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DRAFT FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT (FONSI) 
TO 

RELOCATE SCHOFIELD BARRACKS DEEP WELLS ABOVE GROUND  
U.S. ARMY GARRISON HAWAII 

ISLAND OF OʻAHU, HAWAIʻI 

 

Authority:  The U.S. Army Garrison Hawaii gives notice that an environmental assessment 
(EA) has been prepared for the Proposed Action to Relocate Schofield Barracks Deep Wells 
Above Ground, Island of O‘ahu, Hawai‘i (Unique ID: EAXX-007-21-001-1765975988) 
pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), as amended (Title 42 
United States Code (U.S.C.) § 4321 et seq.); U.S. Department of Defense (DoD) NEPA 
Implementing Procedures issued 30 June 2025; Army Regulation (AR) 200-1, Environmental 
Protection and Enhancement; and applicable Army NEPA guidance. Although no 
components of the Proposed Action trigger a HEPA requirement, certain provisions of HEPA 
(HAR § 11-200.1-4, 11-200.1-5, 11-200.1-16, 11-200.1-18, 11-200.1-20, and 11-200.1-21), as 
appropriate, were incorporated to support permitting through the Commission on Water 
Resource Management (CWRM). 

PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES The purpose of the Proposed Action is to ensure 
a continued reliable source of potable water at Schofield Barracks Military Reservation 
(SBMR) that meets or exceeds regulatory standards, for use by installation residents and for 
operational activities. The existing water wells and associated systems have reached the end 
of their operational life and are experiencing declining performance.  

The Proposed Action is needed to ensure consistent availability of water that utilizes a 
supply system that does not pose a substantial risk of failure. The system must provide 
resilience to unforeseen events, incorporate modern technology to minimize waste, and 
utilize methods to limit environmental impacts over time. 

The Proposed Action includes the construction of new wells, decommissioning of existing 
wells, and the operation and maintenance of the new wells. The Proposed Action would not 
alter water usage at SBMR, which is currently permitted to pump a total of 5.648 million 
gallons per day. 

Four new potable water production wells would be developed, including the installation of 
new equipment (water pumps and motors), well houses, and associated equipment such as 
a power generator and water quality monitors. Total depth, from ground-level surface, for the 
proposed wells would be approximately 620 feet to 630 feet. The wells would start at 
approximately 860 feet above mean sea level (MSL) and reach down to approximately 230 
feet to 240 feet MSL. The Schofield High Level Water Body (Central/Wahiawā Aquifer) is 



 

consistently at approximately 270 feet MSL; therefore, wells would be drilled to a depth 
approximately 30 to 40 feet below the surface of the Schofield High Level Water Body. All 
new facilities would be developed at the existing SBMR Water Plant site, on land that is 
located within SBMR. Under the Proposed Action, there would be no demolition of existing 
buildings and the proposed new buildings would be one-story with limited visibility from 
outside of the SBMR installation. Each of the new buildings would comply with Unified 
Facilities Criteria 1-200-02 High Performance Sustainable Design Requirements, which 
focuses on high levels of energy and water efficiency and promoting environmental 
stewardship and occupant health. 

New wells and associated systems would be designed to meet pertinent drinking water 
standards, and all contaminants would be addressed. Trichloroethylene (TCE) 
contamination has been found in the existing water source; therefore, the design and 
construction process would assume the presence of TCE in the water pumped in the 
proposed new wells. As such, pipe routing from the new wells would go directly to the 
existing air stripping towers for treatment prior to being distributed for any applications of 
potable water. The existing water quality monitoring system would be restored to ensure that 
TCE, and other potential contaminants, would not exceed required limits. Upon completion 
of the new wells, existing wells would be decommissioned in accordance with CWRM 
requirements. Older equipment that would no longer be utilized would be removed.  

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS: Each of the resource areas covered in the EA indicated a less than 
significant impact on respective environmental resources under the Proposed Action. The 
Proposed Action is in compliance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. The U.S. 
Army Garrison Hawaii initiated informal consultation with the United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS) and determined that the Proposed Action is not likely to adversely affect 
listed species or critical habitats. Due to the Army’s existing policies for the installation (i.e., 
USAG-HI-35 Wildlife Friendly Lighting and Dark Skies, and DPW-HI-02 Tree Cutting 
Moratorium) which would serve as minimization and avoidance measures during the on-site 
construction and ongoing operations combined with the very low likelihood that the listed 
animals occur within the project area, the effect to the listed animals would be discountable. 
The USFWS provided concurrence with the U.S. Army Garrison Hawaii’s determination on 
November 19, 2025.  

In addition, the U.S. Army Garrison Hawaii initiated National Historic Preservation Act 
Section 106 consultation on May 30, 2025 with letters sent to the State Historic 
Preservation Division (SHPD) and consultation parties. The SHPD, Historic Hawaii 
Foundation, and three Native Hawaiian organizations responded.  The U.S. Army Garrison 
Hawaii proposed a finding of no adverse effect to historic properties on September 18, 



 

2025 and the 30-day comment period ended on October 18, 2025. Two Native Hawaiian 
Organizations responded during the second comment period to which the U.S. Army 
Garrison provided clarification of information; none of the comments warranted a change 
to the finding of no adverse effect. The SHPD did not provide a response within the 30-day 
comment period. With no comment provided, Section 106 consultation has concluded; 
the U.S Army Garrison Hawaii assumes concurrence and plans to proceed with the 
Proposed Action in accordance with 36 CFR § 800.3(c)(4) upon the EA FONSI being 
approved. 

The Proposed Action is consistent with the goals, policies, and objectives of Hawai‘i’s 
Coastal Zone Management (CZM) program and would have no effects on coastal uses, 
coastal resources, or recreational activities, and would not disrupt scenic views. On 
December 18, 2025, an application for CZM Federal Consistency Review and Hawaii CZM 
Program Federal Consistency Assessment Form were submitted to the State of Hawai‘i 
Office of Planning and Sustainability. A public notice of CZM review was published in the 
State Environmental Review Program’s The Environmental Notice on January 8, 2026. The 
CZM public review and comment period ended on January 22, 2026.  

Based on the analysis presented in Relocate Schofield Barracks Deep Wells Above Ground 
EA, the Proposed Action would have a less than significant impact on the physical and 
human environment. The Proposed Action would not substantially or adversely affect 
economic or social welfare, or cultural practices. No beneficial uses of the environment 
would be curtailed because of the Proposed Action. 

The Proposed Action would not have significant adverse effects on public health. Potential 
short-term and temporary effects related to construction such as surface runoff, fugitive 
dust, noise, and intermittent traffic would be less than significant and managed under 
pertinent rules and regulations. Completion of the project would improve the efficient and 
effective distribution of potable water, a benefit to public health. 

In addition to the Proposed Action, the U.S. Army Garrison Hawaii analyzed the No Action 
Alternative in the EA. Under the No Action Alternative, the Army would continue using the 
existing well system without upgrades. This would result in increased maintenance burdens, 
greater risk of system failure, and continued reliance on outdated equipment. 

Four other action alternatives – delayed action, alternative location at SBMR, alternative 
location outside of SBMR, and connection to public water utility – were eliminated from 
consideration because they would not meet the screening criterion and therefore not meet 
the purpose of and need for the Proposed Action. Therefore, only the Proposed Action and 
No Action Alternative were evaluated in the EA. 



 

Based on the analysis contained in the EA, the U.S. Army Garrison Hawaii has determined 
that implementation of the Proposed Action would have less than significant impacts from 
construction, and either less than significant or beneficial impacts from operations and 
maintenance. The preferred alternative, when combined with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, in the vicinity of the Proposed Action, would have less than 
significant cumulative impact. 

PUBLIC REVIEW:  This Draft FONSI and the EA are available for a 30-day public review and 
comment period beginning on or about February 8, 2026, with a concurrent publication of a 
legal ad notice in the Honolulu Star Advertiser. Should no significant impacts be identified 
during this review, a FONSI will be signed to document environmental review and evaluation 
compliance. 

CONCLUSION: Based on careful analysis provided within the EA and the comments 
received by the public, it is determined that the Proposed Action will have less than 
significant adverse impacts to the quality of the environment. Therefore, an environmental 
impact statement is not required and will not be prepared.  
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

ES.1 Introduction and Purpose of and Need for the Proposed Action 

The United States (U.S.) Army prepared this Environmental Assessment (EA) to evaluate the 
potential impacts associated with the construction and operation of four new water wells and 
supporting infrastructure at the Schofield Barracks Military Reservation (SBMR) Water Plant, 
which is owned and operated by U.S. Army Garrison Hawaii. The Army has prepared this EA in 
compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), as amended (Title 42 
United States Code (U.S.C.) § 4321 et seq.); U.S. Department of Defense (DoD) NEPA 
Implementing Procedures issued 30 June 2025; Army Regulation (AR) 200-1, Environmental 
Protection and Enhancement; and applicable Army NEPA guidance. While the Proposed Action 
does not trigger a Hawaiʻi Environmental Policy Act (HEPA) requirement, select provisions of 
Hawai‘i Administrative Rules (HAR) Chapter 11-200.1 (including § 11-200.1-4, 11-200.1-5, 11-
200.1-16, 11-200.1-18, 11-200.1-20, and 11-200.1-21) were appropriately incorporated to 
support the State of Hawaiʻi permitting process through the Hawai‘i Department of Land and 
Natural Resources (DLNR), Commission on Water Resource Management (CWRM). 

SBMR is located in central Oʻahu, approximately 22 miles northwest of Honolulu, and serves as a 
major Army installation. The existing water system supporting SBMR was originally constructed in 
the 1930s and is increasingly prone to failure. The Proposed Action would replace critical water 
infrastructure to reduce maintenance burdens, ensure water quality, and enhance long-term system 
resilience in support of Army operations. The purpose of the Proposed Action is to ensure a continued 
reliable source of potable water at SBMR that meets or exceeds regulatory standards, for use by 
installation residents and for operational activities. The existing water wells and associated systems 
have reached the end of their operational life and are experiencing declining performance. 
Alternatives analyzed include the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative. While improved 
water infrastructure may support future development, such development is not part of the Proposed 
Action and would undergo separate environmental review.  

Implementing the Proposed Action would require compliance with a range of Federal and State 
environmental regulations. Anticipated permits and reviews include Section 106 consultation 
under the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA); well construction, pump installation, and 
water use permits from the CWRM; new water source and substantial modification to a public 
water system and water quality review by the State of Hawaiʻi Department of Health (HDOH) Safe 
Drinking Water Branch (SDWB); and Section 7 consultation under the Endangered Species Act 
(ESA). Additional reviews and approvals are expected from the HDOH for water quality and 
stormwater compliance and the Hawaiʻi Coastal Zone Management (CZM) Program.  
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Based on the analysis presented in this EA, the Army will determine whether the Proposed Action 
would result in significant environmental impacts. If no significant impacts are identified, the 
Army may issue a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI), which would conclude the NEPA 
process and authorize implementation of the Proposed Action. If, however, the analysis indicates 
the potential for significant adverse impacts that cannot be mitigated, the Army would be 
required to initiate preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement before proceeding. 

ES.2 Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives 

ES.2.1 Proposed Action 

The Proposed Action involves constructing four new potable water production wells at the SBMR 
Water Plant, along with associated infrastructure including water pumps, pump motors, power 
systems, water quality monitoring equipment, and new buildings to house these systems. The 
existing wells, which are nearing the end of their operational life, would be decommissioned 
upon completion and successful commissioning of the new wells. 

The new wells would be approximately 620 to 630 feet deep and would extract groundwater 
from the Schofield high-level water body (Central/Wahiawā Aquifer). Due to the detection of 
trichloroethylene (TCE) in the existing water source, water drawn from the new wells would be 
routed directly to existing air stripping towers for treatment prior to distribution. System design 
assumes the presence of TCE and includes upgrades to water quality monitoring systems to 
ensure compliance with all drinking water standards. 

New buildings would include four concrete or masonry pump houses [approximately 720 square 
feet (sf) each] and one switchgear/generator building (approximately 2,640 sf), constructed 
within the existing 5.5-acre fenced SBMR Water Plant site. These one-story structures would be 
minimally visible from outside the installation and would comply with applicable Army design 
and sustainability standards. 

The Proposed Action would not increase water use at SBMR, which is currently permitted by the 
CWRM to withdraw up to 5.648 million gallons per day (MGD). Electricity for the new systems 
would be supplied by existing power lines, with new secondary lines and an upgraded 
transformer proposed for installation by Hawaiian Electric Company (HECO). Maintenance 
activities would be simplified due to relocation of pump motors above ground and integration of 
modern control systems.  

ES.2.2 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the Army would continue using the existing well system without 
upgrades. This would result in increased maintenance burdens, greater risk of system failure, and 
continued reliance on outdated equipment. Over time, the risk of water service disruption would 
increase, and sump pump discharges would need to be rerouted to avoid flooding or 
contamination. Opportunities to integrate modern, energy-efficient technologies would also be 
lost.  
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ES.2.3 Alternatives Considered but Dismissed from Further Evaluation 

Several other alternatives were considered but eliminated from detailed analysis: 

• Delayed Action would postpone development indefinitely, failing to address the urgent 
need for a reliable water source and allowing risks to compound. 

• Alternative Location at SBMR would introduce inefficiencies and increased costs due to 
distance from treatment infrastructure. 

• Alternative Location Outside of SBMR would require land acquisition and introduce 
significant logistical and environmental complications. 

• Connection to Public Water Utility would compromise Army control, pose security 
challenges, and require extensive new infrastructure. 

Each of these alternatives failed to meet the screening criteria established to evaluate reliability, 
resilience, efficiency, and proximity to existing water treatment systems, and were therefore 
dismissed from further consideration. 

ES.3 Environmental Consequences 

Table ES-1 summarizes impacts of the Proposed Action and No Action Alternative for the 
construction, and operations and maintenance phases. Direct impacts from construction are 
generally considered short-term in that they tend to cease once construction is completed, while 
impacts related to operations and maintenance are generally considered long-term, occurring 
for the foreseeable future. For the Proposed Action, all resource areas would have less than 
significant impacts during construction, and would have either less than significant or beneficial 
impacts during the operations and maintenance phases due to reduced intensity of maintenance 
activity. There would be no construction activities with the No Action Alternative, and thus, 
would result in less than significant impacts. For operations under the No Action Alternative, the 
intensity of maintenance activities would tend to increase over time which would also have less 
than significant impacts except for utilities and infrastructure which would result in a significant 
adverse impact. 

Cumulative impacts are defined as effects on the environment that result from the incremental 
impact of the Proposed Action when added to the effects of other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, regardless of the agency or party undertaking such actions. 
Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking 
place over a period of time.  

Reasonably foreseeable actions, including upgrades to Building 1580 and installation of an R1-
recycled water line in the vicinity, along with HECO off-site improvements near the project site, 
were considered in the cumulative impacts analysis.  
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The combined impacts from the Proposed Action and the reasonably foreseeable projects would 
be less than significant, on all resource areas analyzed in Chapter 3, during both the construction, 
and operations and maintenance phases of the projects. 

Table ES-1: Summary of Impacts by Alternative and Resource Area 

  Proposed Action No Action 

Construction Operations and 
Maintenance 

Construction Operations and 
Maintenance 

Air Quality and Climate ○ ◊ ○ ○ 

Noise ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Geology and Soils ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Water Resources ○ ◊ ○ ○ 

Biological Resources and 
Protected Species 

○ ○ ○ ○ 

Historic and Cultural 
Resources 

○ ○ ○ ○ 

Cultural Practices ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Hazardous Materials and 
Waste 

◊ ○ ○ ○ 

Utilities and Infrastructure ○ ◊ ○ † 

○ = Less than significant adverse impact 

◊ = Less than significant beneficial impact 

†= Significant adverse impact 

ES.4 Other Considerations 

NEPA and HEPA require analysis of broader environmental considerations, including unavoidable 
adverse effects, the relationship between short-term uses and long-term productivity, and 
irreversible or irretrievable commitments of resources. In addition to these requirements, this 
EA also evaluates the Proposed Action’s consistency with applicable land use plans, policies, and 
controls to ensure alignment with regulatory frameworks and planning objectives. 

The Proposed Action is consistent with relevant Federal, State, and County land use policies and 
designations. Although the project is located within the State Land Use Agricultural District, it is 
considered a utility installation serving a public purpose and is compatible with the long-standing 
use of the SBMR Water Plant. No conflicts with existing plans or land use designations were 
identified. 

The relationship between short-term use of the environment and long-term productivity is 
addressed through the replacement of aging water infrastructure with more resilient, efficient 
systems. Short-term impacts would be limited to construction-related activities, while long-term 
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benefits would include improved water system reliability and reduced maintenance demands. 
The project would not impair the long-term productivity of the land or water resources in the 
region. 

No irreversible or irretrievable commitments of resources were identified that would significantly 
affect future options. Construction materials and energy would be consumed during project 
implementation, but these are typical for infrastructure development and would not involve 
substantial loss of unique resources. 

The Proposed Action would comply with all applicable environmental plans, policies, and 
controls. The Army is coordinating with relevant agencies to ensure regulatory compliance, 
including permitting and consultation under the CZM Program, ESA, and NHPA, among others.  

ES.5 Determination 

Based on the analysis presented in this EA, the Proposed Action would not result in significant 
adverse impacts to the physical or human environment. Environmental impacts across all 
resource areas were determined to be less than significant. The Proposed Action is not located 
in an environmentally sensitive area and would not conflict with Federal, State, or County  
environmental policies or land use plans. Following public review and finalization of this EA, the 
U.S. Army Garrison Hawaii anticipates issuing a FONSI, allowing the Proposed Action to proceed.   
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Chapter 1 

PURPOSE OF AND  
NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION 

1.1 Introduction 

The United States (U.S.) Army prepared this Environmental Assessment (EA) to analyze the 
impacts associated with the construction and operations of four new water wells, along with 
supporting facilities located at the Schofield Barracks Military Reservation (SBMR) Water Plant, 
which is owned and operated by the U.S. Army Garrison Hawaii. The Army has prepared this EA 
in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), as amended (Title 42 
United States Code (U.S.C.) § 4321 et seq.); U.S. Department of Defense (DoD) NEPA 
Implementing Procedures issued 30 June 2025; Army Regulation (AR) 200-1, Environmental 
Protection and Enhancement; applicable Army NEPA guidance; and the “Hawaiʻi Environmental 
Policy Act” (HEPA) statute, codified in Hawaiʻi Revised Statutes (HRS) Chapter 343 and Hawaiʻi 
Administrative Rules Chapter 11-200.1, Environmental Impact Statement Rules. Although no 
components of the Proposed Action trigger a HEPA requirement, certain provisions of HEPA were 
incorporated to support permitting through the Commission on Water Resource Management 
(CWRM) including HAR § 11-200.1-4, 11-200.1-5, 11-200.1-16, 11-200.1-18, 11-200.1-20, and 11-
200.1-21, as appropriate. 

1.2 Background 

SBMR is located in the north-central plateau, near the center of the island of Oʻahu in the State 
of Hawaiʻi, approximately 22 miles northwest of Honolulu. The installation was established in 
1908 as a base for Army mobile defense of Pearl Harbor, with the central location deemed to be 
strategic for the defense of the island. SBMR is a 15,025-acre military installation that currently 
consists of four sub-installations: East Range, West Range, South Range and the Cantonment. 

The SBMR Water Plant site currently has four production wells, with facilities constructed in the 
late 1930s. The water pumps and motors are located within underground chambers situated 
approximately 567 feet below the ground surface (bgs). Access to the chambers is provided by 
an inclined shaft serviced by a Special Purpose Vehicle (SPV) which can transport both personnel 
and cargo. The age of these water facilities has increased maintenance costs and has contributed 
to issues such as leaks, reduced water quality, and potential disruptions to water supply. The 
Proposed Action would update the water system and provide a modern and sustainable 
installation. It would also enable long-term resilience of the water infrastructure for SBMR to 
ensure mission requirements and enhance strategic readiness. 
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1.3 Purpose of and Need for the Proposed Action 

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to ensure a continued reliable source of potable water at 
SBMR that meets or exceeds regulatory standards, for use by installation residents and for 
operational activities. The existing water wells and associated systems have reached the end of 
their operational life and are experiencing declining performance.  

The Proposed Action is needed to ensure consistent availability of water that utilizes a supply 
system that does not pose a substantial risk of failure. The system must provide resilience to 
unforeseen events, incorporate modern technology to minimize waste, and utilize methods to 
limit environmental impacts over time. Section 2.1 provides information on alternatives which 
meet the purpose and need, and Section 2.2 provides information on the No Action Alternative. 
Alternatives which were considered and dismissed are presented in Section 2.3.  

