0.01 0.00 0.04
. Electrical
Construction L
Transmission 0.61 4.8 7.0 0.01 5.86 0.91 2,255 0.04 0.02 0.27
Backbone
Total 1.0 10.2 104 0.01 68.5 7.4 3,916 0.08 0.03 0.44
Site 2 — FRG
Plant
. 116.5 132.0 243.4 2.9 94.8 94.8 420,822 7.9 0.8 13.3
(maximum
Operations scenario)
(per year) Site 2 —
Vehicular 6.21E-05 8.98E-04 | 5.93E-04 | 1.01E-06 | 5.08E-05 | 2.85E-05 0.25 5.89E-06 1.65E-06 1.19E-05
Traffic
Total 116.5 132.0 243.4 2.9 94.8 94.8 420,822 7.9 0.8 13.3

Notes:

Scientific notation is used for values that are hundredths of a ton or less to show the emissions for that pollutant are not zero.

(1) Construction and operational vehicular traffic HAPs include benzene, ethanol, formaldehyde, acetaldehyde, acrolein, 1,3-butadiene, hexane, toluene, xylene, and
naphthalene.

(2) FRG Plant HAPs includes acetaldehyde, acrolein, benzene, 1,3-butadiene, ethylbenzene, formaldehyde, hexane, naphthalene, PAHs, toluene, and xylene.

Key: VOC = volatile organic compound; CO = carbon monoxide; FRG = Firm Renewable Generation; NOy = nitrogen oxides; SOy = sulfur oxides; PAH = polycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbon; PMyg = particles with aerodynamic diameters less than or equal to a nominal 10 micrometers; PM, s = particles with aerodynamic diameters less than or equal to a
nominal 2.5 micrometers; CO, = carbon dioxide, CHs = methane, N,O = nitrous oxide; HAP = hazardous air pollutant; tpy = ton per year.
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3.2.2.2.4 Greenhouse Gases

GHG emissions generated from the construction and operation of the Proposed Action contribute to the
global atmosphere, regardless of the specific location within the ROI that they are produced. Total GHG
emissions exclusively generated within Hawaii as a result of the 35-month construction activities are
estimated to be approximately 3,928 tons (3,563 metric tons) of a carbon dioxide equivalent (CO,e). See
Appendix A for calculations.

Once the proposed FRG Plant is operational, routine activities would generate approximately

421,256 tons (382,157 metric tons) of CO.e each year. This assumes the maximum potential operational
emissions. The vast majority of these emissions are from the maximum potential operations of the
Wartsila generators. Vehicular traffic associated with the operation of Site 2 would generate 0.25 tons
(0.23 metric tons) of CO,e per year, with calculations detailed in Appendix A.

Switchgear may contain sulfur hexafluoride, a GHG, but emissions would only occur if there were a leak
and would be minimal as any leaks would be promptly repaired.

Regarding potential GHG emissions from transportation of biofuel from Washington State, fuel delivery
has been qualitatively assessed for potential GHG emissions. Liquid fuel is already being shipped to
Oahu in large quantities. Biodiesel for the FRG Plant would be transported on existing fuel transport
vessels, representing a minor increase in the total volume of liquid fuel transported to Oahu and in
emissions from the associated vessels. RNG is proposed to be generated on the North Shore of Oahu
and trucked to the site; GHGs associated with delivery of RNG are included in the vehicular traffic impact
calculation above.

As of 2017, the statewide GHG emission limit of 15.28 million metric tons CO,e had been reached

(Table 3.2-4). Statewide GHG projections of 11.66, 10.96, and 8.88 million metric tons COe for 2020,
2025, and 2030, respectively, indicate that Hawaii met its statewide GHG emissions limit in 2020 and will
continue to meet the limit in 2025 and 2030 as projected by the SOH (HDOH, 2023). Based on this, the
estimated GHGs increase over the 35 months of construction and the annual operation of the FRG Plant
would not interfere with Hawaii’s statewide goal to be carbon net-negative by 2045.

The Proposed Action also complies with directives under the new Navy Climate Action 2030. The
proposed FRG Plant would assist the Navy in building climate resilience by ensuring the forces, systems,
and facilities can continue to operate effectively to achieve the mission during changing climate
conditions and impacts.