1.4 Scope and Content of the Environmental Assessment 

Chapter 2 presents a description of the Proposed Action, the No Action Alternative, and 
Alternatives considered but dismissed from further evaluation. For the alternatives carried 
forward for analysis, Chapter 3 provides descriptions of the affected environment, assessments 
of environmental consequences, best management practices (BMPs) and proposed mitigations, 
and a summary of cumulative effects. Chapter 4 presents other considerations, including 
consistency with other Federal, State, and County land use plans, adverse environmental impacts 
that cannot be avoided, and the relationship between short-term use of the environment and 
long-term productivity. Chapter 5 provides justification for an anticipated FONSI determination; 
once the Final FONSI is signed, it would serve as approval for the Army to proceed with the 
Proposed Action. 

1.4.1 Scope of the EA 

The scope of this EA includes an assessment of impacts that are generated by the Proposed 
Action and the No Action Alternative. Because the Proposed Action would not increase the 
amount of water permitted for use at SBMR, potential future developments that may be partially 
enabled by having an effective water supply system are considered independent of, and not 
connected to, the Proposed Action and are therefore outside of the scope of this EA. Other 
potentially connected actions not conducted by the Army would go through separate 
environmental compliance processes. Actions such as these are considered in the assessment of 
cumulative impacts, but are otherwise outside the scope of this EA. Furthermore, while long-
term impacts associated with operations and maintenance are evaluated, potential future 
actions to upgrade potable water supply facilities, over time, are outside of the scope of this EA 
as the Proposed Action and cumulative impacts analyses include all such upgrades that are 
considered reasonably foreseeable. 
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1.4.2 Resource Areas 

Environmental resource areas can include aspects of the natural, cultural, and human 
environment. The scope of the analysis in this EA includes evaluation of the following resource 
areas: 

• Air Quality and Climate 

• Noise 

• Geology and Soils 

• Water Resources 

• Biological Resources and Protected Species 

• Historic and Cultural Resources 

• Cultural Practices 

• Hazardous Materials and Waste 

• Utilities and Infrastructure 

• Cumulative Impacts 

The following resource areas were considered, but not included for detailed analysis in this EA: 

• Land Use 

• Visual Resources 

• Natural Hazards 

• Roadways and Traffic 

• Socioeconomics and Protection of Children 

These resources would incur less than significant adverse or beneficial impacts from the 
Proposed Action. The discussion below provides a synopsis of the affected environment and 
specific reasons these resources were determined to not warrant a detailed analysis. 

Land Use 

The Proposed Action consists of the relocation of existing infrastructure and associated 
operations within the project area. Therefore, there is no proposed change in land use and the 
Proposed Action is in conformance with the underlying State Land Use District (i.e., Agricultural 
District) and County zoning district (i.e., F-1 Federal and Military Preservation District).  
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Visual Resources 

There are no designated scenic views identified in the Central Oʻahu Sustainable Communities 
Plan that are near the project area. New structures associated with the project would be in 
character and match color themes with the existing buildings in the immediate surrounding area. 
Because there would be minimal change to the visual setting and the general visual character of 
the site would be unchanged, the impact on visual resource would be less than significant.  

Natural Hazards 

The project site, in the Wahiawā area, is located away from the shoreline and outside the tsunami 
evacuation zone, but may still be vulnerable to potential drought, wildfires, and flooding (i.e. 
Zone D, undetermined flood area). The Proposed Action is a relocation of facilities within the 
existing Water Plant site and not expected to affect or exacerbate impacts in the occurrence of 
natural hazards. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  

Roadways and Traffic 

There are no proposed off-site road enhancements associated with the Proposed Action, and 
construction-related vehicular movement of equipment and materials would take place during 
daytime hours in accordance with the appropriate regulatory authorities—i.e., the Hawaiʻi 
Department of Transportation  (e.g., to permit transport of oversized or overweight objects on 
State highways) and U.S. Army Garrison Hawaii (e.g., to permit scheduled road closures or traffic 
disruptions within SBMR). With adherence to these permitting regulations and associated notice 
requirements, impacts to roadways and traffic would be less than significant. 

Socioeconomics and Protection of Children 

Wheeler Elementary School is located on Wheeler Army Airfield, approximately two miles from 
the project site. The proposed well construction and decommissioning activities would not pose 
a risk to students or staff due to the distance from the school from the project site, the limited 
scope and duration of work, and the implementation of established safety measures. The 
proposed well system would serve Wheeler Elementary School and would not adversely impact 
children at the school or families that live on the SBMR installation base—there may be a 
beneficial impact as it would provide a more reliable water system. Other beneficial impacts 
include short-term labor and economic increases during the five-year construction period. 

1.4.3 Regulatory Compliance Associated with the Proposed Action 

The NEPA process addresses compliance with applicable Federal and State environmental laws 
and regulations. Regulations relevant to the implementation of the Proposed Action are 
presented below to provide an overview of the regulatory context.  
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The following list provides anticipated permits, approvals, and reviews associated with the 
Proposed Action: 

• National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) Section 106 compliance, in consultation with 
the State Historic Preservation Division (SHPD) 

• Hawai‘i Revised Statutes Section 343-2, Hawai‘i Cultural Impact Assessment (CIA) 

• Well construction permits, issued by CWRM. This permit requires NHPA Section 106. 

• Pump Installation permits, issued by CWRM. This permit requires NHPA Section 106. 

• New water source and substantial modification to a public water system and water 
quality review by State of Hawaiʻi Department of Health (HDOH) Safe Drinking Water 
Branch (SDWB) 

• HDOH Water Quality Plan (HDOH, 2019) approval  

• Water Use permit review by CWRM 

• Well abandonment permit, issued by CWRM  

• National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)/General Construction permit, 
Reissued by HDOH Clean Water Branch (CWB) 

• Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA) Section 7 review, by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) 

• Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) review by Hawaiʻi Office of Planning and 
Sustainable Development. 

Additionally, there are previous decisions and agreements applicable to the project area that the 
Army has the responsibility to adhere to: 

• Record of Decision (ROD) for Operable Unit 2, Schofield Barracks 

• 1991 Federal Facility Agreement (FFA) between the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(USEPA), the Army and HDOH.  
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Chapter 2 

DESCRIPTION OF THE 
PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 

2.1 Proposed Action 

2.1.1 Overview 

The Proposed Action includes the construction of new wells, decommissioning of existing wells, 
and the operation and maintenance of the new wells. The Proposed Action would not alter water 
usage at SBMR, which is currently permitted to pump a total of 5.648 million gallons per day 
(MGD). 

Four new potable water production wells would be developed, including the installation of new 
equipment (water pumps and motors), well houses, and associated equipment such as a power 
generator and water quality monitors. Total depth, from ground-level surface, for the proposed 
wells would be approximately 620 feet to 630 feet The wells would start at approximately 860 
feet above mean sea level (MSL) and reach down to approximately 230 feet to 240 feet MSL. The 
Schofield High Level Water Body (Central/Wahiawā Aquifer) is consistently at approximately 270 
feet MSL; therefore, wells would be drilled to a depth approximately 30 to 40 feet below the 
surface of the Schofield High Level Water Body. All new facilities would be developed at the 
existing SBMR Water Plant site, on land that is located within SBMR. Under the Proposed Action, 
there would be no demolition of existing buildings and the proposed new buildings would be 
one-story with limited visibility from outside of the SBMR installation. Each of the new buildings 
would comply with Unified Facilities Criteria 1-200-02 High Performance Sustainable Design 
Requirements, which focuses on high levels of energy and water efficiency and promoting 
environmental stewardship and occupant health. 

New wells and associated systems would be designed to meet pertinent drinking water 
standards, and all contaminants would be addressed. Trichloroethylene (TCE) contamination has 
been found in the existing water source; therefore, the design and construction process would 
assume the presence of TCE in the water pumped in the proposed new wells. As such, pipe 
routing from the new wells would go directly to the existing air stripping towers for treatment 
prior to being distributed for any applications of potable water. The existing water quality 
monitoring system would be restored to ensure that TCE, and other potential contaminants, 
would not exceed required limits. Upon completion of the new wells, existing wells would be 
decommissioned in accordance with CWRM requirements. Older equipment that would no 
longer be utilized would be removed (HLA, 1996c).  
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2.1.2 Proposed Location 

The proposed project site lies within SBMR Water Plant property boundary (see Figure 2-1). The 
triangle-shaped site is bordered by Interstate H-2 on the east and north sides, with Higgins Road 
marking its southern edge, and Kamehameha Highway forming the western border. The site, 
measuring approximately 5.5 acres, is fenced off for security purposes. It contains parking lots, 
water treatment facilities, and Building 1580 which supports the existing water treatment 
infrastructure and serves as a gateway to a deep tunnel. The tunnel, which is used to access 
current water well systems, extends diagonally approximately 567 feet beneath grade level, east, 
towards the existing pumps and wells. Access to the SBMR Water Plant site is via a driveway 
stemming off of Higgins Road.  

2.1.3 Proposed Facilities 

Under the Proposed Action, four new concrete or masonry pump houses of approximately 720 
square feet (sf) and a new concrete or masonry switchgear/generator building (approximately 
2,640 sf) would be constructed. The four pump houses would be rectangular, approximately 30 
feet long and 24 feet wide and the switchgear/generator building would also be rectangular, 
approximately 60 feet long and 44 feet wide. These buildings would comply with SBMR 
Installation Design Guidelines by incorporating concrete masonry walls with single-ply roofing 
over a reinforced concrete substructure. Each of the new buildings would be located at the 
existing SBMR Water Plant site.  

The proposed pump houses would each enclose one of the new water wells along with the 
associated water pumps and water pump motors needed to draw water from the wells. The 
pump motors would rely on electricity from existing main power lines and, when needed as a 
backup, would utilize power from a generator that provides two megawatts of power at 4,160 
volts which would be housed in the switchgear/generator building. Additionally, the 
switchgear/generator building would enclose telecommunications and data systems such as 
water quality monitoring systems.  

Existing main power lines (lines from the power plant to SBMR) would continue to be utilized to 
power water pumps and other systems, though new secondary power lines and an upgraded 
power transformer would be installed to connect main power lines to the new buildings. The 
upgraded transformer and secondary power lines would be owned and maintained by the 
Hawaiian Electric Company (HECO). The installation of HECO equipment at the project site is 
considered part of the Proposed Action. However, any development activities away from the 
project site, conducted by the HECO, needed to support the installation of equipment at the 
project site is not considered part of the Proposed Action; these activities will be assessed as 
cumulative impacts.  
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Figure 2-1: Project Location  (Source: CCHNL, 2024) 
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2.1.4 Construction and Decommissioning 

Construction of the pump houses and switchgear/generator building would take place after well 
and associated systems development. All new facilities would incorporate low impact design 
standards to maintain or restore, to the maximum extent technically feasible, the 
predevelopment hydrology of the property with regard to the temperature rise, rate, volume, 
and duration of storm water runoff as required by Unified Facilities Criteria 3-210-10 (Low Impact 
Development) of the Energy Independence and Security Act. 

Decommissioning of existing wells would occur upon completion of new wells and facilities, after 
all water quality and output testing has taken place. The existing wells would be sealed with 
concrete, and existing equipment pipes and appurtenances would be removed or abandoned in 
place in accordance with CWRM requirements. The existing tunnels currently used for 
maintenance access would remain intact. 

All construction activities would be constrained to daylight hours. 

2.1.5 Operations and Maintenance 

Deep well operations under the Proposed Action would be similar to current processes and 
procedures. Well pumps would be used to convey water from the aquifer, and the water would 
be piped to water treatment facilities, including air stripping towers. The water would undergo 
treatment and testing to ensure contaminants are removed and all drinking water standards are 
met. After treatment, the water would be pumped to storage tanks until it is pumped through 
piping systems for potable uses. 

At present, well pumps and pump motors are located underground; however, under the 
Proposed Action, the pump motors would be relocated above ground to provide easier access 
during operations and maintenance of the system. The well pumps would be controlled by 
variable frequency drives and operate at a speed to achieve optimal system performance. Pump 
and motor safeties would be hardwired to the motor controllers, including emergency stops, as 
required to simplify operation and increase overall equipment safety. With the new system, 
operators would have the capability to take local control of well pumps and other equipment 
using hand-off-auto selector switches, speed potentiometers, and start-stop pushbuttons.1  

2.2 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, new water wells would not be developed and associated 
upgraded systems would not be installed; the existing wells and associated systems would 
continue to be utilized. Prolonged use of the existing systems would lead to heightened risks to 

 

1 Maintenance of the existing deep wells system has been difficult due to the age of the equipment and the 

underground location of systems, and an SPV is needed to reach equipment to perform maintenance tasks. 
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water supply reliability, as well as increased maintenance requirements over time. In addition to 
elevated levels of routine maintenance, the sump pump discharge from the system would need 
to be relocated to avoid heightened risk of flooding or contamination. Furthermore, if wells and 
associated systems are not upgraded, improved technology with modern environmental controls 
and designs would not be incorporated. 

2.3 Screening Criteria 

Screening criteria have been established to identify the range of potential alternatives that 
support the purpose and need for the Proposed Action. These screening criteria are used to 
assess whether an alternative is reasonable and would be carried forward for evaluation in this 
EA. Table 2-1 compares the potential action alternatives against the following screening criteria: 

1. Provide reliable, low-maintenance well-pump operation that maintains high system 
efficiency and manages sump-pump discharges internally, thereby eliminating the need to 
reroute them to the sanitary sewer. 

2. Provide a resilient and reliable water supply infrastructure that minimizes the risk of service 
disruptions due to system failures or unforeseen events. 

3. Incorporate modern energy-efficient technologies into water wells and associated systems 
to ensure efficient groundwater withdrawals and minimize waste. 

4. Ensure proximity to existing water treatment and distribution facilities. 

Only the Proposed Action was determined to fully meet the screening criteria and will be carried 
forward for analysis.  

Table 2-1: Comparison of Alternatives to Screening Criteria 

Alternatives 
Screening 
Criterion 1 

Screening 
Criterion 2 

Screening 
Criterion 3 

Screening 
Criterion 4 

Proposed Action 
    

Delayed Action 
    

Alternative Location at SBMR 
    

Alternative Location outside of 
SBMR 

    

Connection to Public Water 
Utility 

    

Key: green = fully meets screening criteria 
yellow = partially meets screening criteria 
red = does not meet screening criteria 
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2.3.1 Alternatives Considered but Dismissed from Further Evaluation 

Other potential alternatives to meet the purpose of and need for the Proposed Action were 
considered but dismissed from further consideration. These other potential alternatives and the 
rationale for dismissing them from further evaluation are provided below. 

2.3.1.1 Delayed Action 

A delayed action would involve a project of similar scope and size to the Proposed Action, but at 
an unspecified future date. As long as environmental conditions remain similar to those 
evaluated in this EA, the environmental impacts resulting from a delayed action are expected to 
be similar to those of the Proposed Action. However, delaying the development of a new water 
well system would not address the pressing need for a reliable source of potable water at SBMR. 
The existing water wells and associated systems have reached the end of their operational life, 
characterized by declining performance and intermittent inability to meet demand. The logistical 
challenge of accessing the site using an antiquated rail system increases the risk of a major failure 
or loss of water to the entire base. The current system’s inefficiencies, lack of resilience, and 
reliance on outdated technologies pose significant risks to water supply reliability, including 
potential system failures and environmental impacts. By delaying the development of a new 
system, these issues would only be exacerbated, increasing the likelihood of service disruptions 
and unforeseen events which would therefore not meet selection Criterion 2. 

2.3.1.2 Alternative Location at SBMR 

Developing a new water well system at an alternative location at SBMR would not meet the 
purpose of and need for a reliable source of potable water because it would lack proximity to 
existing water treatment and distribution facilities. The current location of wells and associated 
systems, near water treatment facilities, provides an accessible and efficient connection to the 
existing water treatment and distribution infrastructure. Relocating the system to a new location 
would require significant investment in relocating or connecting to treatment and distribution 
facilities, which would be costly, time-consuming, and potentially infeasible. Moreover, 
connecting the new system to treatment and distribution facilities in an alternative location 
would introduce additional risks and complexities, including increased transportation distances, 
potential for water quality degradation, and reduced system reliability. 

2.3.1.3 Alternative Location Outside of SBMR 

Developing wells at an alternative location outside SBMR would involve conducting an action 
similar to the Proposed Action. In addition to what is described above in Section 2.3.1.2, 
developing new wells and systems on land that is not within the SBMR installation would bring 
further complexities and environmental impacts associated with a likely requirement to lease or 
purchase additional land. 
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2.3.1.4 Connection to Public Water Utility 

Connecting to a public water utility would involve incorporating SBMR into the local public utility 
water system. Connecting to the public water utility would bring about many of the complexities, 
inefficiencies, lack of capacity, and potential environmental impacts described above in Section 
2.3.1.3 due to the requirement to establish new water distribution connections and develop 
associated distribution infrastructure. In addition, the Army must implement strict security 
protocols to protect against elevated risks and enable response to potential emergencies. The 
purpose of and need for the Proposed Action would furthermore not be met because lack of 
Army control over the timing of systems maintenance and potential system downtime limits the 
Army’s ability to provide a continued reliable source of potable water at SBMR. 
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Chapter 3 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT, ENVIRONMENTAL 

CONSEQUENCES, BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES 

AND PROPOSED MITIGATION 

Chapter 3 provides a description of the existing conditions of potentially affected environmental 
resources, the environmental consequences of the Proposed Action and No Action Alternative in 
terms of anticipated impacts, assesses potential cumulative impacts, and describes proposed 
mitigations for adverse impacts that could potentially be avoided or minimized.  

Presentations of the affected environment include identifications and descriptions of important 
environmental factors that could be impacted for each resource area. These descriptions provide 
a contextual baseline to which the Proposed Action and No Action Alternative are compared to 
assess the magnitude of impacts. Descriptions of the affected environment are typically limited 
to the vicinity of the project site but in some cases, the affected environment may be more 
expansive, to include all of Oʻahu or the State of Hawaiʻi.  

The assessment of impacts resulting from the Proposed Action is conducted for two phases: (1) 
Construction and (2) Operations and Maintenance. Direct impacts from construction are 
generally considered short-term in that they tend to cease once construction is completed, while 
impacts related to operations and maintenance are generally considered long-term, occurring 
for the foreseeable future; impact assessments throughout Chapter 3 do not delineate between 
short and long-term impacts, except that impacts are presented in respective (1) Construction 
and (2) Operations and Maintenance sub-sections. Cumulative effects are also addressed in 
Chapter 3 by examining whether there would be impacts from other past, present, or reasonably 
foreseeable future actions that, when combined with the Proposed Action, could produce 
substantial additive impacts. 

The Proposed Action would not involve the development of new housing units, would not alter 
the amount of water utilized by SBMR, would maintain current land use at the project site, and 
would not generate new long-term employment; therefore, the Proposed Action would not 
generate effects that are caused by the action later in time or farther removed in distance (e.g., 
changes in population density due to change in the pattern of land use). As such, the Proposed 
Action would not generate indirect effects and Chapter 3 does not identify indirect impacts.  

Impacts to some resource areas are determined to be beneficial; in these cases, impacts to the 
resource are referred to as beneficial impacts. When impacts to a resource area are not 
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specifically referred to as beneficial, it can be inferred that the impact would be adverse. 
Determinations of the magnitude of impacts are also provided; these determinations may 
include: (1) less than significant impact or (2) significant impact. If it is determined that there 
would be a negligible or no impact associated with the Proposed Action or No Action Alternative, 
the magnitude of that impact is presented as less than significant. 

BMPs and potential mitigations are identified in Chapter 3. Proposed mitigations are not 
committed to until they are carried forward to the Final FONSI. In this EA, mitigations are 
proposed in cases where an adverse impact may be meaningfully minimized or avoided, 
regardless of whether the magnitude of the impact is determined to be significant or not. 

3.1 Air Quality and Climate 

3.1.1 Affected Environment 

Hawaiʻi experiences two primary seasons: a warmer, drier season from May to October and a 
cooler, wetter season from November to April. However, the climate is relatively mild year-
round, and local conditions can vary greatly depending on elevation, geography, and trade wind 
exposure. Precipitation levels throughout the islands differ substantially due to factors like 
topography, elevation variations, as well as long-standing meteorological patterns that govern 
local weather conditions.  