3.2.2.2.5 Climate Change

Predictable environmental trends associated with climate change and the potential impacts are
identified in Table 3.2-7. Once construction is complete, climate change could impact the proposed
infrastructure, equipment operation, and power generating system. More intense precipitation events,
drought, flooding, or saltwater intrusion all have the potential to impact the performance of the battery
storage and power generation with potential interruption of worker’s commuting, material transporting,
and routine power supply operation. Consideration of the potential for the Proposed Action to interact
with climate change has been included in each of the assessed resource areas within this EA.
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3.2.2.2.6 Summary

Implementation of the Proposed Action Alternative would not result in significant impacts to air quality.
Anticipated air quality impacts from construction and operational activities are not expected to interfere
with the attainment of AAQS, cause noncompliance with applicable ambient air HAP concentrations, or
appreciably increase human health risks from HAP exposure in areas where sensitive receptors and/or
public presence are anticipated. Estimated GHG emission increases over the 35 months of construction
and the annual operation of the FRG Plant would not interfere with Hawaii’s statewide goal to be carbon
net-negative by 2045.

3.3 Cultural Resources

This section evaluates potential impacts to cultural resources that could result from implementation of
the Proposed Action. Cultural resources are subject to consideration under NEPA, the National Historic
Preservation Act (NHPA), the Archaeological Resources Protection Act, and implementing regulations.
Cultural resources include historic properties as defined under the NHPA to include districts, sites,
buildings, structures, or objects that are listed or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic
Places (NRHP). Additionally, traditional cultural properties (TCPs) are historic properties with cultural
and religious significance. Under NEPA, consideration of cultural resource impacts may also include
properties that do not meet NRHP criteria, such as places of cultural significance, traditional named
places, places associated with moolelo (Hawaiian traditional stories), or significant viewsheds. The Navy
is coordinating its NEPA review with the NHPA Section 106 process, pursuant to the 2012 Programmatic
Agreement for project actions (CNRH, 2012a). A description of the regulatory setting for cultural
resources is included in Appendix H.

3.3.1 Affected Environment

The Navy has conducted inventories of cultural resources at JBPHH to identify historic properties that
are listed or potentially eligible for listing in the NRHP within the environment potentially affected by

the Proposed Action Alternative (Allen, 2005; DON, 2008; 2011; WCP, HHF, and Mason, 2014; Vernon,
Orr, and Collins, 2016; SEARCH, 2016).

The ROI for cultural resources includes potential indirect visual effects to the Pearl Harbor National
Historic Landmark (PHNHL) District as a whole, whereas areas of direct effects within Sites 2 and 5 and
the electrical transmission backbone area comprise 25 acres where direct construction activities would
take place (Figure 3.3-1).

3.3.1.1 Archaeological Resources

Three archaeological sites, all buried traditional Hawaiian fishponds—Loko Pohaku (State Inventory of
Historic Places [SIHP] 50-80-13-0098), Loko Wailolokai (50-80-13-0099), and Loko Wailolowai (50-80-13-
0100)—overlap with the Proposed Action areas for the utility transmission lines (Table 3.3-1). These
fishponds were filled in during the 20" century as part of land reclamation efforts. Allen (2005)
evaluated all of the fishponds at Hickam Air Force Base as eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criteria A
andD.

Four previous archaeological investigations were conducted within the Proposed Action area (Anderson,
1995; Athens et al., 2000; Magnuson, 2001; Hammatt, Shideler, and McDermott, 2013). Anderson
(1995) conducted monitoring of a sewer installation project (MILCON P-115) and documented fishpond
deposits associated with Loko Wailolowai (SIHP 50-80-13-0100).
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Athens (2000) completed paleoenvironmental coring at 18 buried and 3 extant fishponds on Navy lands
at Pearl Harbor. Fishpond sediments were identified at 8 of the 21 fishponds tested, including Loko
Pohaku (SIHP 50-80-13-0098), Loko Wailolokai (50-80-13-0099), and Loko Wailolowai (50-80-13-0100).
Two paleoenvironmental cores were completed at each of the above fishponds and possible fishpond
deposits were identified below 2.90-3.42 meters (9.51-11.22 feet) of fill. Radiocarbon data obtained
from the fishponds provided estimated ages of later than A.D. 1436—-1636 for Loko Pohaku, sometime in
the first millennium for Loko Wailolokai, and later than A.D. 1214-1412 for Loko Wailolowai.