Scientific consensus supports that ongoing global climate transformation resulting from 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions can cause an increase in mean temperature levels, alter 
precipitation regimes, elevate sea levels, and amplify the likelihood of both dry spells and flood 
events within Hawaiʻi’s environment. Hawaiʻi’s most recent statewide inventory estimates 
approximately 22 million metric tons (MMT) of CO₂-equivalent (CO₂e) emitted across all sectors 
each year (HDOH, 2024). By comparison, total U.S. emissions are approximately 6,300 MMT 
carbon dioxide equivalents (CO₂e) (USEPA, 2024). 

The Clean Air Act (CAA) mandates that the USEPA establish National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS) for pollutants deemed detrimental to public health and the environment. 
NAAQS are comprised of two categories of air quality standards: primary standards which 
safeguard public health, encompassing the well-being of vulnerable populations, such as 
asthmatics, children, and the elderly; and secondary standards that aim to protect public welfare, 
encompassing mitigation against diminished visibility and harm to animals, crops, vegetation, 
and structures. The USEPA has set NAAQS for six primary pollutants, known as "criteria 
pollutants." These pollutants include carbon monoxide, lead, nitrogen dioxide, particulate 
matter, ozone, and sulfur dioxide. Regions that satisfy the air quality standard for the criteria 
pollutants are classified as "in attainment." Areas failing to meet the air quality standard for one 
of the criteria pollutants may undergo the formal rule-making process and be designated as "in 
non-attainment" for that specific standard. 

The island of Oʻahu is designated “in attainment/unclassifiable” for every NAAQS pollutant. The 
USEPA’s Green Book, which lists all current non-attainment and maintenance areas nationwide, 
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shows no Hawaiʻi counties for any NAAQS (USEPA, 2025). Consequently, the General Conformity 
Rule (40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 93, Subpart B) does not apply to the Proposed Action; 
project-related stationary sources are instead reviewed under Prevention of Significant 
Deterioration provisions of the CAA and Hawaiʻi’s State Implementation Plan. 

Table 3-1: Designations for NAAQS Criteria Pollutants, Island of O‘ahu 

Criteria Pollutant Oʻahu Designation Federal Citation 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) 
Attainment / 
Unclassifiable 

40 CFR § 81.312 “Hawaii—Carbon Monoxide” 

Lead (Pb) 
Attainment / 
Unclassifiable 

40 CFR § 81.312 “Hawaii—Lead (2008 std.)” 

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO₂) 
Attainment / 
Unclassifiable 

40 CFR § 81.312 “Hawaii—NO₂ (2010 1-hr std.)” 

Ozone (O₃) – 2015 8-hr 
Attainment / 
Unclassifiable 

40 CFR § 81.312 “Hawaii—2015 8-hr Ozone” 

Particulate Matter (PM₂.₅ 
& PM₁₀) 

Attainment / 
Unclassifiable 

40 CFR § 81.312 “Hawaii—PM₂.₅ (1997, 2006, 2012) & 
PM₁₀ (1987 std.)” 

Sulfur Dioxide (SO₂) 
Attainment / 
Unclassifiable 

40 CFR § 81.312 “Hawaii—SO₂ (2010 std.)” 

Source: CFR, 2025 

SBMR and Wheeler Army Airfield operate under a single HDOH Covered Source Permit, which is 
currently under HDOH review for renewal. The permit requires fuel-use logs, annual emissions 
reporting, and semi-annual certification, ensuring continued compliance with Hawaiʻi’s State 
Implementation Plan (HAR § 11-60.1). New sources of emissions need to comply with the U.S. 
Army Garrison Hawaii policies and new generators need to be logged in the generator emissions 
inventory prior to purchase (USAG-HI, 2022).  

3.1.2 Environmental Consequences 

3.1.2.1 Proposed Action 

Construction 

During construction, localized air quality would be affected by exhaust from diesel-powered 
drilling rigs, support equipment, and a small number of worker vehicles, as well as by short-lived 
fugitive dust. All activities would comply with HAR Chapter 11-59 and HAR § 11-60.1, including  
11-60.1-33 for fugitive-dust control. Because well drilling is machinery-intensive and labor-light, 
equipment hours and vehicle trips would be limited. Emissions would therefore be insufficient to 
degrade island-wide ambient air quality, jeopardize Oʻahu’s attainment status, or violate any 
Federal or State standard. Through adherence to BMPs, dust and engine emissions would remain 
site-confined and less than significant. 
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GHG releases during this one-time phase would come chiefly from diesel fuel combustion. 
Construction-phase emissions would be well below the 25,000 metric-ton-per-year threshold 
that triggers reporting under the Greenhouse Gas Mandatory Reporting Rule (40 CFR § 98.2[a]). 
Relative to Hawaiʻi’s annual total of roughly 22 million metric tons CO₂e and the U.S. total of 
about 6,300 million metric tons CO₂e (HDOH, 2024; USEPA, 2024), the project’s contribution 
would be less than significant. 

Operations and Maintenance 

New stationary internal combustion engine generators must comply with National Emission 
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants New Source Performance Standards (40 CFR 60 Subpart 
IIII). The emissions of hazardous air pollutants from the standby generator would be minimized 
under the requirements for internal combustion engines. These requirements include 
manufacturer certification of emission standards for all new engines, the use of ultra-low sulfur 
diesel, and operating hour limits for emergency generators.  

Long-term operations involve the addition of a two-megawatt, 4,160-volt diesel standby 
generator that would run only during infrequent power outages and for periodic test cycles, 
typically limited to about 100 hours per year. Exhaust emissions from these limited runs, together 
with limited emissions from occasional maintenance-vehicle trips, would be minimal. The new 
operation of the stationary, standby generator would have limited emissions and be included in 
the insignificant source inventory; this would not cause an exceedance of the Covered Source 
Permit cap for Schofield Barracks/Wheeler Army Airfield and would not trigger a permit 
modification requiring HDOH review.  

GHG output from the generator’s infrequent operation, combined with maintenance travel, 
would remain orders of magnitude below the 25,000 metric-ton reporting threshold in 40 CFR § 
98.2[a]. Consequently, the Mandatory Reporting Rule would not apply. When compared with 
State and national inventories, annual operational emissions would represent less than 0.001 
percent of Hawaiʻi’s total and an even smaller share of U.S. emissions, yielding a less than 
significant impact on climate. 

3.1.2.2 No Action Alternative 

Construction 

Under the No Action Alternative, no construction activities would occur and therefore impacts 
on air quality would be less than significant. 

Operations and Maintenance 

Due to the continued degradation of equipment, operations and maintenance under the No 
Action Alternative would be more intensive over time than they are at present. The increase in 
operations and maintenance activity would lead to less than significant impacts associated with 
additional vehicle trips for maintenance activities. 



Relocate Schofield Barracks Deep Wells Above Ground 
Environmental Assessment 

3-5 

3.1.3 Best Management Practices and Proposed Mitigation 

To minimize the potential for fugitive‐dust and diesel particulate emissions during construction, 
the contractor may employ the following BMPs, consistent with HAR § 11-60.1-33 and other 
applicable guidance: 

• Active dust suppression: periodic application of water or environmentally acceptable dust 
palliatives on exposed soil, stockpiles, and unpaved travel lanes when work is occurring. 

• Surface stabilization: compaction, temporary paving, or chemical stabilization of haul 
routes, lay-down areas, and idle stockpiles to prevent wind-blown dust. 

• Controlled point sources: use of hoods, tarps, or curtained enclosures with fabric-filter 
exhaust for sandblasting, abrasive cutting, or spray-painting operations. 

• Material containment and housekeeping: tarping outbound haul trucks and promptly 
removing any track-out or spills from paved roads. 

• Diesel-exhaust minimization: fitting ≥ 50 horsepower off-road engines with particulate-
reduction devices where practicable and observing a five-minute idle limit for heavy 
vehicles. 

3.2 Noise 

3.2.1 Affected Environment 

The project site is located near two primary noise sources: Interstate H-2 and Wheeler Army 
Airfield, indicating a relatively high ambient noise level. Noise sensitive receptors include Army 
housing located approximately 450 feet to the northwest of the project site, and civilian 
residential areas located approximately one-third of a mile to the north across Interstate H-2. 
The northwest edge of the Leilehua Golf Course is located across Interstate H-2 about a quarter 
of a mile to the southeast of the project site, and Wheeler Elementary School is located 
approximately two-thirds of a mile to the northwest of the project site.  

3.2.2 Environmental Consequences 

3.2.2.1 Proposed Action 

Construction 

Construction for the Proposed Action would generate intermittent noise from drilling rigs, 
vehicles, and heavy machinery. Construction and demolition activities would occur within the 
context of an active military installation, where ambient noise levels from ongoing aircraft 
operations at the Wheeler Army Airfield frequently exceed 65 A-weighted decibels (dBA). This is 
a unit of measurement for sound intensity that adjusts decibel readings to match how the human 
ear perceives loudness at different frequencies, particularly at lower sound levels. The 65 dBA 
threshold is consistent with Federal land use compatibility guidelines established under the 
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Department of Defense’s Air Installation Compatible Use Zone program and the Federal Aviation 
Administration’s Part 150 regulations for noise-sensitive uses near airfields.  

Equipment-related noise would be confined primarily to the immediate project vicinity, where 
the primary receptors would be construction personnel and flight line staff accustomed to 
elevated sound levels. Noise levels from construction equipment are expected to attenuate with 
distance, decreasing by approximately 6 dBA with each doubling of distance from the source. 
Based on typical construction equipment noise levels, sound is expected to attenuate to below 
65 dBA between approximately 500 and 1,500 feet (0.09 to 0.28 mile) from the source under 
standard conditions (FHWA, 2017). Table 3-2 provides typical noise levels for common 
construction equipment at distances of 50, 100, 500, and 1,000 feet from the source, based on 
Federal Highway Administration Roadway Construction Noise Model data and standard distance 
attenuation assumptions for point sources (FHWA, 2006). These values are intended to support 
estimation of potential construction noise impacts on nearby receptors under standard outdoor 
conditions. 

Table 3-2: Construction Equipment Noise Levels 

Equipment 50 ft (dBA) 100 ft (dBA) 500 ft (dBA) 1,000 ft (dBA) 3,500 ft (dBA) 

Backhoe 78 72 64 58 41 

Bulldozer 82 76 68 62 45 

Concrete Mixer 79 73 65 59 42 

Crane 81 75 67 61 44 

Drilling Rig 85 79 65 59 48 

Excavator 81 75 67 61 44 

Front Loader 79 73 65 59 42 

Generator 81 75 67 61 44 

Grader 85 79 71 65 48 

Paver 77 71 63 57 40 

Roller 80 74 66 60 43 

The nearest school, Wheeler Elementary, is approximately 3,500 feet from the project site where 
construction noise levels are expected to attenuate to approximately 41 to 48 dBA, well below 
the 65 dBA threshold commonly used to evaluate noise impacts on sensitive receptors. The 
nearest residential housing is approximately 450 feet to the northwest of the project site. At this 
distance, noise levels may temporarily exceed 65 dBA during the loudest phases of construction 
(e.g., drilling, excavation). However, such noise would be intermittent, limited to daylight 
construction hours, and consistent with the type of short-term impacts typically associated with 
similar utility infrastructure projects. Mufflers would be used on equipment, as practicable, which 
could reduce the sound level by approximately 15 dBA; and additional construction screening 
and enclosures could further reduce the sound level by 20 dbA. 
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Given the context of an already elevated noise environment and the temporary nature of the 
work, the impact on residential receptors would not be considered significant. Although detailed 
noise modeling was not conducted, the distance from sensitive receptors such as Wheeler 
Elementary School and civilian housing is sufficient to avoid substantial disruption. Therefore, 
impacts on noise from construction would be less than significant. 

Operations and Maintenance 

Long-term operations and maintenance of the proposed water wells would result in similar noise 
levels compared to current conditions. The new two-megawatt stationary generator that would 
be used intermittently for back-up emergency power is anticipated to produce a sound level of 
approximately 90 dBA from a distance of 50 feet. With the incorporation of mitigation measures, 
including the use of an engine muffler and placement within a sound-attenuating enclosure, 
noise levels could be reduced to 55 dBA at the same distance. All new equipment including the 
generator, pumps, and motors would be enclosed within new pumphouse structures. 
Maintenance trips may decrease over time due to newer equipment and improved accessibility, 
which could lead to a slight reduction in vehicle-related noise. Given the absence of nearby 
sensitive receptors, use of sound attenuating measures, and the low frequency of operational 
noise, long-term noise impacts would be less than significant. 

3.2.2.2 No Action Alternative 

Construction 

Under the No Action Alternative, no construction activities would occur and therefore impacts 
would be less than significant. 

Operations and Maintenance 

Due to continued degradation of equipment, operations and maintenance under the No Action 
Alternative would be more intensive over time than they are at present. The increase in 
operations and maintenance activity would lead to less than significant impacts associated with 
additional vehicle trips for maintenance activities. 

3.2.3 Best Management Practices and Proposed Mitigation 

To reduce impacts on noise, mufflers would be used on construction equipment to the extent 
practicable, and construction would be limited to daylight hours. Sound attenuation would be 
continued through the construction phase with engine shrouds and a muffler that reduce noise 
from the drilling rig by 15 dBA; additional acoustic enclosures would provide around 20 dBA 
decrease in sound levels. During post-construction operations, the new generator would include 
critical grade mufflers that suppress noise 25-35 dBA and be enclosed within a new building. 
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3.3 Geology and Soils 

3.3.1 Affected Environment 

3.3.1.1 Physiography and Topography 

The proposed project site at the existing SBMR Water Plant is in the Schofield Plateau geomorphic 
province. 

The project site occupies an approximately 5.5-acre portion of a large tract of military land 
consisting of 15,025 acres. The site surface is relatively flat with an elevation of approximately 
860 feet above MSL, with elevation gradually decreasing to the south and west.  

3.3.1.2 Regional and Site Geology 

The island of O′ahu formed from two volcanoes 2 to 3 million years ago. Weathering and erosion 
have created high sea cliffs, deep valleys, and jagged mountains, separated by the Schofield 
Plateau and bordered by a coastal plain (Macdonald, et al. 1983). The Koolau basalt underlies the 
Schofield Plateau geomorphic province flows and is a member of the Koolau Volcanic Series that 
abuts the older eroded surface of the Waianae Volcanic Series lavas (Sherrod et.al. 2021). The 
Ko′olau basalt flowed in thin, nearly horizontal layers, allowing soils and alluvial sediments to 
develop between eruptions. The subsurface consists of highly fractured basaltic lava flows 
overlain by approximately 100 to 200 feet of saprolite from weathering. The bedrock consists of 
interbedded pahoehoe and a′a lava flows. Pahoehoe flows are thin-bedded and vesicular; a`a 
flows are thick-bedded, dense, and often has volcanic clinker on its surface. Boulders in the 
saprolite represent remnants of massive lava flows (Stearns and Vaksvik, 1935). The residual soil 
grades from structureless soil in the upper 5 to 10 feet to saprolite with depth. Saprolite can be 
differentiated from overlying surface soil by the presence of clay minerals and prominent textural 
features, including traces of the parent basaltic rock like vesicles and fractures. 

3.3.1.3 Soils 

Official Soil Series Descriptions 

In 2024, a custom soil resource report for the project area was created using the U.S. Department 
of Agriculture (USDA) Natural Resources Conservation Service web soil survey tool. The surface 
soils at the project site are classified as Wahiawa Series (symbol WaA), consisting of well-drained, 
silty clay soils formed from residuum and old alluvium derived from basic igneous rock. These 
soils are approximately 4 feet thick and are found on gentle slopes (0 to 3 percent), are underlain 
by weathered basalt and have moderately high to high permeability, low runoff, and a slight 
erosion hazard (see Figure 3-1) (USDA, 2024).  
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Figure 3-1: Soil Series (Source: CCHNL, 2024) 
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Soil borings were completed in the project area by Stearns et al. in 1940. Lithological data from 
boring 3-2901-05 corroborate this classification, revealing approximately 12 inches of dusky red 
silty clay underlain by approximately 48 inches of dark reddish-brown silty clay subsoil with a 
subangular blocky structure, with weathered basalt layers extending at least 300 feet bgs. See 
Appendix A for soil borings results. 

Soil Data Access for Prime Farmland 

Prime farmland, defined by the USDA as land suitable for food and crop production, requires a 
reliable water supply and favorable growing conditions. The 1981 Federal Farmland Protection 
Policy Act was enacted to limit the conversion of prime farmland to non-agricultural uses. The 
site’s soil, Wahiawa silty clay, is classified as prime farmland soil only when irrigated (USDA, 
2024). While the site comprises Wahiawa silty clay soil, it lacks irrigation, and its intended use 
remains unchanged, and; therefore, is not considered prime farmland. 

3.3.1.4 Geologic Hazards 

The site location has a 25 to 50 percent probability of experiencing slight or greater earthquake 
shaking within a century, according to the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS, 2021). The risk of 
significant ground shaking is diminished due to the sites distance from the active volcanoes of 
Kīlauea and Mauna Loa in southern Hawai‘i where magmatic activity pushes the crust outward 
(USGS, 2021). Local geological factors, such as soft sediments may amplify seismic waves, 
whereas hard rock tends to transmit wave energy efficiently. The USGS National Seismic Hazard 
Mapping Project indicates a greater than 30 percent chance of peak ground accelerations 
exceeding 12 percent of gravity in firm rock areas on Oʻahu over the next 50 years (USGS, 2000). 

3.3.2 Environmental Consequences 

3.3.2.1 Proposed Action 

Construction 

The project site, designated for ground-disturbing activities, has relatively flat terrain. 
Construction of the new wells and associated systems would require extensive drilling activities 
and minor grading activities that may leave soil exposed and vulnerable to erosion from wind and 
water. Soil erosion and sediment production would be minimized by implementing Army 
management plans and site-specific BMPs (see Section 3.3.3). After construction, all ground 
surfaces would be restored through landscaping or stabilization methods, and stormwater would 
be diverted to the existing stormwater system.  Less than significant impacts on soil would be 
expected. 

No effects on site geology or from geologic hazards(e.g., seismicity) would be expected. No 
effects on prime farmland soils would be expected as the property has been under military 
ownership since 1908, has been in use as a water plant since the late 1930s, and is not irrigated. 
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Operations and Maintenance 

Deep well operations under the Proposed Action would be similar to its current processes and 
procedures. Less than significant impacts to site geology, soils, or geologic hazards would be 
expected during operations or maintenance activities. 

3.3.2.2 No Action Alternative 

Construction 

Under the No Action Alternative, no construction activities associated with new deep-water wells 
would take place, and therefore, impacts on geology and soils would be less than significant. 

Operations and Maintenance 

Due to the continued degradation of equipment, operations and maintenance under the No 
Action Alternative would be more intensive over time than they are at present. The increase in 
operations and maintenance activity would lead to less than significant impacts associated with 
erosion from additional vehicle trips for maintenance activities and the sump pump discharge 
from the system would need to be relocated to avoid heightened risk of flooding or 
contamination. 

3.3.3 Best Management Practices and Proposed Mitigation 

The Proposed Action would disturb more than one acre of land, which requires a HDOH-issued 
NPDES permit. Such permitting would involve the preparation of a site-specific Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The SWPPP would include BMPs to prevent erosion and 
sedimentation.  

Soil resource management is managed through AR 200-1, USAG-HI Integrated Natural Resources 
Management Plan, and the Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (ESCP) BMPs and SWPPP outlined 
in the 2025 Annual Monitoring Plan. Additionally, the Proposed Action would need to comply 
with the NPDES permit and the U.S. Army Garrison Hawaii Construction Site Runoff Control 
Program Policy (USAG-HI, 2010 and USAG-HI, 2025).  

A soil corrosivity study, as part of the geotechnical report, would occur during construction to 
design recommendations for controlling the corrosion of materials planned for underground use. 
Utility excavations would require minimal soil disturbance, with exposed soil only expected 
during the installation. The design and construction would incorporate findings from 
geotechnical investigations and would meet or exceed building code requirements to account for 
seismic hazards. Soil cuttings from borings would be characterized and subsequently disposed of 
at an approved landfill.  
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3.4 Water Resources 

3.4.1 Affected Environment 

3.4.1.1 Surface Water 

To protect and manage surface water resources, the CWRM has divided the Hawaiian islands into 
hydrologic units. The project is near the drainage divide between the Ki‘iki‘i hydrologic unit and 
the Waikele hydrologic unit (see Figure 3-2). While the site is within the boundaries of the 
Waikele hydrologic unit, the closest surface water body is the South Fork of Kaukōnāhua Stream, 
and belongs to the Ki‘iki‘i hydrologic unit, located just north across Interstate H-2. The project 
site lacks surface water features or wetlands. 