Magnuson (2001) conducted monitoring during backhoe excavation of underground storage tanks
(USTs) at Hickam Air Force Base. Intact natural sediments were observed at 8 of the 41 UST sites, and
likely fishpond soil from Loko Lelepaua was observed at 1 UST site several hundred meters southwest of
the Proposed Action area. No additional traditional Hawaiian cultural material or deposits were
encountered.

Hammatt, Shideler, and McDermott (2013) completed an archaeological inventory survey for the
Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project from Kalaloa Drive to Middle Street. Testing revealed
remnants of a mid-20™ century roadway network (SIHP 50-80-13-7420) and remnants of a World War I
military warehouse and related infrastructure and roads (50-80-13-7421), but no findings or sites were
identified within the Proposed Action Alternative area.

Table 3.3-1 Previously Recorded Archaeological Sites Within the Proposed Action Area
50 ';';el 3 Type Function and Affiliation Description NRHP Eligibility References
McAllister (1933, 102) McAllister (1933);
Aquaculture/ noted Loko Pohaku NRHP eligible Sterling and
0098 Fishpond Tradi’?ional Hawaiian (also Pahakea) had under Criteria A Summers (1978);
covered 2.5 acres; and D Klieger (1995);
buried. Athens (2000)
Loko Wailolokai McAllister (1933);
(buried; McAllister . .
Aquaculture/ 1933:102) was ver NRHP eligible Sterling and
0099 Fishpond q . ) y under Criteria A Summers (1978);
Traditional Hawaiian |small and was also .
I and D Klieger (1995);
known as Waihilikai Athens (2000)
and Wailiiokai.
McAllister (1933);
McA!Ilster (1933, 102) NRHP eligible Sterling and
0100 Fishoond Aquaculture/ considered Loko under Criteria A Summers (1978);
P Traditional Hawaiian |Wailolowai (buried) a and D Klieger (1995);
possible fishpond site. Anderson (1995);
Athens (2000)

Key: NRHP = National Register of Historic Places.
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3.3.1.2 Architectural Resources

Architectural resources in the ROl include the PHNHL District and other historic properties, many of
which are individually eligible and contribute to the PHNHL (Table 3.3-2 and Figure 3.3-1).

The Proposed Action area includes locations within the Main Base area of the PHNHL. Much of the U.S.
Naval Base Pearl Harbor, established in 1898, was designated a National Historic Landmark (NHL) district
in 1964 (with nomination updates in 1972, 1974, and 1978) for its strategic importance related to the
Pacific and the U.S. annexation of Hawaii, and its critical role in World War Il (Levy, 1978). The PHNHL
District boundary includes “those waters and lands historically, intimately, and directly associated with
its function” as an active naval base with the mission to support the Pacific fleet (Apple, 1974).
Extending from West Loch naval magazines to Nimitz Gate and from Pearl City Peninsula to beyond the
harbor channel, the PHNHL District encompasses more than 16 square miles of land and water around
Pearl Harbor that historically has been used by the U.S. Navy and is part of JBPHH today. The 2011 Pearl
Harbor Naval Complex Cultural Landscape Report identifies the period of significance for the PHNHL as
1902-1965, beginning with the initial dredging of the channel to provide large vessel access to Pearl
Harbor in 1902 and ending with the establishment of a naval Cold War fleet in the Pacific (DON, 2011).
Contributing resources to the PHNHL are historic properties.

The Main Base area is diverse and includes residential areas, warehouses, and industrial facilities along
the south and east waterfronts of East Loch, PHNSY & IMF, historic facilities on Merry Point and Kuahua
Peninsula, the Port Ops signal tower, the Marine Barracks, the Hale Alii Historic Officer Housing Area,
and many other contributors to the PHNHL District.

Site 2 lies within the PHNHL District boundary across Central Avenue from the Shipyard and across
Russell Avenue from the Marine Barracks. The site encompasses two warehouse facilities (Warehouses
YA and YB) that are NRHP-listed as contributing resources to the PHNHL District. In the area surrounding
Site 2 are industrial facilities to the north, the Marine Barracks and Marine officers’ quarters to the west
and south across Russell Avenue, and the Hale Alii officers’ quarters to the northeast. The historic
Marine officers’ quarters, a group of flat-roofed, neoclassical residences, are shielded from the road and
warehouses by a tall and dense hedge and trees. Remnants of the NRHP-eligible Shipyard Railway
System are present in Site 2 and run parallel to Russell Avenue southwest of Warehouses YA and YB;
fragments of the rail system are present in other locations in the ROl as well (Rail Study [CNRH, 2016]).

Site 5 lies outside the PHNHL and does not encompass any NRHP-eligible architectural resources. The
Lumber Shed (Facility X31), built in 1946, is not associated with the PHNHL and has been determined not
eligible for listing in the NRHP (DON, 2008). An adjacent NRHP-eligible Quonset hut (Facility X24) is not
within the Proposed Action area at Site 5.

The IKC projects include the proposed 46 kV electrical transmission backbone, interior modifications to
Facilities 226, 283, 284, 393, and 394, replacement of the substation protective relays, and replacement
of the live front equipment at 19 transformer stations and at Hickam Field. The only proposed ground-
disturbing activity associated with IKC projects within the PHNHL District is the installation of the
electrical transmission backbone. While Facilities 226, 283, 284, 393, and 394 are listed as contributing
to the NHL as described in Table 3.3-2, only interior shelving would be replaced/upgraded.
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Table 3.3-2  Previously Recorded Architectural Resources Within the Proposed Action Area
Project Site
Facility Description and NRHP
Status
Originally known as “Storehouse YA,” the facility contributes to the PHNHL District. Constructed in 1941, the one-story building

Warehouse| Me2sures approximately 626 feet long, 101 feet wide, and 24 feet tall. Character-defining features include a gable roof with Site 2,

YA overhanging eaves, wood fascia over paired rafters, corrugated metal cladding, large-scale sliding wood doors with wood and Contributing
louvered panels, and triple six-over-six, double-hung wood windows. The warehouse was determined to be a distinctive building to PHNHL
type due to its large size.

Originally known as “Storehouse YB,” and also known as General Warehouse Supply, the facility contributes to the PHNHL District.

Warehouse Constructed in 1941, the one-story building is approximately 801 feet long, 121 feet wide, and 24 feet high. Character-defining Site 2,

VB features include a gable roof with shed roof extension over the south side, overhanging eaves, wood fascia over paired rafters, Contributing
corrugated metal cladding, and sliding wood doors with louver panels. The warehouse was determined to be a distinctive building to PHNHL
type due to its large size.

Originally known as a “Defense Battalion Warehouse” in the Marine Barracks area (or Marine Corps Reservation), the facility
contributes to the PHNHL District. Constructed in 1943, this is a one-story steel frame warehouse built during World War Il and is Site 2,

Warehouse . . . o . . . N

276 one of the original groupings of five storehouses; it is currently part of a row of identical warehouses with Warehouses 283 and 284. |Contributing
Exterior siding and roofing are corrugated metal; it has a gable roof and round roof vents along the ridge. Large sliding doors with a to PHNHL
metal frame are covered by corrugated metal, and a concrete loading dock is present along north side.

Originally known as the Lubrication Building, also known as the General Warehouse, the facility is a contributing resource to the Site 2
- PHNHL District. Constructed in 1943, the one-story building is approximately 65 feet long, 26 feet wide, and 18 feet high. Character- o

Facility 244 - . . . . . Contributing
defining features include a gable roof with overhanging eaves, wood fascia, corrugated metal cladding, and four structural bays. The t0 PHNHL
building is the only extant type from the World War Il period within the PHNHL.