The Ki‘iki‘i hydrologic unit encompasses 58.4 square miles, including areas on Wai‘anae Mountain 
Range and Ko‘olau Mountain Range, with streams flowing west-northwest into the Pacific Ocean 
at Kaiaka Bay. The Kaukōnāhua watershed, bordering the site to the north, is drained by the 
North and South Forks of Kaukōnāhua Stream, which are impounded by the Wahiawā dam, 
forming Wahiawā Reservoir (Lake Wilson). The reservoir discharges into the lower Kaukōnāhua 
Stream leading to Kaiaka Bay. 

The Waikele hydrologic unit, where the project site is located, spans 45-square-miles and drains 
south into the West Loch of Pearl Harbor (HDOH, 2022). It includes Waikele Stream and its tributaries 
from Ko‘olau and Wai‘anae Mountain Ranges, converging to drain into West Loch (see Figure 3-3). 

The Kaukōnāhua and Waikele streams are listed on Hawai‘i’s Clean Water Act (CWA) § 303(d) list 
of impaired waters for nutrients and turbidity (HDOH CWB, 2022). Total Maximum Daily Loads 
(TMDLs) have been approved for these streams to restore water quality. The TMDL reports 
identify pollutant limits and assign load allocations to point and non-point sources (HDOH CWB, 
2022). These allocations are subsequently included in NPDES permits. The Army holds a Small 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) permit (NPDES permit number HIS000090) which 
regulates stormwater discharges to State waters including nearby streams. 

3.4.1.2 Groundwater 

Groundwater occurs on Oʻahu in basal and high-level water bodies. The basal water bodies have 
water table levels near sea level up to a few tens of feet in altitude. The water is fresh being derived 
from infiltration of rainfall and forms a lens floating on heavier sea water (USEPA, 1991). The high-
level water bodies occur in the mountain ranges (and the Schofield Plateau) where they are 
impounded by low permeability dikes (Stearns and Vaksvik, 1935). The Schofield high level water 
body is bounded by the Waiʻanae to the west, the Koʻolau to the east and northern and southern 
ground water dams. The dams have not been directly sampled but are inferred to be dikes. The 
groundwater within the aquifer is 550 to 650 feet bgs. The occurrence of a high-water body is known 
through water level measurements. The general location of the southern dam is inferred by water 
level measurements. Indirect geophysical measurements also suggest the locations of the northern 
and southern dams and indicate water standing about 30 feet higher than the southern dam.  
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Figure 3-2: Hydrological Units  (CCHNL, 2024) 
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Figure 3-3: Surface Water Bodies (CCHNL, 2024) 
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Discharge is by flow from the high-water body over (and likely through) the two dams. Most of 
the flow (80 percent) is to the south and discharge is to the Pearl basal water body. Estimates of 
flow to the south is on the order of approximately 120 MGD (USEPA, 1991). Based on aquifer 
testing, the lava flows within the Schofield high-level water body have transmissivity values 
ranging from 870,000 to 980,000 sf per day and storativity values ranging from 0.05 to 0.15 (HLA, 
1996a). 

SBMR wells are located in a tunnel at the base of an inclined shaft, approximately 567 feet bgs, 
with the bottom chamber of the tunnel at an elevation of 287 feet MSL (HLA, 1996a). The well 
depths at SBMR at the time the wells were completed ranged from 150 to 278 feet below the 
chamber floor (about 9 to 137 feet MSL) (HLA, 1996a). Groundwater elevations measured in the 
SBMR observation well (2901-002) from January 2008 through February 2024 ranged from 
269.07 to 275.14 feet MSL, averaging 272.18 feet MSL (CWRM, 2024). Current pumping rates 
from the SBMR wells range from 2.884 to 5.318 MGD, averaging 3.784 MGD from January 2021 
through February 2024, with a 12-month moving average of 3.963 MGD (CWRM, 2024). SBMR’s 
water use permit with CWRM (Permit Number 464) allows for 5.648 MGD. The Schofield high-
level water body is part of the Wahiawā Aquifer System of O‘ahu’s Central Aquifer Sector with a 
sustainable yield set by CWRM of 23 MGD. In addition to the SBMR wells, CWRM has approved 
13 other water use permits for the Wahiawā Aquifer System. The 14 water use permits total 
22.949 MGD, leaving 0.051 MGD of the sustainable yield currently available (CWRM, 2024). 

The SBMR wells are the largest groundwater users from the Schofield high-level water body 
followed by the Honolulu Board of Water Supply (BWS) wells 2901-008, -009, -011, and -012 
which are located approximately one-third of a mile north-northeast (CWRM, 2024). BWS also 
operates municipal wells 2902-001 and 2902-002, located over a half-mile northwest. Other 
nearby wells include an agricultural well (2801-003) about two-thirds of a mile south-southeast 
and several monitoring wells that the Army has installed to investigate groundwater 
contamination at SBMR. 

In 1985, TCE, a commonly used cleaning solvent, was detected in three of the four SBMR wells.  
The wells were taken out of service temporarily on May 2, 1985. Blending with City water then 
occurred for approximately 18 months. In September 1986, the Army installed air-stripping 
treatment units to remove TCE from the SBMR domestic water supply. In 1987, the USEPA 
established a Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL) of 5 micrograms per liter (µg/L) for TCE in 
drinking water.  

As a result of the detection of TCE, SBMR was placed on the National Priorities List (NPL) in August 
1990. Investigations conducted following NPL listing also revealed carbon tetrachloride (CCl4) in 
the groundwater beneath the former SBMR landfill; therefore, it is addressed during the 
treatment of water from the SBMR wells along with TCE (HLA, 1996b). An FFA was negotiated 
among USEPA, the HDOH, and the Army under CERCLA, Section 120. The FFA was signed by the 
Army on September 23, 1991, USEPA on September 27, 1991, and HDOH on June 5, 1996 (HLA, 
1996b). The FFA identified SBMR as being under the jurisdiction, custody, or control of the DoD 
and subject to the Defense Environmental Restoration Program. As part of the FFA, the Army and 
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regulatory agencies agreed to divide the program into subunits called Operable Units (OU) to 
address potential areas of contamination in an organized manner (HLA, 1996b).  

A source for the TCE has not been identified; however, it is likely that the substance migrated 
from a ground surface location through the soil and bedrock to the underlying groundwater (HLA, 
1996b). The former landfill was identified as the source of the CCL4 (HLA, 1996b).  

Based on consideration of the requirements of CERCLA, the five alternatives developed during  
the feasibility study as a contingency, the development of general response actions that would 
satisfy remedial action alternatives undertaken during the Phase I Remedial Investigation, and 
public comment, the Army, USEPA and HDOH determined the final remedy with the following 
components: 

• Continued treatment for TCE and CCl4 present in extracted groundwater at the SBMR 
wells by air stripping at the wellhead followed by discharge of the treated water to the 
distribution system. 

• The Army must consult with USEPA and HDOH prior to abandoning the SBMR water 
supply wells, because production at these wells may help to control plume migration. 

• Long-term sampling and analysis of water supply wells, agricultural wells, and monitoring 
wells in the region. 

• Implementation of the contingency of wellhead treatment on any water supply wells that 
are impacted by the plume from SBMR above one-half the MCL (2.5 µg/L) as established 
under the Safe Drinking Water Act. 

• Upgrade the treatment system or pay any incremental costs caused by contamination 
from SBMR at wells that already have a treatment system in place. 

• Conduct five-year site review with the HDOH and USEPA. 

The selected remedy components only addressed contamination in the drinking water supply 
because it was determined that restoration of groundwater was impractical due to the site’s 
complex hydrogeologic conditions (HLA, 1996b). Therefore, USEPA granted a technical 
impracticability waiver (EPA, 1997) for restoration of groundwater to the MCL through approval 
and signature of the ROD in September 1996. 

Based on the ROD, groundwater long-term monitoring (LTM) network wells with TCE or CCL4 
concentrations exceeding the wellhead treatment value of 2.5 µg/L are sampled quarterly. 
Modification to sampling frequencies for the wells would be evaluated in each annual LTM 
report. Updated sampling frequencies for all wells are included in the LTM and five-year review 
reports.  

The ROD for OU 4 (HLA, 1996b) documented maintenance and revegetation of the landfill cover 
as the selected remedy for OU 4. In 1998, site closeout activities at OU 4 were completed and 
accepted by USEPA (USAG-HI, 2024). Remaining activities to be performed at OU 4 included long-
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term maintenance of the soil and vegetative cover, and enforcement of institutional controls (i.e., 
groundwater monitoring, five-year review, access restriction, and site security). 

In 2000, SBMR was formally removed from the NPL as the remedy was determined to be 
protective of human health and the environment. The LTM program was implemented in April 
1997 and continues today. Five-year reviews were conducted in 2002, 2007, 2012, 2017, and 
2022, and are anticipated to continue indefinitely. 

3.4.2 Environmental Consequences 

3.4.2.1 Proposed Action 

Construction 

During the construction phase of the Proposed Action, the contractor and driller would  
implement measures to effectively manage stormwater and wastewater discharges associated 
with well drilling activities, adhering to both federal and state regulations, including guidelines 
established by U.S. Army Garrison Hawaii  (USAG-HI, 2021). A NPDES permit would be necessary 
for any discharges of stormwater associated with construction or discharges of treated process 
wastewater from well drilling if discharged to State waters (see Section 3.4.3). Treated process 
wastewater includes well drilling slurries, lubricating fluids wastewaters, and well purge 
wastewaters (HDOH CWB, 2024). Well purge water and groundwater resulting from well testing 
should be treated as contaminated with TCE and CCl4 and would need to be treated prior to 
discharge to State waters. Provided the appropriate permits are obtained, process wastewater is 
adequately treated, and BMPs would be utilized to control storm water and treated process 
wastewater discharges, the impacts to surface water during construction would be less than 
significant. 

Well construction permits, pump installation permits, and well abandonment permits would 
need to be obtained from CWRM along with approval from CWRM to change the wells listed 
under the water use permit. Groundwater would be encountered during well drilling activities; 
however, impacts to groundwater resources during drilling activities would be less than 
significant.  

Under the Proposed Action, the amount of water pumped in the wells would not change and 
potential impacts related to changes in groundwater flow and fluctuations of contamination 
levels would be minimal. In accordance with the ROD the Army would consult with USEPA and 
the HDOH, prior to commissioning of the new wells and decommissioning of the existing wells, 
on issues related to controlling migration of the contamination plume. Impacts related to plume 
migration would be less than significant and would furthermore be minimized through planned 
water quality testing and the mitigation described in Section 3.4.3.  
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Operations and Maintenance 

Water well and associated system operations and maintenance is expected to be less intensive 
than at present due to the incorporation of more modern equipment with better environmental 
controls and a less frequent need for maintenance trips. Because less frequent maintenance trips 
would be needed, the potential for maintenance activities to impact stormwater runoff to 
surface water would be reduced resulting in the Proposed Action having less than significant 
beneficial impacts to surface water. 

3.4.2.2 No Action Alternative 

Construction 

Under the No Action Alternative, no construction activities associated with new deep-water wells 
would occur and therefore, impacts on surface water and groundwater would be less than 
significant. 

Operations and Maintenance 

Due to continued degradation of equipment, operations and maintenance under the No Action 
Alternative would be more intensive over time than they are at present; however, the increase 
in operations and maintenance activity would have less than significant impacts on surface water 
and groundwater resources. 

3.4.3 Best Management Practices and Proposed Mitigation 

Water resource management at SBMR is conducted in accordance with AR 200-1, USAG-HI 
Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan, and the ESCP BMPs and SWPPP outlined in the 
2025 Annual Monitoring Plan along with compliance with the NPDES permit and USAG-HI 
Construction Site Runoff Control Program Policy (USAG-HI, 2010 and USAG-HI, 2025). In addition, 
site-specific BMPs and SWPPP to better control stormwater runoff would be implemented. 

Under the ROD related to TCE and CCl4 contamination, if the new wells cause contamination to 
reach other supply wells, the Army would be required to implement contingency wellhead 
treatment on any water supply wells that are impacted by the plume from SBMR above one-half 
of the MCL (2.5 µg/L). The ROD also requires the Army to upgrade the treatment system or pay 
any incremental costs for treatment caused by contamination from SBMR at wells that already 
have a treatment system in place.  
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3.5 Biological Resources and Protected Species 

3.5.1 Affected Environment 

Native plant habitat within the project site has been highly modified by human activities and 
various uses over time, and is presently dominated by non-native species. The project site 
undergoes regular vegetation maintenance (e.g., mowing, hedging, etc.). During a 2024 biological 
resources site survey conducted for this Proposed Action (see Appendix B), one native species, 
ʻuhaloa (Waltheria indica), was documented at the site. This species is considered widespread 
throughout the Hawaiian Islands. None of the plant species observed are listed as endangered or 
threatened under either the Federal or State of Hawaiʻi endangered species statutes (DLNR, 
1998; USFWS, 2024a). A stand of Cook Pines (Araucaria columnaris), reaching to 40 feet in height, 
is located at the northern corner of the project site. 

The site survey conducted for this Proposed Action indicated that avian diversity and densities 
were in keeping with the location and vegetation present within the study site. Non-native 
species were prevalent in and around the project site. Three species—Saffron Finch (Sicalis 
flaveola), Zebra Dove (Geopelia striata), and Cattle Egret (Bubulcus ibis) were the most abundant 
species observed. A few indigenous migratory kōlea or Pacific golden plover (Pluvialis fulva) were 
observed in the grassy lawn areas.  

3.5.1.1 Threatened and Endangered Species 

The USFWS Information for Planning and Consultation (IPaC) tool was utilized to identify federally 
listed threatened and endangered species that may occur in or near the project area. The 
informal IPaC species list includes both plant and animal species that historically occurred in the 
area or whose range may overlap with the project area, but are not necessarily present on-site. 
In addition to Federal classifications under the ESA, the State of Hawaiʻi also maintains its own 
list of threatened and endangered species pursuant to Chapter 195D, HRS. Species identified in 
the IPaC list were cross-referenced with the State’s list to determine their conservation status at 
both the Federal and State levels. The IPaC tool did not identify any federally designated critical 
habitat within the project area (USFWS, 2024c). 

Flora  

The IPaC list identified fifteen federally protected plant species whose historical or current ranges 
may include the project area (USFWS, 2024b). The species are listed below in Table 3-3, which 
shows both the Federal and State status. 
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Table 3-4: Threatened and Endangered Animal Species  
Potentially Occurring in the Project Area 

Species Federal Status State Status 

Eretmochelys imbricata (Hawksbill Sea Turtle) Endangered Endangered 

Lasiurus cinereus semotus (Hawaiian Hoary Bat) Endangered Endangered 

Oceanodroma castro (Band-rumped Storm-Petrel) Endangered Endangered 

Anas wyvilliana (Hawaiian Duck) Endangered Endangered 

Gallinula galeata sandvicensis (Hawaiian Common 
Gallinule) Endangered Endangered 

Fulica americana alai (Hawaiian Coot) Endangered Endangered 

Pterodroma sandwichensis (Hawaiian Petrel) Endangered Endangered 

Himantopus mexicanus knudseni (Hawaiian Stilt) Endangered Endangered 

Puffinus auricularis newelli (Newell’s  Shearwater) Threatened Endangered 

The Hawksbill sea turtle was determined to be unlikely to occur within the project area due to a 
lack of suitable habitat. The remaining nine faunal species were not observed during the field 
survey. It is possible that the endangered Hawaiian Petrel, Band-rumped Storm-Petrel, and the 
threatened Newell’s Shearwater over-fly the project site between April and the middle of 
December each year in small numbers. Deleterious impacts to these transiting seabirds can occur 
due to use of outdoor lighting during construction activities but can be avoided if construction 
occurs during daylight hours and all outdoor lighting installed is fully “dark sky compliant” 
(DOFAW, 2016; Telfer, et al., 1987; Reed, et al., 1985). The DLNR recommends avoiding 
construction-related night-time lighting between September 15 and December 15 (DOFAW, 
2016). Policy USAG-HI-35 Wildlife Friendly Lighting and Dark Skies has BMPs and mitigation 
measures for construction during nightwork and guidance on the installation of light fixtures to 
avoid impacts to birds.  

The Hawaiian hoary bat (ʻōpeʻapeʻa; Lasiurus cinereus semotus) is federally and State-listed as 
endangered. It is the only native terrestrial mammal species in Hawai‘i. It is unknown if the 
Hawaiian hoary bat breeds or roosts at the project site, but may overfly the area (Pinzari et al. 
2020). This species will forage and roost in a wide range of habitats including forest canopies, 
edges of forests, and open pastures (Bonaccorso et al., 2015). Roosting occurs seasonally, 
between June 1st and September 15th. A study by WEST Consultants Inc. (WEST) on Oʻahu 
between 2017 and 2021 revealed that this species of bat is more abundant than previously 
thought (WEST, 2022). No Hawaiian hoary bats were observed during the site survey, which was 
conducted during daytime hours and did not include nighttime acoustic monitoring. 
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3.5.2 Environmental Consequences 

In compliance with Section 7 of the ESA, U.S. Army Garrison Hawaii has initiated consultation 
with USFWS and has determined that the Proposed Action is not likely to adversely affect listed 
species or critical habitats. Due to the Army’s existing policies for the installation (i.e., USAG-HI-
35 Wildlife Friendly Lighting and Dark Skies, and DPW-HI-02 Tree Cutting Moratorium) which 
would serve as minimization and avoidance measures during the on-site construction and 
ongoing operations, combined with the very low likelihood that the listed animals occur within 
the project area, the effect to the listed animals would be discountable. The Army received 
concurrence from USFWS on their effects determination on November 19, 2025. 

3.5.2.1 Proposed Action 

Construction 

Vegetation removal, ground disturbance, and elevated intermittent noise and vibration 
generated by heavy equipment would prompt mobile wildlife (e.g., common passerine birds and 
small mammals) to temporarily disperse. This short-term displacement is expected to cease once 
construction activities subside, allowing individuals to reoccupy the site as vegetation 
regenerates and ambient noise conditions return to baseline. Consequently, construction-related 
effects on wildlife behavior and distribution would be temporary, localized, and less than 
significant. 

Construction would take place during daytime hours; therefore, potential impacts on wildlife and 
protected species associated with construction site lighting would be less than significant. The 
Proposed Action would include limited vegetation clearing, including the removal of Cook pines 
located in the northern corner of the project site. Although no Hawaiian hoary bats were 
observed during the site survey, the survey was conducted during daylight hours and did not 
include nighttime acoustic monitoring. Removal of Cook pines has the potential to adversely 
affect Hawaiian hoary bats if roosting individuals are present. During the pupping season, bats 
may be present with pups in trees greater than 15 feet in height. Mitigation is proposed in Section 
3.5.3 to avoid impacts on Hawaiian hoary bats; the Army has instituted a tree cutting moratorium 
that restricts the cutting or trimming of trees over 15 feet tall between June 1st and September 
15th on all U.S. Army Garrison Hawaii installations. Overall, impacts on biological resources and 
protected species would be less than significant. 

Operations and Maintenance 

Operations and maintenance would tend to be less intensive than at present and impacts on 
biological resources would be less than significant.  
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3.5.2.2 No Action Alternative 

Construction 

Under the No Action Alternative, no construction activities associated with new deep-water wells 
would occur and therefore impacts on biological resources would be less than significant. 

Operations and Maintenance 

Under the No Action Alternative, operations and maintenance activity would be more intensive 
over time than at present and associated impacts would be less than significant.  

3.5.3 Best Management Practices and Proposed Mitigation 

As discussed in Section 3.5.1.1, the U.S. Army Garrison Hawaii has policies in place (i.e., Wildlife 
Friendly Lighting and Dark Skies) to guide the installation of light fixtures to avoid impacts to 
birds; there would be no nightwork construction activities. In order to avoid potential impacts to 
roosting Hawaiian hoary bats, the Army would require construction contractors to comply with 
the U.S. Army Garrison Hawaii Directorate of Public Works (DPW) Tree Cutting Moratorium Policy 
Memorandum. The Tree Cutting Moratorium prohibits the cutting or trimming of trees greater 
than 15 feet tall during the Hawaiian hoary bat pupping season between June 1st and September 
15th, and provides guidance for trees that fall on their own accord and emergency situations (i.e. 
interference with power lines).  