Originally known as a “Defense Battalion Warehouse” in the Marine Barracks area, the facility contributes to the PHNHL District and
was constructed in 1940 as part of the pre-war and World War Il expansion of the oldest Marine garrison in Hawaii. This is one of the Site 2,

Warehouse| .. . ) . . . . . N

»83 original groupings of five storehouses; it is currently part of a row of identical warehouses with Warehouses 226 and 284. It is a large | Contributing
warehouse building with a concrete slab foundation and steel structure. The exterior siding and roofing are corrugated metal. Gable | to PHNHL
roofs have round roof bents along the ridge.

Originally known as a “Defense Battalion Warehouse” in the Marine Barracks area, the facility contributes to the PHNHL District and
was constructed in 1940 as part of the pre-war and World War Il expansion of the oldest Marine garrison in Hawaii. This is one of the Site 2,

Warehouse| .. . ) . . . . . N

284 original groupings of five storehouses; it is currently part of a row of identical warehouses with Warehouses 226 and 283. It is a large | Contributing
warehouse building with a concrete slab foundation and steel structure. The exterior siding and roofing are corrugated metal. Gable | to PHNHL

roofs have round roof bents along the ridge.
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Table 3.3-2  Previously Recorded Architectural Resources Within the Proposed Action Area
Project Site
Facility Description and NRHP
Status
Originally known as the Pipe and Hardware Storehouse, the facility contributes to the PHNHL District and is located outside and to

Storehouse|the west of Site 2 between South and Central avenues. Constructed in 1943, the two-story building measures approximately 456 feet| Not within

General long, 152 feet wide, and 40 feet tall. Character-defining features include a low-slope gable roof with overhanging eaves, a thin wood | Sites 2 and

NSC/X02 |fascia, exposed rafters, and wood sheathing; corrugated metal panel cladding; large-scale sliding six-panel wood doors; large-scale, 5,

(Facility wood-frame mesh sliding doors; two-over-two, double-hung wood sash and three-lite hopper windows; and concrete truck ramps contributing

393) leading to the second floor. Facility 393 and 394 reflect distinct design types for the period of construction and are the only two to PHNHL
facilities within the PHNHL with ramps between the first and second floors.

Originally known as the Ordinance Group Building, the facility contributes to the PHNHL District and is located outside and to the
west of Site 2 between South and Central avenues. Constructed in 1945, the two-story building is approximately 456 feet long, 152 Not within

Battery . . _ . . . . . .

Shop feet wide, and 40 feet high. Chara(.:ter—deflmng features include a I0\.N-slope gable roc?f .\Nlth.overhangmg eaves, a thin wood fascia, Sites 2 and

(Facility exposed rafters, and wood sheathing; corrugated metal panel cladding; large-scale sliding six-panel wood doors; large-scale, 5,

394) wood-frame mesh sliding doors; two-over-two, double-hung wood sash and three-lite hopper windows; and concrete truck ramps contributing
leading to the second floor. Facility 394 and 393 reflect distinct design types for the period of construction and are the only two to NHL
facilities within the PHNHL with ramps between the first and second floors.

Sorting The Sorting Assembly Warehouse (Facility 452K) is located within the NHL on Kuahua Peninsula and was originally referred to as Not within

Assembly |Facility K-D/Storehouse. Constructed in 1941, the one-story building is approximately 353 feet long, 101 feet wide, and 24 feet high. | Sites 2 and

Warehouse|Character-defining features include corrugated metal panel cladding, timber columns on poured-in-place concrete footings, gable 5,

(Facility roof with overhanging eaves and clipped rafter ends, wood sliding doors, and metal sash sliding windows. Substantial alterations contributing

452K) include the removal of the original roof ventilators and a replacement roof and windows. to NHL
Historic railroad tracks are present to the southwest of Warehouses YA and YB. Narrow-gauge rail tracks are also present to the west
and north of Facility 244. Historically, the rail lines were on Avenue D, which was the main line in 1912, connecting Pearl Harbor with the
Oahu Railway and Land (O.R.&L.) Rail Line outside of the facility (Rail Study 2.4-14 [CNRH, 2016]). The rail lines along the south elevation
of Warehouses YA and YB were extended to the east in 1942 to serve the recently built Facilities 165 and 166 (Rail Study 2.4-17 [CNRH, Site 2 and

Shipyard |2016]). Historic railroad tracks are also 