3.6 Historic and Cultural Resources 

3.6.1 Affected Environment 

This portion of the EA focuses on the potential impacts to historic and cultural resources, which AR 
200-1 specifies as a wide range of resources, including buildings, structures, objects, districts, and 
sites as defined by the NHPA, cultural items as defined by the Native American Graves Protection and 
Repatriation Act (NAGPRA), archaeological resources as defined by the Archaeological Resources 
Protection Act (ARPA), and the collections and associated records as defined in 36 CFR Part 79. 

3.6.1.1 Identification Efforts 

Background 

The project area has been used by the U.S. Army as a water well and treatment facility since the 
mid-1930s.  No historic or cultural resource had been noted in the project area until 2010, when 
U.S. Army Garrison Hawaii determined that Building 1580, the main water facility building, is 
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) under Criterion C because of its Spanish 
Colonial Revival architectural style. U.S. Army Garrison Hawaii further refined Building 1580’s 
historic significance (Allison and Pamerleau-Walden, 2024) by clarifying that, in addition to the 
architectural significance, the inclined shaft and underground chambers of Building 1580 embody 
novel engineering technology for accessing potable ground water on islands. 
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The nearest documented historic site is the former prisoner-of-war (POW) camp (SIHP # 50-80-
08-7833) located approximately 300 meters east of the project area on the opposite side of 
Interstate H-2. The POW camp operated from 1944 to 1946 before it was demolished in the 
1950s. No elements of the POW camp are present within the project area.   

Intensive Cultural Resource Inventory Survey 

The U.S. Army Garrison Hawaii inventoried the entire project area for historic and cultural 
resources using archival research, consultation, intensive pedestrian survey, and shovel testing 
(Gunnels, 2025).  Historic maps and photos reviewed during the archival research show that the 
project area underwent industrial pineapple cultivation throughout the 1920s, and the water 
facility was constructed in the late 1930s; the project area had been fully developed with a large 
laundry camp facility by 1943. The laundry facility was demolished in the 1970s to construct the 
Interstate H-2 highway and on-ramp. 

No archaeological resources were identified during the intensive pedestrian survey and shovel 
testing, nor were any surface or subsurface remnants of the former laundry facility found. The 
results of the shovel tests indicate that the sediment in the project area does not have the 
depositional sequence necessary to contain intact, buried cultural deposits and also has been 
heavily disturbed by the previous development of the water facility, the laundry facility, and the 
adjacent roads and interstate highway.   

National Register of Historic Preservation Eligibility 

All buildings and structures in the project area were assessed for historical significance during the 
intensive survey. Three buildings were identified as historic-period sources: 1580, A1580 and 
D1580. All other buildings and structures in the project area are modern.  Building 1580 had 
previously been determined historically significant.  The U.S. Army Garrison Hawaii determined 
that Buildings A1580 and D1580 are not historically significant, as these buildings do not contain 
any significant architectural or engineering features, they are not associated with any important 
historical events or figures, and they are unlikely to yield information important in history.  

Building 1580 is the only historically significant cultural resource within the project area and it is 
eligible for the NRHP listing under Criterion C because it embodies a distinctive, and novel for its 
time, technology for accessing potable groundwater on the Hawaiian Islands. The wells were 
drilled in 1936, and the aboveground building elements were completed two years later in 1938. 
Building 1580 maintains most of the seven aspects of integrity to convey its historic significance. 
Character defining features that contribute to its historical significance include the exterior 
Mission Revival and Spanish Colonial Revival architectural elements, fenestration pattern, 
massing, and roof shape. Interior elements that contribute to the technological engineering 
significance of Building 1580 include the inclined shaft and underground chambers. The 
engineering significance of Building 1580 is not in its interior fixtures and fittings, but in how the 
internal design reflects function.  
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National Historic Preservation Act Section 106 Consultation 

The U.S. Army Garrison Hawaii initiated NHPA Section 106 consultation on May 30, 2025 and 
proposed a finding of no adverse effects on September 18, 2025 which included an Intensive 
Cultural Resource Inventory Survey (Gunnels, 2025). Each of those notices were followed by a 
30-day comment period which consulting parties were informed of. During the first comment 
period, the SHPD, Historic Hawaii Foundation, and three Native Hawaiian organizations 
responded. Two Native Hawaiian Organizations responded during the second comment period 
which ended on October 18, 2025, to which the U.S. Army Garrison provided clarification on 
information already included in the prior submittals. SHPD did not provide a response within the 
30-day review period (36 CFR § 800.3(c)(4)).  

3.6.2 Environmental Consequences 

3.6.2.1 Proposed Action 

Construction 

No historic and cultural resources are anticipated to be impacted by the Proposed Action. 

U.S. Army Garrison Hawaii’s 2025 Intensive Cultural Resource Inventory Survey determined there 
is low likelihood that any buried cultural deposits would be discovered during construction 
activities. This is due to previous soil disturbance from prior land uses on the site. In the highly 
unlikely event of a discovery of intact buried cultural material, the Army would follow the 
Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) of the 2018 Integrated Cultural Resources Management 
Plan for O‘ahu (USAG HI, 2018b). 

The Proposed Action would not have an impact on the design of the exterior components of 
Building 1580, and the project site would continue to function as a water treatment facility. 
Several considerations have been analyzed and incorporated into the design plans to avoid 
impacts. New pumphouses and the switchgear building would be painted to match the existing 
color scheme for continuity. New buildings are 200 feet or more from Building 1580 to ensure 
there would be no potential for damage during construction. New buildings would be limited to 
12 feet in height, diminishing visual changes to the setting. Vegetation immediately surrounding 
Building 1580 would be maintained. As part of the decommissioning process, entrances to the 
underground chambers would remain fully intact and accessible with no demolition of any of the 
walls or any part of the floor within the chambers. Only modern obsolete equipment would be 
removed. The Proposed Action would ensure the SBMR Water Plant continues to function and 
serve its original historical purpose, and the Proposed Action would have less than significant 
impacts on Building 1580. 

Operations and Maintenance 

Building 1580 would continue to represent its period of significance from the 1930s. The addition 
of new buildings and decommissioning the existing wells would not constitute an adverse effect 
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that would diminish the integrity of historic characteristics that qualify Building 1580 for the 
NRHP, as referenced  in the U.S. Army Garrison Hawaii findings for the NHPA Section 106 
consultation.  

The Proposed Action is intended to improve water management and there would be no change 
to the current water usage. Based on the information presented above, the Proposed Action 
would have a less than significant impact on historic and cultural resources. 

3.6.2.2 No Action Alternative 

Construction 

There would be no ground disturbance or new construction under the No Action Alternative that 
could impact historic or cultural resources. The No Action Alternative would result in a less than 
significant impact on historic and cultural resources. 

Operations and Maintenance 

Regarding operations and maintenance, there would be no change to the existing conditions of 
the site or water usage, although the conditions of the water management system would 
continue to deteriorate. The continuance of existing operations and maintenance on the site 
would have a less than significant impact on historic and cultural resources. 

3.6.3 Best Management Practices and Proposed Mitigation 

The Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan guides the Army’s compliance with 
applicable cultural resources management laws and regulations. Adherence to these policies and 
guidelines would help avoid or minimize any impacts on historic and cultural resources (USAG-
HI, 2018b). 

3.7 Cultural Practices 

The CIA for the Proposed Action (Appendix C) was prepared on behalf of the U.S. Army Garrison 
Hawaii in accordance with the guidelines from the former Hawaiʻi Environmental Council, now 
known as the Environmental Advisory Council. The purpose of the CIA is to assess whether the 
project will impact the cultural practices and features of the community and the State within the 
project area. The moʻolelo (“storytelling”), ʻōlelo noʻeau (“traditional proverbs”), and oli and 
mele (“chants”) of the region are incorporated in the CIA, as well as other archival research and 
an ethnographic survey of cultural practitioners and monitors of the ahupuaʻa (“land division 
usually extending from the uplands to the sea”). An analysis and recommendations based on the 
framework of the Ka Paʻakai (Ka Paʻakai O Ka ʻĀina v. Land Use Comm’n) are also provided as an 
appendix of the CIA. 
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3.7.1 Affected Environment 

The project site is within an area traditionally known as Puʻuhonua (“a place of refuge”) 
Kūkaniloko—for which boundaries have been identified as the area from the crest of the 
Waiʻanae mountain range south of Mauna Kaala, across the plateau and up to the crest of the 
Koʻolau mountain range. More information on the birthing stones of Kūkaniloko and its proximity 
to the project site of the Proposed Action are discussed in Section 3.7.1.2. 

Land use is intertwined with cultural practices and beliefs in traditional Hawaiian culture, where 
the land is viewed as a living, sacred entity rather than merely a physical resource or property. 
This perspective shapes the reciprocal relationship between humans and the environment, 
influencing sustainable resource management, societal norms, as well as aspects of such cultural 
elements as ritual, religion, and ceremony. 

3.7.1.1 History of Land Tenure 

During the Māhele2 , the ahupuaʻa (“land division”) of Waiʻanae Uka (“upland”)—which overlaps 
the southern part of Puʻuhonua Kūkaniloko, where the project site is located—was among those 
claimed by Kamehameha III as Crown Land. The majority of this ahupuaʻa was retained by the 
king to be passed down to his descendants and heirs (i.e., not to be considered public or 
government lands); and no Māhele awards or land grants were given to commoners. Following 
the 1898 annexation of the Hawaiian Islands to the U.S., Crown Lands were claimed to establish 
the new State government; and the following year, Executive Order G.O. 147 set aside Waiʻanae 
Uka for U.S. military use (Appendix C). 

3.7.1.2 Cultural Resources  

Three important sites in the Puʻuhonua Kūkaniloko that inform cultural practices include 
Kūkaniloko, Hoʻolonopahu, and Haleʻauʻau. The birthing stones of Kūkaniloko, located 
approximately two kilometers (approximately 1.2 miles) northwest of the project area, is an 
important cultural site considered an kaʻānaniʻau (an altar marking the land division) or alter 
marking the piko (“center” or “umbilical cord”) of Oʻahu. The birthing stones was the place aliʻi 
(“chiefs”) were born and the nearby Hoʻolonopahu Heiau (“shrine or place of worship”), located 
2.2 kilometers (approximately 1.4 miles) from the project area, was where the newborn aliʻi had 
their umbilical cords cut and the drums announcing aliʻi births at the nearby Kūkaniloko were 
stored; the temporary structure that once existed there has been noted as having been 
demolished by the 1930s. Haleʻauʻau Heiau is recognized as an important cultural stewardship 
site for celestial observation, located almost eight kilometers (approximately 5 miles) from the 
project area.  

 

2 The Māhele of 1848. Under King Kamehameha III, traditional Hawaiian land tenure/stewardship was transformed 
to a Western-style system of private property. Hawaiian lands were divided among the mō‘ī (“the king”), the aliʻi 
and konohiki (“chiefs and land managers”), and the government. 
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Kūkaniloko is the most notable of these and where the birthing stone site, Kapuahuawa, still 
feature boulders associated with royal births. In the spiritual sense, Kūkaniloko is considered one 
of the meeting points of heaven and earth; the term kaʻānaniʻau refers to twisting into one and 
has been inferred as a place of convergence and there is reference to it once having been a center 
of ʻike (“knowledge”) where various disciplines or schools of thought gathered and shared ideas.  

Kūkaniloko remains as a protected site; however, the Hoʻolonopahu Heiau was demolished when 
the land was used for pineapple cultivation (1920s). Cultural practitioners still access Kūkaniloko 
and Haleʻauʻau for gatherings and the observation of Native Hawaiian rights. 

In addition to the cultural sites identified, loʻi kalo (“terraces for the cultivation of taro”) and 
water (to feed loʻi kalo and nourish other plants, and associated with gods Kanē and Kanaloa, and 
as a life giving source) have been identified as important cultural resources. There are documents 
preceding the Māhele which mention the vastly cultivated loʻi in the ahupuaʻa and interviewees 
mention loʻi remnants and poi pounders among other artifacts found within archaeological sites 
in the region although none have been found specifically in the project area.  

On the project site itself, archaeological survey and shovel testing did not identify any traditional 
archaeological sites or cultural materials within the current project area (see Section 3.6.1.1). The 
project area now functions as a potable water facility to extract, treat, and distribute drinking water. 

3.7.1.3 Cultural Practices and Beliefs Identified 

Based on the interviews and background literature research presented in the CIA, there is a rich 
myriad of traditional and customary Hawaiian practices (with associated features and beliefs) 
conducted in the Puʻuhonua Kūkaniloko, though none were specific to the project site. Some 
examples of practices are mālama (“to care for, preserve or protect”) archaeological sites and 
other features—i.e., cultural trails and land division markers, loʻi, house sites, iwi kūpuna 
(“ancestral remains”), artifacts, and water; celestial or astronomical observation and study; 
preservation of place names; burial practices; Hawaiian Code of Conduct; birthing; navigation; 
ritual and kahuna (“priest”) practices, lua fighting (“a type of dangerous hand-to-hand fighting in 
which the, fighters broke bones, dislocated bones at the joints, and inflicted severe pain by 
pressing on nerve centers”) and warfare, agriculture, refuge designation, and transmission of 
land division knowledge. Cultural beliefs that were also expressed through the interviews include 
moeʻuhane (“dreams”), humans being represented in pōhaku (“rock(s) or stone(s)”), movement 
of pōhaku without the aid of humans, the supernatural, healing, and other beliefs surrounding 
religion, related to aliʻi births, and that certain place and people are kapu (“taboo, prohibited, 
forbidden”) (see more information in Table 3 of Appendix C). 

Due to major historical changes to the physical landscape of the region, interviewees expressed 
uncertainty as to which cultural practices might have occurred within the project area itself. 
While many traditional beliefs were associated with Puʻuhonua Kūkaniloko, none were explicitly 
tied to the current project area. No traditional or customary Native Hawaiian rights nor other 
cultural practices of other ethnic groups of the State have been identified as currently practiced 
within the project boundaries. However, interviewees expressed general concerns of the 
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potential to encounter iwi kūpuna, artifacts, and archaeological findings particularly during 
excavation activities. While these considerations were raised, they reflect a precautionary 
perspective rather than specific evidence of likely occurrence; see Section 3.6.1.1 for results of 
the Intensive Cultural Resource Inventory Survey that was conducted on the project site. 

In Hawaiian culture, water is revered as a sacred, life-giving force deeply connected to spiritual 
well-being, ancestry, and health of the ʻāina (“land”). The project site does not have naturally 
occurring water (i.e., aboveground streams or underground springs) such that it could be 
associated to cultural practices associated with water. As mentioned in Section 3.4, water usage 
would not be changed by the Proposed Action and the pump rate would be sustained at current 
levels.  

3.7.2 Environmental Consequences 

3.7.2.1 Proposed Action 

Construction 

As discussed in Section 3.6.2, the Proposed Action would not alter any historic or cultural 
resources. There are no cultural practices, including traditional or customary rights, that take 
place on the project site, and the proposed action and would not hinder ongoing cultural access 
occurring on any other lands managed by the U.S. Army Garrion Hawaii. Therefore, impacts on 
cultural practices during construction would be less than significant. 

Operations and Maintenance 

There would be no change to the current water usage due to the Proposed Action. No negative 
effects are anticipated on water resources in the project area that would impact cultural 
practices. Thus, the project would have less than significant impacts on cultural practices.  

3.7.2.2 No Action Alternative 

Construction 

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no change to the current status and the result 
would be a less than significant impact on cultural practices. 

Operations and Maintenance 

Regarding operations and maintenance, there would be no change to the existing conditions of 
the site or water usage, although the conditions of the water management system would 
continue to deteriorate. The continuance of existing operations and maintenance would result in 
less than significant impacts on cultural practices. 
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3.7.3 Best Management Practices and Proposed Mitigation 

No project-specific mitigation measures related to this resource are required as there are no 
occurrences of cultural resources or practices within the project site. Interviewees recommended 
ongoing communication with cultural stewards of Puʻuhonua Kūkaniloko, including groups such 
as the Hawaiian Civic Club of Wahiawā, and respectful engagement of Native Hawaiian world 
views and values. The Army is committed to continued conversations through the progression of 
the Proposed Action. 

3.8 Hazardous Materials and Waste 

3.8.1 Affected Environment 

The generation, use, storage, transport, and disposal of hazardous materials and waste are 
regulated at Federal, State, and local levels. For this analysis, the terms hazardous waste, 
hazardous materials, and hazardous substances include those substances defined and regulated 
as hazardous by the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
(CERCLA), the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), and the Toxic Substances Control 
Act (TSCA). In general, they include substances that, because of their quantity, concentration, or 
physical, chemical, or toxic characteristics, could present a substantial danger to public health or 
welfare, or the environment when released. Petroleum products are also addressed in this 
section. 

3.8.1.1 Site Conditions 

Based on a review of the site history, several substances defined under CERCLA, RCRA, TSCA, and 
other materials that could affect human health and safety and the environment have been 
identified: (1) the presence of TCE and CCl4 in groundwater 550 to 650 feet bgs associated with 
the Superfund site: OU 2 Groundwater discussed in detail in Section 3.4.1.2; (2) the water 
treatment facility ongoing use and generation of various materials that could impact the 
environment. These include diesel fuel stored in a 10,000-gallon aboveground storage tank and 
in the generator’s day tank, as well as water treatment chemicals such as sodium hypochlorite 
and sodium fluoride; (3) potential lead contamination in soil due to the age of structures and 
potential use of lead-based paint; and (4) potential contamination from the former laundry 
facility. Each of these conditions and the associated remedy to protect human health and the 
environment are described below. Historic herbicide, pesticide, and termiticide application use 
around structures associated with general pest and weed control may also be found on site, but 
are not applicable to CERCLA and RCRA if they were legally applied treatments. 

The existing air-stripper system treats groundwater for TCE and CCl4 known to be present in the 
SBMR water supply wells. See Section 3.8.1.2 Groundwater Contamination. The air-stripper 
filters extracted groundwater to remove suspended solids. The filtered water is then transported 
into the stripping column where TCE and CCI4 are efficiently eliminated. Following treatment, the 
purified water is subsequently directed to a distribution system for domestic use, while the 
captured suspended solids from the bag filtration units are safely disposed of in a nonhazardous 
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landfill. The air vapor containing the stripped contaminants is released into the atmosphere with 
contaminant concentrations well below the permissible threshold of 0.1 tons per year in 
accordance with HAR, Title 11, Chapter 50.1. This method provides an increase in long-term 
effectiveness and permeance by treating extracted groundwater prior to distribution for 
domestic use. 

The SBMR is a large quantity generator, permit number HI 32100222239 (USAG-HI, 2020a). The 
U.S. Army Garrison Hawaii operates under its own Installation Hazardous Waste Management 
Plan, USAG-HI Regulation 200-4 (USAG-HI, 2018a). Hazardous material stored and potentially 
hazardous waste generated on-site include petroleum, oils, and lubricants such as diesel fuel in 
the aboveground storage tank and generator fuel tank/day tank; and water treatment chemicals 
including sodium hypochlorite and sodium fluoride. When hazardous waste quantities approach 
or exceed the allowable amounts for accumulation, hazardous waste must be transferred from 
the Hazardous Waste Shop Storage Point to the Transfer Accumulation Points within 72 hours. 

Additionally, the U.S. Army Garrison Hawaii operates under a Spill Prevention Control and 
Countermeasures Plan, designed to meet the regulatory requirement 40 CFR Part 112 (USAG-HI, 
2012), as well as Federal and State laws regarding cleanup.  

No additional concerns regarding the use, storage, transport, or disposal of hazardous and toxic 
substances, or petroleum products have been identified on the site. 

3.8.1.2 Groundwater Contamination 

CERCLA Site: Operable Unit 2 (OU 2) – Groundwater, SBMR 

The project site is located within a USEPA Superfund site established under CERCLA. In 1985, the 
detection of TCE in SBMR wells at concentrations exceeding Federal and State MCLs, resulting in 
the site’s placement on the NPL in 1990. More information on the USEPA Superfund site and OU 
can be found in Section 3.4.1. Due to the TCE and CCI4 contamination in groundwater, air 
stripping is necessary for water treatment prior to its delivery for public use.  

To safeguard public health, treated groundwater must achieve concentrations below one-half 
the maximum contaminant levels established for drinking water for TCE and CCI4 before 
distribution. The selected remedy includes long-term groundwater monitoring with wellhead 
treatment for any domestic water-supply wells that may be impacted by contamination from 
SBMR in order to assess changing aquifer conditions, track movement of the TCE and CCl4 plumes, 
and provide data to the Army to assist in evaluating whether water from an individual well will 
require treatment (USAG-HI, 2020b). In addition, Five-Year Reviews are required to ensure the 
elements of the selected remedy remain protective of human health and the environment at 
OU2 (USAG-HI, 2020b).  
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Former Laundry Facility 

There was a laundry facility (demolished) previously located on the north side of the SBMR Water 
Plant site. The Army has conducted site investigations for the laundry facility.  

3.8.2 Environmental Consequences 

3.8.2.1 Proposed Action 

Construction 

Construction activities would necessitate the temporary transportation, storage, and use of 
regulated materials and other potentially hazardous substances, such as fuel, oil, lubricants, 
paints, and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), at the project site. Any solid waste including 
construction debris generated during construction would be appropriately and accurately 
characterized waste in accordance with the U.S. Army Garrison Hawaii’s Integrated Solid Waste 
Management Plan (USAG-HI, 2009) to determine whether it meets the criteria for hazardous 
waste. Safety Data Sheets for all relevant chemicals would be kept on-site and available for 
review by all site personnel, and all hazardous materials would be used and stored in accordance 
with the manufacturer’s instructions and applicable regulations. 

In addition, prior to construction, contractors are required to provide a site-specific health and 
safety plan (HASP) to protect people and the environment from associated hazards by identifying 
potential hazards, providing workers with knowledge and skills to recognize hazards and 
understand safe work practices, ensure appropriate safety gear is provided and used correctly, 
establishes protocols for responding to accidents or emergencies, and includes regular health 
checks and monitoring of conditions that could affect worker health due to workplace exposure.  

Waste transporters would be subject to regulation and certification by the Federal Motor Carrier 
Safety Administration, Federal Department of Transportation, and HDOT. Transport and delivery 
would require adherence to all safety measures outlined in AR 385-10 and the Army Safety 
Program. Materials would be properly manifested and disposed of only at appropriately licensed 
and permitted facilities.  

The HASP would be reviewed for adequacy and completeness and approved prior to the start of 
construction. Impacts associated with the temporary use, storage, transport, disposal, and 
potential accidental release of hazardous materials or waste during construction would be less 
than significant.  

See Section 3.4.2.1 for additional information related to potential impacts from contaminated 
well purge water and groundwater during construction.  
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Operations and Maintenance 

Groundwater flow and quality of the BWS Wahiawā Wells may be affected by changes to the 
SBMR Water Plant. There is potential to encounter residual contaminants from the former 
laundry facility during well drilling and construction. The Proposed Action would undergo review 
and approval by the USEPA to ensure compliance with the FFA and ROD requirements and is 
subject to oversight by the HDOH.  

Management and disposal of hazardous waste generated would not change and would continue 
to be in accordance with the ARs as well as other Federal, State, and local regulations. According 
to the State of Hawaiʻi regulations, specifically HAR § 11-60.1, a maximum of 0.1 tons per year 
(T/yr) of each hazardous constituent may be emitted into the atmosphere without control 
measures. Based on the maximum influent concentrations of TCE (25 µg/l) and CCl4 (8.2 µg/l) 
anticipated in groundwater, along with a continued projected flow rate of 1,500 gallons per 
minute (GPM) per well for each air stripper, the expected vapor discharge from the air-stripper 
system would remain well below the permissible threshold of 0.1 T/yr, eliminating the need for 
additional treatment measures. Natural attenuation was selected as the primary mechanism for 
contaminant concentration reduction in the aquifer.  

Operation of the facility would continue to follow ARs and management plans that detail 
hazardous materials management, compliance, and spill and emergency response procedures. 
Therefore, impacts from operations and maintenance on hazardous materials and wastes would 
be less than significant. 

3.8.2.2 No Action Alternative 

Construction 

Under the No Action Alternative, no construction activities associated with new deep-water wells 
would occur, and therefore, impacts on hazardous materials and wastes would be less than 
significant. 

Operations and Maintenance 

Due to the continued degradation of equipment, operations and maintenance under the No 
Action Alternative would be more intensive over time than they are at present. Although there 
would be an increased risk of spills and generation of hazardous materials and wastes, continued 
adherence to existing ARs and management plans would result in a less than significant impact.  

3.8.3 Best Management Practices and Proposed Mitigation 

The U.S. Army Garrison Hawaii has SOPs in place for the proper handling of hazardous chemicals 
on construction worksites (i.e., SOP No. IMHW-SO-385-2, titled “Army Garrisons”). The existing 
ARs, management plans, and SOPs would be adhered to during construction and operations. 
Continuous training for personnel and regular oversight serve to reinforce these protocols.  
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3.9 Utilities and Infrastructure 

3.9.1 Affected Environment 

The project area is supported by a mature utility and infrastructure network that have been 
partially privatized. The U.S. Army Garrison owns and manages the stormwater infrastructure, 
while Aqua Engineers owns and operates the wastewater treatment plant.  Electrical services are 
also managed by a private entity. HECO maintains primary and secondary distribution lines along 
existing road corridors and through secured utility easements. An existing standby generator at 
the project site would remain to support existing equipment. The standby generator is operated 
by DPW to provide backup power to existing water plant equipment. Communication services, 
including both fiber optic and legacy copper lines, are routed through established Army-managed 
corridors and junction boxes, with service extending to operational, administrative, and 
residential areas throughout the installation.  

Vehicular access to the project area is provided by existing paved roadways, including 
Kamehameha Highway and Higgins Road. These roads are actively maintained by the DPW and 
provide sufficient capacity for construction vehicles, drilling rigs, and long-term maintenance 
access. No new roadway corridors are anticipated for the Proposed Action. 

The stormwater system in the vicinity of the proposed well sites consists of curb inlets, catch 
basins, and subsurface piping, complemented by overland flow patterns that follow natural site 
topography. Drainage is directed toward existing detention and retention features or allowed to 
infiltrate where appropriate. The area does not contain engineered stormwater treatment 
facilities such as oil-water separators or bioswales, and no known drainage constraints or 
flooding issues have been identified in the immediate project area. 

Sanitary sewer infrastructure provided by Aqua Engineers includes gravity-fed sewer mains that 
collect wastewater from surrounding facilities and convey it to the SBMR Wastewater Treatment 
Plant for processing. Existing sewer lines are mapped and were considered during early project 
planning to avoid utility conflicts. No lift stations are located within or adjacent to the project 
footprint. 

Utility investigations and design-level coordination were conducted during the charrette process 
and follow-on planning to confirm the location of existing infrastructure. These efforts were used 
to guide well siting and pipeline routing to avoid existing utility corridors and minimize the need 
for utility relocations or system modifications.  
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3.9.2 Environmental Consequences 

3.9.2.1 Proposed Action 

Construction 

Construction of the Proposed Action would involve site clearing, grading, drilling, and trenching 
to install new wells, piping, and associated infrastructure. These activities have the potential to 
intersect or occur in proximity to existing utility corridors, including electric, communications, 
stormwater, and sanitary sewer lines. However, utility mapping and field verification were 
conducted during the design phase to identify and avoid conflicts with existing infrastructure. 
The Proposed Action would require new secondary power lines, and a new distribution system 
to support the pumps and miscellaneous loads. Pad-mounted transformers and switchgear 
would be installed with appurtenant conduits, wiring, and access points for maintenance. The 
construction contractor would be required to coordinate with U.S. Army Garrison Hawaii DPW, 
Aqua Engineers and HECO as applicable to obtain utility clearances and comply with dig permit 
requirements. As a result, inadvertent disruption to existing utilities is unlikely. 

No temporary shutdowns or service interruptions to existing utility systems are anticipated. 
Existing potable water service would remain operational throughout construction, as the active 
SBMR wells (1, 2, 3, and 5) would continue to function while new wells would be constructed. 
Electrical service and communications infrastructure are not expected to be affected, as the 
construction footprint was sited to avoid known utility corridors; however, new secondary power 
lines and an upgraded power transformer would be installed to connect main power lines to the 
new buildings. Any construction-related power needs would be met via portable generators or 
connections authorized by DPW. 

Trenching and excavation required for pipeline installation would be confined to areas where 
existing utilities have been mapped and avoided. No relocation of sewer lines or drainage 
infrastructure would be anticipated. Construction access would be limited to existing roadways 
and designated staging areas and would not obstruct utility easements or service routes. 

Based on the use of avoidance measures, contractor coordination requirements, and the 
continued operation of existing systems during construction, impacts to utilities and 
infrastructure during construction would be less than significant. 

Operations and Maintenance 

Operation and maintenance of the new well facilities would not adversely affect existing utility 
systems and are expected to result in long-term reliability improvements. The addition of a 
dedicated, permanently installed backup generator would support new equipment and operate 
alongside the existing standby generator that supports the office and existing equipment in the 
event of a power outage, ensuring the resilience of the potable water system and reducing 
logistical demand on emergency resources. The generator would be integrated with automatic 
transfer capabilities to ensure uninterrupted operation of the new well infrastructure. 
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The upgraded well system would incorporate modern electrical and communications 
connections, improving monitoring, control, and operational efficiency through integration with 
existing utility management systems. No adverse impacts to HECO power infrastructure or Army-
managed communications systems would be anticipated, as the electrical load associated with 
well operations is consistent with planned system capacity and was considered during facility 
planning. 

The new facilities would replace aging components of the existing water supply infrastructure 
with more reliable systems that require less frequent emergency repair or manual intervention. 
This is expected to reduce long-term maintenance burden and improve utility performance 
across the installation. 

No new connections to the sanitary sewer system are proposed, and stormwater runoff from 
impervious surfaces would be managed through existing drainage infrastructure. Routine 
maintenance activities, such as inspections, generator testing, or pump servicing, would not 
interfere with existing utility corridors or result in any disruption of service to adjacent facilities. 

Overall, long-term operation of the Proposed Action would result in a less than significant 
beneficial impact to utilities and infrastructure through improved reliability and enhanced 
emergency readiness. 

3.9.2.2 No Action Alternative 

Construction 

Under the No Action Alternative, no construction would occur. As a result, there would be no 
ground disturbance, trenching, or utility coordination activities associated with construction of 
new well infrastructure. No potential for conflict with existing utility corridors would arise, and 
no construction-related demand would be placed on the existing utility systems. Accordingly, less 
than significant impacts to utilities and infrastructure would occur during the construction phase 
under the No Action Alternative. 

Operations and Maintenance 

Under the No Action Alternative, the Army would continue to rely on the existing SBMR wells 
and associated infrastructure, which would remain in service without modernization or 
redundancy enhancements. This approach is labor-intensive and subject to delays, which could 
jeopardize timely water delivery during emergency situations. 

Aging mechanical, electrical, and communications components would remain in place without 
integration into modern monitoring or control systems. System inefficiencies and service 
interruptions may become more frequent as infrastructure continues to degrade. The absence 
of investment in long-term reliability, resilience, and energy security would increase the risk of 
unplanned service failures and reduce the overall robustness of the installation’s utility network. 
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Over time, continued degradation of critical potable water infrastructure could result in adverse 
impacts to the installation’s utilities and infrastructure systems. These long-term impacts of 
taking no action could be significant. 

3.9.3 Best Management Practices and Proposed Mitigation 

No project-specific mitigation measures related to utilities and infrastructure are required. 
Construction activities have been sited and designed to avoid existing utility corridors, and no 
disruptions to service are anticipated. Standard coordination procedures with utility providers, 
including dig permitting and utility location verification, would be implemented in accordance 
with U.S. Army Garrison Hawaii, Aqua Engineers and HECO requirements. 

3.10 Cumulative Effects Summary 

Cumulative impacts are defined as effects on the environment that result from the incremental 
impact of the Proposed Action when added to the effects of other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, regardless of the agency or party undertaking such actions. 
Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking 
place over a period of time. This section evaluates the potential for cumulative impacts resulting 
from the Proposed Action in combination with other projects in the region. 

At present, reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity include Building 1580 upgrades for a 
SPV rail, HVAC system replacement and sump pump discharge relocation, installation of an R1 
water line along Lyman Road, and other replacement projects (i.e., waterlines, water tank roof, 
and appurtenant booster pumps, motors and fuel tank). Reasonably foreseeable projects have 
been defined as actions that (1) have been programmed for implementation or initiated or 
otherwise committed to preparation of an environmental review process; (2) have secured 
funding; or (3) have obtained a permit. Other repair and replacement of existing system 
equipment and appurtenances are not considered actions that would add to the cumulative 
effect of the Proposed Action.  Any off-site development activities conducted by HECO to support 
the electrical connection associated with the Proposed Action are also evaluated here for their 
potential cumulative impacts. 

Construction associated with the Proposed Action would result in less than significant impacts to 
all resource areas analyzed in Chapter 3 as shown in Table 3-5. Of these resource areas, only a 
subset (specifically, air quality and climate, noise, visual resources, roadways and traffic, and 
biological resources) have the potential to experience cumulative impacts when considered in 
combination with short-term construction activities associated with other off-site development 
initiated by the Army or HECO. These combined impacts would remain less than significant. 

Operations and maintenance associated with the Proposed Action would be less intensive than 
existing conditions and would result in less than significant or beneficial impacts across all 
resource areas. These long-term impacts, when considered in combination with ongoing or 
future operation of the SBMR water system and HECO’s installed infrastructure, would not result 
in cumulatively significant impacts to any resource area.  
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Table 3-5: Summary of Impacts by Alternative and Resource Area 

  Proposed Action Cumulative 

Construction Operations and 
Maintenance 

Construction Operations and 
Maintenance 

Air Quality and Climate ○ ◊ ○ ○ 

Noise ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Geology and Soils ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Water Resources ○ ◊ ○ ◊ 

Biological Resources and 
Protected Species 

○ ○ ○ ○ 

Historic and Cultural 
Resources 

○ ○ ○ ○ 

Cultural Practices ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Hazardous Materials and 
Waste 

◊ ○ ○ ○ 

Utilities and Infrastructure ○ ◊ ○ ◊ 

○ = Less than significant adverse impact 

◊ = Less than significant beneficial impact 

†= Significant adverse impact 
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Chapter 4 

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 

4.1 Consistency with Other Federal, State, and County Land Use 
Plans, Policies, and Controls 

This section identifies the main land use plans, policies, and controls that are relevant to the 
Proposed Action, and discusses how the Proposed Action may conform or conflict. 

4.1.1 Federal 

Military construction, 10 U.S.C. Section 2802  

Land acquisitions, military construction, and defense access road projects are authorized by 10 
U.S.C. Section 2802. Proposed projects are submitted to the President, with recommendations, 
and to Congress, with a budget.  

Discussion: This section of 10 U.S.C. covers construction activities associated with the Proposed 
Action as well as operations and maintenance activities. 

Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, 16 U.S.C. Section 1451, as amended  

In 1972, the U.S. Congress enacted the CZMA to establish a Federal–state partnership for the 
comprehensive management of coastal resources. The CZMA emphasizes the protection of 
natural resources, management of development in high hazard areas, prioritization of coastal-
dependent uses, enhancement of public access for recreation, and coordination of state and 
Federal actions. In 1977, the Hawai‘i State Legislature passed the Hawai‘i Coastal Zone 
Management Law (Chapter 205A, HRS), which received Federal approval in 1978. Hawai‘i’s 
Coastal Zone Management (CZM) program guides the use, protection, and development of land 
and ocean resources within the State’s coastal zone, which is defined in Chapter 205A, HRS, to 
include all lands of the State. Although Federal lands are excluded from the federally defined 
coastal zone, Federal agency activities that affect the coastal zone must be consistent to the 
maximum extent practicable with the enforceable policies of the State’s approved CZM program. 
As a Federal agency, the Army is required to evaluate whether its Proposed Action would affect 
Hawaiʻi’s coastal zone and ensure consistency with the objectives and policies of the Hawaiʻi CZM 
program. 

Discussion: The Proposed Action is consistent with the goals, policies, and objectives of Hawai‘i’s 
CZM program and would have no effects on coastal uses, coastal resources, or recreational 
activities, and would not disrupt scenic views. The U.S. Army Garrison Hawaii submitted their 
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application of CZM Federal Consistency Review for the Proposed Action on December 18, 2025 
(see Appendix E), and the public notice of CZM review was published in the State Environmental 
Review Program’s The Environmental Notice on January 8, 2026. 

Endangered Species Act of 1973, 16 U.S.C. Section 1531 et seq.  

The ESA was established to protect and recover imperiled species and their ecosystems. The ESA 
requires Federal agencies, in consultation with USFWS, to ensure that actions are not likely to 
jeopardize the continued existence of any listed species or result in the destruction or adverse 
modification of designated critical habitat of such species. 

Discussion: Existing activities at the project site have been consistent with the ESA. The Proposed 
Action would also be consistent with the ESA based on the completion of Section 7 consultation 
with USFWS, as indicated in Section 3.5. 

Clean Water Act of 1972, 33 U.S.C. Sections 1251 to 1387 et seq.  

The CWA establishes federal limits, through the NPDES program, on the amounts of specific 
pollutants that can be discharged into surface waters. The NPDES is a permit program that 
regulates the discharge point (i.e., end of pipe) and non-point (i.e., stormwater) sources to waters 
of the U.S. The HDOH administers the NPDES program in Hawaiʻi under HAR § 11-55. Section 404 
of the CWA authorizes the Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers, to issue 
permits for the discharge of dredge or fill into wetlands and other waters of the U.S. Any 
discharge of dredge or fill into waters of the U.S. requires a permit from U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers.  

Discussion: The Proposed Action would be consistent with the CWA. Construction as well as 
operations and maintenance would comply with all federal, state, and local regulations related 
to water discharge. 

Clean Air Act, 42 U.S.C. Section 85  

Under the CAA, U.S. the USEPA has established NAAQS for several different air pollutants that 
are considered harmful to public health and the environment. Section 3.1 provides further 
description of the CAA. 

Discussion: The Proposed Action would be consistent with the CAA and emissions would not be 
enough to adversely affect the ambient air quality for the island of Oʻahu, threaten the island’s 
attainment status, or violate any Federal or State air regulation. 

Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act, 42 U.S.C. Section 11001 et seq.  

The Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act (EPCRA) of 1986 was enacted in 
response to concerns regarding the potential environmental and safety hazards that can result 
from the production, storage, use, and release of hazardous substances into the environment. 
Congress requires Federal, state, and local governments, tribes, and industries to report on the 



Relocate Schofield Barracks Deep Wells Above Ground 
Environmental Assessment 

4-3 

production, storage, use, and release of hazardous substances (if amounts exceed specified 
threshold quantities) so that communities and the environment are protected from potential 
chemical hazards.  

Discussion: Construction for the Proposed Action would follow all required rules and regulations 
related to potential environmental and safety hazards that can result from the production, 
storage, use, and release of hazardous substances. Operations and maintenance activities have 
been, and would continue to be, in compliance with the EPCRA. 

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 

The CERCLA, commonly known as the USEPA Superfund, is a federal law enacted in 1980 to 
address the cleanup of sites contaminated with hazardous substances. It empowers the USEPA 
to identify parties responsible for remediating contaminated sites or, if necessary, use federal 
funds from the Superfund trust to finance cleanups when responsible parties cannot be found. 
CERCLA applies to abandoned industrial sites, landfills, mining areas, and accidental releases of 
hazardous substances, with the goal of protecting human health and the environment while 
promoting the redevelopment of previously contaminated properties.  

Discussion: The project site was previously designated as a USEPA Superfund site and delisted 
from the NPL in August 2000. As discussed in Section 3.4.1.2, the USEPA, HDOH, and the Army 
established an FFA at SBMR to regulate the cleanup and LTM sampling of the groundwater for 
TCE and CCl4. 

National Flood Insurance Act of 1968, 42 U.S.C. Section 4001 et seq.  

The National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (as amended) establishes the National Flood Insurance 
Program (NFIP), a voluntary floodplain management program for communities, which is 
implemented by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Congress determined that 
flood catastrophes create an economic burden on the country’s resources. The NFIP makes flood 
insurance available to those who need such protection, in cases where the private insurance 
industry has been insufficient. At minimum, every five years FEMA assesses the need to revise 
and update floodplain areas and flood risk zones on Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs). FEMA 
FIRMs are available to Federal and State agencies, and community representatives participating 
in the NFIP. Any action within a FEMA-designated floodplain in a participating community must 
adhere to the community’s FEMA-approved floodplain management regulations.  

Discussion: The Proposed Action would be consistent with the National Flood Insurance Act. The 
FIRMs classification for the project site is Zone D and is not located within a floodplain.  

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, 42 U.S.C. Section 6901 et seq.  

The RCRA gives the USEPA authority to control hazardous waste through the processes of 
generation, transportation, treatment, storage, and disposal. The RCRA refers to the collective 
Federal laws and USEPA regulations, policies, and guidance that address hazardous and non-
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hazardous waste management. Subtitle C of RCRA sets criteria for hazardous waste generators, 
transporters, and treatment, storage, and disposal facilities.  

Discussion: Construction for the Proposed Action would follow all required rules and regulations 
related to potential environmental and safety hazards that can result from the production, 
storage, use, and release of hazardous substances. Operations and maintenance activities have 
been, and would continue to be, in compliance with the RCRA.  

National Historic Preservation Act, 54 U.S.C. Section 300101 et seq.  

The NHPA is the law that requires Federal agencies to consider the potential effects of their 
undertakings on historic properties and to avoid, minimize, or mitigate any adverse effects. The 
procedures of Section 106 of the NHPA, in 36 CFR Part 800, define how Federal agencies meet 
these statutory responsibilities to protect historic properties.  

Discussion: The U.S. Army Garrison Hawaii review of the undertaking—including archival 
research, pedestrian survey, shovel test pits, architectural survey and NRHP evaluations—
resulted in a finding of no adverse effect to historic properties. Building 1580 within the project 
site has been deemed eligible for NRHP inclusion, and the Proposed Action has been designed to 
avoid potential effect by protecting the building and keeping the character of the new 
surrounding buildings in theme with and siting them to not detract from the existing building. 
The U.S. Army Garrison documented completion of the NHPA consultation with no response 
having been received by SHPD. 

4.1.2 State and County 

Historic Preservation, Hawaiʻi Revised Statues Chapter 6E 

Chapter 6E, HRS is the State of Hawaiʻi’s historic preservation law, administered by the SHPD 
under the DLNR. Under Chapter 6E, State agencies issuing a permit or entitlement must 
determine if a project would affect historic properties, aviation artifacts, or burial sites. The State 
agency determines whether a Proposed Action would affect historic properties and may 
incorporate commitments to mitigate potential effects. The SHPD reviews the agency’s 
determination and concur or recommend additional action under Chapter 6E.  

Discussion: The Proposed Action is located entirely on U.S. Government-owned land and is being 
undertaken by the U.S. Army, a Federal agency. Therefore, Chapter 6E does not apply. Instead, 
compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA serves as the governing historic preservation process. 

State Land Use District 

The objective of the State Land Use Law, codified in Chapter 205, HRS, is to maintain, safeguard, 
and foster the utilization of lands within the State for purposes that align with the public health 
and well-being for the residents of Hawai‘i. The State of Hawai‘i, Land Use Commission classifies 
all lands within the State into four distinct zones: Urban, Rural, Agricultural, and Conservation.  



Relocate Schofield Barracks Deep Wells Above Ground 
Environmental Assessment 

4-5 

Discussion: While the Proposed Action is located on U.S. Government-owned land and is 
therefore not subject to the regulatory requirements of the State Land Use Law (Chapter 205, 
HRS), the project site lies within the Agricultural District as designated by the State Land Use 
Commission.  

Coastal Zone Management Program 

The CZM program in Hawai‘i is governed by Chapter 205A, HRS, as amended, and is administered by 
the State of Hawai‘i Office of Planning and Sustainable Development. The program promotes the 
sustainable use, protection, and restoration of Hawai‘i’s coastal resources, including recreational 
areas, scenic and historic features, and coastal ecosystems. Although the entire State is included in 
Hawai‘i’s coastal zone under State law, Federal lands are excluded from the federally defined coastal 
zone for regulatory purposes. However, under the Federal CZMA, Federal activities that may affect 
any land or resource within the coastal zone must be consistent to the maximum extent practicable 
with the enforceable policies of the State’s approved CZM program. 

While the Proposed Action is located on Federal land and is therefore not subject to local CZM 
permitting requirements (such as the Special Management Area (SMA) use permit administered 
by the City and County of Honolulu) the project must still be evaluated for Federal consistency 
with the objectives and enforceable policies of the State CZM program. The Proposed Action is 
located inland and outside the SMA boundary. Nonetheless, the Proposed Action has been 
reviewed for conformance with the applicable CZM policies and objectives outlined in HRS § 
205A-2. Conformance is discussed in Table D-2 of Appendix D. 

Hawai‘i State Plan 

The Hawai‘i State Planning Act was adopted in 1978 as Chapter 226, HRS and created the Hawai‘i 
State Plan (revised in 1991). The Hawai‘i State Plan is a guide for the long-range development of 
the State and provides goals, objectives, policies, priority guidelines, and implementation 
mechanisms for the State’s growth, development, and allocation of limited resources. HRS § 226-
1 states the purpose of the act as “…to improve the planning process in the State, to increase the 
effectiveness of government and private actions, to improve coordination among different 
agencies and levels of government, to provide for wise use of Hawai‘i’s resources and to guide 
the future development of the State.” 

The Hawai‘i State Plan provides a basis for determining priorities and allocating limited resources 
such as public funds, services, land and other resources. A consistency review of the Hawaiʻi State 
Plan, shown in Appendix D evaluates the State’s goals pertinent objectives and policies to the 
Proposed Action. 

City and County of Honolulu General Plan 

The Oʻahu General Plan (2021, Resolution 21-23, CD1) contains objectives and policies that 
address the physical, social, cultural, economic, and environmental issues affecting the island. 
The Honolulu City Council adopted the General Plan on December 1, 2021, and the Mayor of 
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Honolulu signed the plan on January 14, 2022. Table D-3 outlines and discusses the applicable 
objectives related to the Proposed Action (Appendix D). 

City and County of Honolulu Land Use Ordinance 

The Land Use Ordinance regulates land use in accordance with adopted land use plans and 
policies, including the City and County of Honolulu General Plan. No discretionary land use permit 
is required for uses conducted by, or structures owned or managed by, the Federal government, 
or fulfill a governmental function, activity, or service for public benefit and in accordance with 
public policy.  

The Proposed Action would be sited on U.S. Government-owned land and would fulfill a government 
function by enabling continued efficient distribution of potable water to a Federal facility. 

4.2 Adverse Environmental Impacts that Cannot be Avoided 

This section identifies adverse environmental impacts that cannot be avoided should the 
Proposed Action be implemented. Construction-related activities would result in short-term and 
localized increases in noise and construction vehicle traffic. These impacts are considered typical 
of construction projects of this scale and would be temporary and less than significant. No long-
term or significant adverse environmental impacts are anticipated, and no unavoidable impacts 
would result from the operation of the new wells. 

4.3 Relationship Between Short-term Use of the Environment and 
Long-term Productivity 

This section considers the relationship between short-term environmental impacts and the 
maintenance of long-term productivity. The Proposed Action would involve temporary and 
localized construction impacts, such as noise and increased vehicle traffic, all of which would be 
less than significant. In the long term, the project would enhance the reliability and operational 
efficiency of SBMR’s potable water system through the installation of modern infrastructure 
designed to meet high-performance energy and water efficiency standards. These improvements 
would reduce long-term maintenance demands and promote more sustainable system 
performance over time. 

4.4 Irreversible or Irretrievable Commitments of Resources  

This section evaluates irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources associated with 
the Proposed Action. The project would involve minor commitments of non-renewable resources 
such as fossil fuels, construction materials, and energy during the construction phase. These 
inputs are typical for infrastructure projects of this scale and do not represent significant or 
unusual resource losses. No irreversible impacts to cultural, historic, or ecological resources are 
anticipated. The project is technically reversible, as wells could be decommissioned and 
structures removed, though doing so would require substantial effort and cost. 



 

5-1 

Chapter 5 

DETERMINATION 

Based on the analysis presented in this EA, the Proposed Action would not have a significant 
impact on the physical or human environment. Further supporting rationale for this finding, as 
set forth in HAR § 11-200.1-13, is presented below. Upon public review and finalization of this 
EA-Draft FONSI, it is anticipated that a Final FONSI would be signed by U.S. Army Garrison Hawaii.  

(1) Irrevocably commit a natural, cultural, or historic resource;  

The Proposed Action is not likely to adversely affect or irrevocably commit natural, cultural or 
historic resources due to the unlikelihood of encountering threatened or endangered species and 
archaeological or historic resources on the project site.  

(2) Curtail the range of beneficial uses of the environment;  

No beneficial uses of the environment would be curtailed as a result of the Proposed Action. The 
installation of water wells and associated systems is a continuation of the beneficial use of the 
SBMR site to provide potable water to the installation. 

(3) Conflicts with environmental policies or long-term environmental goals established by law;  

Chapter 4 indicates that the Proposed Action would be consistent with other Federal, State, and 
County policies and controls. Each of the resource areas covered in this EA indicated a less than 
significant impact on respective environmental resources.  

(4) Have a substantial adverse effect on the economic welfare, social welfare, or cultural 
practices of the community or State;  

The Proposed Action would not substantially or negatively affect economic or social welfare, or 
cultural practices. Economic impacts associated with construction would tend to be beneficial in 
terms of employment and overall economic activity. Neither social welfare nor cultural practices 
would be substantially affected.  

(5) Have a substantial adverse effect on public health;  

The Proposed Action would not adversely affect public health. Potential short-term and 
temporary effects related to construction such as surface runoff, fugitive dust, noise, and 
intermittent traffic would be less than significant and managed under pertinent rules and 
regulations. Completion of the project would improve the efficient and effective distribution of 
potable water, a benefit to public health.  
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(6) Involve adverse secondary impacts, such as population changes or effects on public facilities; 

No substantial secondary impacts such as population change are anticipated from the Proposed 
Action as no new housing units would be constructed, no long term jobs would be created, and 
the amount of water utilized by the SBMR installation would not change. 

(7) Involves a substantial degradation of environmental quality;  

The Proposed Action is not expected to degrade environmental quality. No resource areas 
assessed in this EA identified impacts that would substantially degrade environmental quality. 

(8) Be individually limited but cumulatively has substantial adverse effect upon the environment 
or involves a commitment for larger actions;  

Section 3.9, Cumulative Effects Summary, does not identify any significant impacts. 

(9) Have a substantial effect on rare, threatened, or endangered species, or its habitat;  

As indicated in Section 3.5.1.1, there would not be a substantial effect on rare, threatened, or 
endangered species, or its habitat. 

(10) Have a substantial adverse effect on air or water quality or ambient noise levels;  

Short-term impacts on air quality, water quality or ambient noise levels may occur during the 
construction phase; these were determined to be less than significant. Impacts would be limited 
through utilization of proper construction techniques and compliance with permits and 
applicable administrative rules and regulations. 

(11) Have a substantial adverse effect or is likely to suffer damage by being located in an 
environmentally sensitive area such as a flood plain, tsunami zone, beach, erosion-prone 
area, geologically hazardous land, estuary, fresh water, or coastal waters;  

The project site is not located within an environmentally sensitive area and is not anticipated to 
affect such areas. 

(12) Have a substantial adverse effect on scenic vistas and view planes identified in County or 
State plans or studies;  

The Proposed Action would not obstruct or affect scenic vistas and view planes.  

(13) Require substantial energy consumption or emit substantial greenhouse gas.  

GHG emissions from diesel-power construction equipment and generators would occur during 
the construction phase; these emissions would not be sufficient to adversely affect the ambient 
air quality for the island of Oʻahu, threaten the island’s attainment status, or violate any Federal 
or State air regulation. In the long term, more efficient operations and maintenance would tend 
to reduce emissions relative to current levels. 
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Appendix A 

LOGS OF BORINGS TABLE 

Log of Boring in Bottom of Shaft 

Depth (feet) 
Core Length 

(feet) 
Soil Description 

0 - 6.2 0 Talus from blasting. 

6.2 - 7.7 1 Hard gray-blue basalt containing scattered small olivine crystals, the core is 
broken into small fractions. 

7.7 – 8.2 0.5 Like above, small feldspar crystals are more conspicuous. 

8.2 – 9.6 0.8 Like above, the core is broken into fragments that are not more than 1 inch 
long. 

9.6 – 10.4 0.1 Small clinker fragments contain feldspar crystals and scattered olivine 
crystals. 

12.1 – 16.1 0.6 Reddish-born highly vesicular clinkers contain a red deposit, suggesting soil 
in some of the larger cavities. This suggests either the top or bottom of the 
flow. 

16.1 – 26.1 0.4 Small fragments of hard clinker containing no crystals of feldspar or olivine 
indicate new lava flow. 

26.1 – 28.8 0.3 Small fragments of the clinker like the above. 

28.8 – 32.0 1 The continuous core of the vesicular rock is like above, with several pieces 
of clinker at the bottom. 

32.0 – 37.0 1.9 The upper foot consists of small fragments of non-porphyritic basalt. The 
lower foot has a practically continuous core of dense gray basalt similar to 
the one above. 

37.0 – 38.8 0.2 Small fragments of dense basalt like those above. The base of the flow. 

38.8 – 42.0 1.8 Reddish-brown is slightly weathered, typical puka pahoehoe containing 
small crystals of olivine. 

42.0 – 51.6 4.2 Upper 2.2 feet of vesicular basalt with cavities decreasing in number 
downward and core nearly continuous; then 1.4 feet continuous dense core 
showing numerous small olivine crystals; then 2.5 feet of nearly continuous 
puka basalt. Same kind as above; then 0.7-foot of highly vesicular rock 
typical of the bottom of pahoehoe flow; 0.2 of black non-porphyritic slightly 
vesicular rock apparently part of a new flow of a’a type. 

51.6 – 52.3 0.1 Similar to the above. 

52.3 – 55.2 0.7 Small fragments of clinker basalt with flattened oval vesicles. 
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Log of Boring in Bottom of Shaft 

Depth (feet) 
Core Length 

(feet) 
Soil Description 

55.2 – 64.2 8 Fairly dense gray-blue basalt, broken into small fragments, but in spite of 
this fact, the core is nearly continuous. Vesicles are less numerous near the 
bottom, and a few small olivine crystals are noted. 

70.0 – 75.0 5 Similar to the above. 

75.0 – 79.5 0.7 The upper 0.3 is like the above, and the lower part has fragments of clinker. 

79.5 – 85.4 4 Upper 0.5 reddish-brown vesicular non-porphyritic basalt, probably top of a 
new flow, the remainder fairly continuous core of non-porphyritic basalt 
containing incipient clinker and clusters of irregular vesicles. Several tiny 
olivine crystals were noted. 

85.4 – 88.6 1.7 Upper 1.4 feet like the above but denser; remainder small fragments of 
clinker. 

88.6 – 90.1 0.4 Small fragments of clinker like the above. 

90.1 – 94.0 0.6 Four pieces of the core at the bottom that look like pieces of clinker rather 
than a core of a continuous piece of rock. One olivine crystal was noted. 

94.0 – 96.1 0.4 Small fragments of clinker like the above. 

96.1 – 98.5 1.1 Upper 0.9 nearly continuous core containing a few olivine crystals; lower 
part of clinker fragment, increase in the number of olivines suggest a new 
flow, but olivines may be concentrated at the bottom of the flow because 
otherwise, it resembles in color and texture the rock above. 

98.5 – 100.1  A practically continuous core of vesicular a′a, except under 0.1, consists of 
clinker fragments. 

100.1 – 104.4 3.4 All except lower 0.2 nearly continuous gray-blue basalt containing scattered 
olivine crystals up to 44 millimeters across; lower 0.2 a′a clinker. 

104.4 – 105.8 0.5 Small clinker fragments like above, bottom of flow. 

105.8 – 112.7 3.3 Typical vesicular pahoehoe with upper 1.1 slightly decomposed and having 
a reddish color; vesicles contain needles of greenish-yellow mineral. 

112.7 – 119.2 1.5 Upper 0.5 fairly dense pahoehoe containing numerous olivine crystals, 
indicating the bottom of the layer but not of the lava flow; the remainder is 
typical of puka rock in small fragments, part of the same lava flow as above. 

119.2 – 130.4 1.4 Small fragments of typical puka pahoehoe, like those above, indicate high 
permeability. The bottom of the layer is at about 130 because there is only 
one fragment, half an inch thick, of a new lava layer at the bottom. 

130.4 – 135.4 2.1 A practically continuous core of a fairly dense pahoehoe that contains 
scattered large vesicles that get denser at the bottom. The percentage of 
olivine crystals is similar to that of lava above, indicating it is part of the 
same lava flow. 

135.4 – 140.4 2.8 The nearly continuous core of dense basalt, like above, is typical of the 
massive lower part of a lava flow. 
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A-3 

Log of Boring in Bottom of Shaft 

Depth (feet) 
Core Length 

(feet) 
Soil Description 

140.4 – 150.2 3.2 Upper 0.4 dense rock like above, then beginning of new lava flow; then 0.11 
typical puka crust type pahoehoe slightly reddish in color and containing 
few olivines; balance of core practically continuous rock with scattered 
vesicles and a few olivine crystals. 

150.2 – 160.8 10 A practically continuous core of dense and vesicular pahoehoe containing a 
few olivine crystals. 

160.8 – 165.0 0.7 Upper 0.2 contains reddish fragments suggesting the bottom of the flow. 
Balance of core small fragments of dense blue basalt containing one or two 
tiny olivine crystals. 

165.0 – 173.8 2 Upper 0.7 fairly vesicular gray basalt; balance of core fairly dense rock 
containing a few large vesicular and a few olivine crystals. 

173.8 – 176.0 3.8 All except the lower 0.6 dense rock, like above, and the lower 0.6 vesicular 
clinker fragments, with the bottom pieces stained red, suggest the top of a 
new flow. 

176.0 – 180.3 0 No core 

180.3 – 181.2 0.8 A pipe sample containing fragments of clinker and some fine material 
suggests a very fine type of clinker. No sign of rotting. 

181.2 – 186.2 0 No Core. 

186.2 – 191.5 3.5 A Nearly continuous core of blue aa basalt containing numerous olivines 
averaging 4 millimeters across. Rock is very dense except at 0.2-foot. 

191.5 – 195.9 2.8 1.7 feet of small pieces of dense rock containing large irregular vesicles; 
balance of practically dense core containing numerous olivines. 

195.9 – 200.4 5.1 The upper 0.7 pipe sample of fine black sand containing olivine crystals, 
possibly return cuttings, and the balance of core dense basalt, like above, 
with a decreasing number of vesicles near the bottom. 

200.4 – 206.8 3.6 Upper 2.8 feet of extremely dense basalt containing numerous olivines 
typical of the bottom of heavy flow; then 0.5 of clinker, followed by 0.3 of 
slightly rotted brownish red non-porphyritic clinker, indicating top of new 
flow. 

206.8 – 221.0 3.7 Upper 1.4 feet fragments of clinker, the balance of core practically 
continuous a′a basalt with no phenocrysts. 

221.0 – 223.9 2.4 The broken core of very dense basalt is like above. Extremely low 
permeability. 

223.9 – 229.3 6.7 Extremely dense basalt like above. The excess core probably mostly 
accounted for the fragment not fitting into the box tight. 

229.3 – 235.0 5.5 Similar to the above. 

235.0 – 246.2 8.5 The upper 5.1 feet are dense basalt like above; then, the base of flow and 
beginning or reddish-brown puka pahoehoe are in small fragments. 



Relocate Schofield Barracks Deep Wells Above Ground 
Environmental Assessment 
Appendix A: Log of Borings Table 

A-4 

Log of Boring in Bottom of Shaft 

Depth (feet) 
Core Length 

(feet) 
Soil Description 

246.2 – 256.7 9.3 Practically continuous core of vesicular pahoehoe getting denser at the 
bottom and having a reddish color in the upper 4 feet. 

256.7 – 265.5 8.4 A practically continuous core like above but denser except in middle 2 feet. 
Numerous tiny olivines in denser parts. 

265.5 – 276.6 9.8 Upper 2.3 feet highly vesicular puka rock possibly a new flow, more 
probably a new layer in the same flow; then 3.8 feet of slightly vesicular 
practically continuous core; then 3.7 feet of puka pahoehoe probably of the 
new layer of the same flow above. 

276.6 – 278.1 8.5 Upper 5.7 feet fairly continuous core of vesicular pahoehoe, with rare tiny 
olivines; then 0.6-foot small fragments of reddish puka rock probably top of 
new flow; balance of core vesicular phaoehoe getting denser near the 
bottom and much broken up except in lower foot and containing many 
olivine crystals. 

287.1 (?) – 293.8 3.0 Badly broken core of vesicular olivine pahoehoe with some olivine crystals 
up to 1 centimeter across. 

293.8 – 300.2 2.8 Similar to above but upper 1-foot dense core. 

Note: The altitude of the top of hole is 278.9 feet, casing 43 feet.  (Source: Stearns, 1940) 
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Figure 3. Trails in proximity to the project area (Rockwood n.d. in ‘Ī‘ī 1959:96). 
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Building 1580, within the project area, was constructed in 1938, with the purpose of 
“Water Supply/Treatment” (USAG Hawai‘i 2018:C3-10). The building was described 
in detail by Allison and Pamerleau-Walden (2022:40–41): 

Building 1580 is a 1938 water supply and treatment building. An inclined shaft leads from 
Building 1580 to underground pump chambers containing wells. The wells were drilled in 
1936 and the head house completed in 1938. The building is rectangular with a cross-gable 
roof with exposed rafter tails and straight barrel clay tiles… An extension abuts the east 
elevation; based on early aerial photos, it is likely that the eastern extension is original to 
the design of the inclined shaft… The extension is itself obstructed by an earth-covered 
poured concrete structure… An approximately 1,000-foot-long inclined shaft leads from 
the building to fuel storage and generator chambers and two pump chambers… A track 
system with a small electric rail car provides transportation down to the pump chambers; 
it is possible to walk down as there are shallow concrete steps under the rail tracks. Part 
way down the shaft, a small concrete landing leads to two connected concrete chambers. 
The one chamber was fuel storage for the generators and the other housed the generators… 
At the base of the shaft are two concrete lined pump chambers containing four pumps 
between them. The left-hand chamber was built by 1938 and the right-hand chamber by 
1946. The layout of the shaft and the chambers remains the same but the machinery (e.g. 
pumps and railcar tracks) have been modified and updated… 

Schofield Barracks played an important role in World War II. Soon after the war began, 
the facilities were expanded to accommodate the Ranger Combat School created to train 
soldiers for “jungle” activities. The post also served as a staging area, a major supply 
center for the Pacific region. With more than a million troops passing through the post 
on their way to and from combat, numerous temporary, and a few permanent, structures 
were erected to provide housing accommodations and support facilities to meet their 
needs. In the late 1940s, following the end of World War II, the population at Schofield 
fell to a low of 2,000 troops. It briefly increased during the Korean War, but was not an 
active military installation until 1954, when the 25th Infantry Division returned. 

2.2.3 Historic Maps and Photos 

Historic maps help to paint a picture of Pu‘uhonua Kūkaniloko in years past and 
illustrate the many changes that have taken place there. The earliest map found for the 
area was drawn by Lyons in 1876 (Figure 5). This map shows several roads connecting 
Wai‘anae Kai to Wai‘anae Uka, and extending south, passing to the west of the current 
project area. These roads likely followed the route of the earlier trails depicted in Figure 
3. The map identifies the numerous land grants in Pu‘uhonua Kūkanoloko, as well as 
the location of a ranch house thought to have been occupied by Elizabeth Meek Crabbe, 
the daughter of John Meek, and her husband Horatio Crabbe. The house is identified on 
this map as “Crabbe” and is shown as situated just northwest of Kokoloea: 

[A] USGS benchmark (271 m, or 888 ft, above sea level) and 19th century survey landmark 
in this area (it was used as a benchmark in Crown Lands surveys undertaken in the late 
1800s). It was a point of reference for an ulu maika field named Kapalauauai...and was also 
the site of the "old Dowsett ranch house"...Kokoloea was also the name of a chief of the 
Lo class. (Tomonari-Tuggle and Blankfein 1997:13) 
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Figure 5. Oahu Government Survey map showing the project area and adjacent lands (Lyons 1876).
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The second map dates to the early 1900s (Wall 1902; Figure 6). This map indicates that 
very little development has occurred in Puʻuhonua Kūkaniloko during the 26 years 
between mapping sequences and also identifies the location of Kokoloea. An unnamed 
school (blue dot) to the north of the project area and a post office (red dot) northeast of 
the project area are depicted in the neighboring town of Wahiawā. The Crown Lands of 
Wai‘anae Uka, including Leilehua Ranch, are now labeled as a U.S. Military Reserve 
and illustrated with red stippling indicating the lands have become a federal reserve. 
The project area is shown as being within the U.S. Military Reserve on federal lands, 
but still in pineapple fields (yellow stripes) and grazing lands (orange outline). 

A later map of SBMR illustrates the extent to which the base had been expanded during 
the previous three decades (Mahinske 1935; Figure 7). What would later be known as 
WAAF is constructed by this time, with residences along the northern boundary and 
hangars positioned along the northern edge of the airfield. The Oahu Railway is shown 
adjacent and west of the current project area. 

2.3 Archaeological Sites of Importance in Puʻuhonua Kūkaniloko  

Three important archaeological sites that inform on cultural practices will be discussed 
in this section, however these are approximately 2 km away or more from the project 
area: Kūkaniloko, Ho‘olonopahu, and Hale‘au‘au (McAllister 1933; ‘Ī‘ī 1959; 
Beckwith 1970; Sterling and Summers 1978; Yent 1999: James 2010; Buffum et al. 
2006). Together these sites inform on the cultural practices of birthing (Kūkaniloko and 
Ho‘olonopahu), navigation (Kūkaniloko), astronomical observation and study 
(Kūkaniloko), ritual (Kūkaniloko, Ho‘olonopahu, and Hale‘au‘au), designating specific 
places for refuge (Kūkaniloko), as well as beliefs surrounding ali‘i births (Kūkaniloko 
and Ho‘olonopahu), religion (Kūkaniloko, Ho‘olonopahu, and Hale‘au‘au), the 
supernatural (the mākālei wood used at Ho‘olonopahu), and healing (Kūkaniloko, 
Ho‘olonopahu). Details of these sites and their associated cultural practices and beliefs 
are presented in the following paragraphs. 

The most notable of these sites is Kūkaniloko (Site 218), one of the most sacred sites 
on O‘ahu. The birthing stone site at Kūkaniloko (Kapuahuawa) is comprised of a 
number of boulders associated with royal births, and a birth there legitimized a chief’s 
high ranking right to be a leader (Yent 1999). As stated earlier, Kūkaniloko was 
established in the 12th century, when Nānākāoko and his wife, Kahihiokalani birthed 
their son, Kapawa at this site and it then became the traditional birthing place of the ali‘i 
(Sterling and Summers 1978:139–40; James 2010:113; Beckwith 1970:377). A child 
born here was taken to nearby Ho‘olonopahu Heiau, the site of the sacred drums ‘Ōpuku 
and Hāwea, that would sound the announcement of sacred births (Yent 1999:18–23). 
This location, as Beckwith (1970:377) notes, “is one frequently visited by 
thunderstorms, whose manifestations were regarded as the voice of ancestral gods of 
the heavens welcoming an offspring of divine rank,” and it is therefore possible that the 
drums “simulated the voice of the deity.” Kakuhihewa, a king of O‘ahu, was born at 
Kūkaniloko, “in the sleeping place consecrated by the tabu of Liloe,” and was  
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Figure 6. Historic map showing the project area and land use (Wall 1902). 
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Figure 7. Map of SBMR and WAAF (Mahinske 1935).  
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announced according to such a ritual (Sterling and Summers 1978:139). In this way, 
traditional practices and beliefs surrounding birthing (particularly ali‘i births), ritual, 
and religion were expressed at Kūkaniloko and Ho‘olonopahu. 

It is also posited that some of the stones were arranged to represent the various islands 
of Polynesia, and the site served as a navigational school. One of the stones, shaped 
somewhat like O‘ahu, contains carved ridges aligned with peaks on the Ko‘olau and 
Wai‘anae Mountain Ranges, and these ridges cast shadows across concentric circles at 
the center of the stone that were likely used in an astronomical/calendrical function to 
tell the solstice and equinox times of the year (James 2010:114; Yent 1999:35). 

Navigation is an important cultural practice which enabled the Hawaiian Islands to be 
initially settled by Polynesians and continues today with organizations such as the 
Polynesian Voyaging Society. A navigational center such as this would have ensured 
transmission of knowledge, shaping future generations of navigators and keeping the 
practice of navigation alive. The significance of Kūkaniloko to navigation is  noted on 
the website kukaniloko.org: 

Knowledge of the heavens is key to mea ola kanaka mauli navigation for traveling vast 
distances over the oceans. Circa 1200 A.D. Makali‘i, the Pleiades, passed directly over 
Kūkaniloko once each day. Such an event may have been used to mark the location of 
islands. The shadows cast by the fluted edges on some of the stones may have also served 
as a pointer, similar to a compass, for navigation throughout Oceania and the world.     

The historian John Papa ‘Ī‘ī (1959) adds that besides being a sacred birthplace, 
Kūkaniloko was also a designated place of refuge: 

The Hale o Keawe was called Kaikaialealea and was a pu‘uhonua, or place of refuge. 
Similarly, Kukaniloko in Wahiawa, Oahu; and Holoholoku in Wailua, Kauai, were places 
to which one who had killed could run swiftly and be saved. (‘Ī‘ī 1959:138) 

As a place of refuge, Kūkaniloko is mentioned in the story of the newborn twin 
chiefesses Laielohelohe and Laieikawai. Their mother Malaekahana feared that her 
newborns would be harmed, so she sent one of them to the safe haven of Kūkaniloko to 
be raised by Kapukaihaoa (Beckwith 1970:526). 

The birthing stones of Kūkaniloko are located approximately 1.9 km away from the 
current project area, and Ho‘olonopahu was roughly 2.2 km away from the current 
project area (see Figure 8). However, traditionally Puʻuhonua Kūkaniloko referred to a 
much larger region that spanned from Waikakalaua and Līhu‘e in the south, Kalena in 
the west, and Helemano in the north (Yent 1999:15). The central site, Kapuahuawa, 
included 36 stones aligned in two parallel rows of 18 (seats for the presiding chiefs of 
the island), a resting stone for the woman giving birth, and numerous other stones 
(Kawaharada 1999:51; Kirch 1996:35). The sitting stones from the original parallel 
rows of 18, many of which have bowl-like indentations, are now arranged “haphazardly 
in a small grove of coconut and eucalyptus trees” (James 2010:113). 

The entire complex includes approximately 180 stones in a 25 x 50 m area, and 
petroglyphs have been recorded on three of the stones. Two of the petroglyphs are 
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believed to be post-contact; one petroglyph, identified by Yent (1995:4) as Stone #103, 
features concentric circles with a dot in the center, and the stone in which the image is 
set contains fluted points that most likely had “an astronomical function.” From 
Kūkaniloko, “the solstitial and equinoctial positions of the sun could be observed and 
marked for use as a calendar” (Yent 1999:35). 

Identified by McAllister (1933:134–137) as Site 218, the 0.5-ac. (0.2-ha) area, was 
placed on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) in 1972. In 1994, it was 
listed on the Hawai‘i Register of Historic Places (HRHP), and the size of the official 
site was increased to 5 ac. (2 ha). In 1997, The Department of Land and Natural 
Resources State Parks entered into an agreement with the Hawaiian Civic Club of 
Wahiawā and the Friends of Kūkaniloko, who are the recognized curators of the site. 
Placed on the property were “several alignments of boulders within the 5-ac. parcel to 
symbolize the traditions associated with the site,” including the current arrangement 
(which is not the original) of 36 stones in two parallel rows leading to the site and the 
48 stones at the western edge of the 5-ac. site (Yent 1995:14). Other improvements have 
been made to the site to repair damage and to help protect the site. 

Ho‘olonopahu Heiau, Site 219, is noted as being destroyed by the 1930s and was a kapu 
place for rituals but did not necessarily have a permanent structure (McAllister 
1933:137). The temporary structure on the sacred site, believed to have been 
approximately 400 m northwest of Kapuahuawa, was probably constructed of wood of 
the mākālei, a supernatural tree of Moloka‘i. It is said that the drums ‘Ōpuku and Hāwea, 
sounded to announce an ali‘i birth, were kept there (McAllister 1933:137). What 
remained of the site was presumed destroyed by the 1920s when the land was used for 
pineapple cultivation (Yent 1999:18–23). 

Also documented by McCallister (1933:134), Hale‘au‘au, Site 215, is a two-terraced 
structure located on a hill on the side of Pumaialau Gulch. McCallister writes: 

Curio hunters and bursting shells— for it is on the edge of an artillery range— have 
obliterated most of its features. The walls of the pit, which is on the southeast corner, are 
evenly faced. with a fill of small rocks as a flooring. Beneath the few inches of flooring is 
the natural earth. Two kukui trees are now growing in the pit. The three sides of the small 
terrace before the pit are evenly faced with 1-foot stones to a height averaging 5 feet. The 
low 1-foot terrace on the east half of the heiau is hardly perceptible, but an occasional low 
facing suggests the low elevation depicted… The whole structure was stone-paved, but the 
greater part of the flooring has been disturbed. The north side presents a steep face, portions 
of which could not be scaled. There is about a 150-foot drop to a small stream. The other 
three sides are neither so steep nor so deep. Large natural stones have been utilized in 
building, notably one 8 feet in size on the northeast corner. Usually large stones are found 
in several instances in the wall… A few pieces of coral were noticed. 

A more recent archaeological survey documented the site in more detail and provided 
an updated description and interpretation as a luakini heiau (Buffum et al. 2006:27–38): 

Survey results indicate that, Hale‘au‘au Heiau is a three-tiered, cobble and pebble filled 
structure of monumental size (45 m x 50 m) built into a natural hillside… The northern, 
eroding face of the structure abuts the gulch slope, and descends approximately 30 m to 
Hale‘au‘au Gulch below. A small, pitted enclosure is situated in a terraced feature along 
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the northwest corner of the middle tier. This area most likely served as a lua pa‘u, or refuse 
pit… The cobble-filled surface of the structure exhibits considerable disturbance from live-
fire activity; however not all of the indentations appear to be created by military impact. 
Three depressions—in the southwest, southeast, and northeast corners of the upper-most 
tier—appear to be traditionally constructed. The locations of the southwestern and 
southeastern depressions are consistent with the most likely locations of the hale mana for 
the priests, and the hale umu, or oven house. The hale pahu (drum house) was most likely 
situated in the center of the upper platform, though no physical evidence of this structure 
currently remains. The northeastern most depression may have been utilized in the 
construction and placement of an ‘anu‘u tower, altar, image, or other associated heiau 
structure… Waterworn cobbles and coral pieces are scattered over the surface of the heiau. 
Underlying construction on the western and eastern sides of the heiau suggests that an 
earlier structure was augmented over time. 

The massive size, the formation, and the construction of this heaiu [sic.] are all consistent 
with the characteristics of a Luakini-class heiau, dedicated to the war god Kū… Kuali‘i, of 
the Kū ascendancy had conquered rival island chiefs of the Lono line from ‘Ewa and 
Waialua in this area… It is expected that the earliest period of the heaiu [sic.] construction 
by these chiefly descendants of Lono, and therefore it was dedicated to Lono for rituals 
associated with agricultural fertility. It is very likely that the structure retained part of its 
agricultural function throughout its use as a Luakini temple, as Kū was worshipped not 
only in warfare, but for the production of good crops and family prosperity as well… 

2.4 Previous Archaeological and Cultural Studies 

As noted above, understanding the archaeological sites in Puʻuhonua Kūkaniloko can 
provide greater insight into cultural practices that were conducted at these sites, cultural 
and spiritual beliefs and connections to the region, and natural resources that may be 
important to the perpetuation of traditional knowledge and practices. 

The USAG HITF conducted an Intensive Cultural Resources Identification Survey 
(ICRIS) for the current project area (Gunnels 2025). A pedestrian survey, shovel testing, 
and architectural survey were completed. No traditional archaeological resources were 
encountered during the study; however Buildings 1580, A1580, and D1580 were 
recorded as more than 50 years old. Building 1580, the Schofield Water Treatment 
Plant, is NRHP-eligible, however it had been previously evaluated and no further work 
was required. Buildings A1580 and D1580 were evaluated as not eligible for the NRHP 
(Gunnels 2025:33). General findings were as follows: 

Today, the entire survey area has been built up with continual stages of upgrades (most 
occurring 1980s-1990s) to keep everything functional at the WTP… The results of 
background research, field survey, and shovel test excavations confirm soil sequences 
throughout the survey area are highly disturbed and intact cultural deposits are very 
unlikely. (Gunnels 2025:33) 

2.5 Discussion of Background Research 

Archival research has identified traditional cultural resources, natural resources, cultural 
practices, and traditional beliefs in Puʻuhonua Kūkaniloko. The resources, practices and 
beliefs of the region are listed below with information on which part of the background 
research the resource/practice/belief is referenced. 
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Traditional cultural and natural resources in Pu‘uhonua Kūkaniloko include: 

• Kūkaniloko (including the birthing site Kapuahuawa) 
• Ho‘olonopahu 
• Hale‘au‘au 
• Trails (such as the major trail that once led to Pu‘uhonua Kūkaniloko) 
• Lo‘i (along streams in Kalena ‘Ili) 
• Water (to feed lo‘i kalo and nourish other plants, connected with the gods 

Kāne and Kanaloa, and important to life in general) 

Traditional cultural practices noted in the archival research generally consist of the 
preservation of place names; the transmission of mo‘olelo, ‘ōlelo no‘eau, oli, and mele 
through generations; as well as land tenure practices. Specific cultural practices 
mentioned for Puʻuhonua Kūkaniloko include: 

• Ho‘ohānau, or birthing (at Kūkaniloko and Ho‘olonopahu) 
• Ho‘okele, or navigation (at Kūkaniloko) 
• Kilohoku/Kilolani, or astronomical observation and study (at 

Kūkaniloko) 
• Ho‘omana, or religion (at Kūkaniloko, Ho‘olonopahu, and Hale‘au‘au) 
• Pu‘uhonua, or designating specific places for refuge (at Kūkaniloko) 
• Lua fighting and warfare (in the mo‘olelo of Kolekole Pass and Lō 

Kaholi-a-Lale) 
• Mahi‘ai, or agriculture (lo‘i along streams and dryland farming in 

gulches) 

Traditional beliefs gleaned from the literature of Puʻuhonua Kūkaniloko include the 
following: 

• Beliefs surrounding religion (Kūkaniloko, Ho‘olonopahu, Hale‘au‘au, 
and in mo‘olelo of Kāne and Kanaloa and others) 

• Beliefs that certain places and people are kapu (Kūkaniloko, 
Ho‘olonopahu, Hale‘au‘au) 

• Beliefs relating to ali‘i births (Kūkaniloko and Ho‘olonopahu) 
• The supernatural (the mākālei wood used at Ho‘olonopahu) 
• Healing (Kūkaniloko, Ho‘olonopahu) 
• Humans being represented in pōhaku (in the mo‘olelo of Kolekole Pass)  
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3.0 CULTURAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

The objective of this CIA is to assess any impacts caused by the proposed project on 
cultural practices and beliefs. This was accomplished by compiling and analyzing 
information on cultural practices and the traditional history of the project area through 
archival research and consultation with “individuals and organizations with expertise 
concerning the types of cultural resources, practices, and beliefs found within the broad 
geographic area…” (State of Hawaiʻi 1997:1). As noted earlier, the area of analysis for 
this broad geographic area is Puʻuhonua Kūkaniloko (see Figure 8). 

3.1 Methods for the Ethnographic Survey  

This CIA was conducted through a multi-phase process from July through November 
2025, beginning with background research. The CIA was conducted in accordance with 
the State of Hawai‘i Office of Environmental Quality Control’s Guidelines for 
Assessing Cultural Impacts (State of Hawai‘i 1997). Personnel involved with this study 
include Windy McElroy, PhD, Principal Investigator of Keala Pono Archaeological 
Consulting; Cathleen Dagher, BA, Archival Researcher; and Gina McGuire, PhD, 
Ethnographer. There are no biases or conflicts of interest within the author 
positionalities. 

Interviewees were selected because they met one or more of the following criteria: 1) 
had/has ties to the project area or vicinity; 2) has expertise concerning the types of 
cultural resources, practices and beliefs found within Puʻuhonua Kūkaniloko; 3) has 
knowledge of the potentially affected area; or 4) was referred by other cultural resource 
professionals. The Hawaiian Civic Club of Wahiawā, Office of Hawaiian Affairs, State 
Historic Preservation Division, Hawaiʻi State Aha Moku Advisory Committee, 
Wai‘anae Kūpuna Council, and Aha Kukaniloko Koa Mana Mea Ola Kanaka Maoli 
were also contacted to suggest potential interviewees for this study. Five individuals 
participated in the current study, three of which are active cultural practitioners within 
Puʻuhonua Kūkaniloko and two which have worked as cultural monitors within SBMR. 
None of the interviewees directly utilize the project area for cultural practices. Mana‘o 
and ‘ike shared during the interviews are included in this report.  

A total of 23 potential interviewees were contacted (Table 1). If a potential interviewee 
did not respond, several follow up messages were sent by phone and/or email (see Table 
1 for methods of contact). Two potential interviewees recommended meeting with lineal 
descendants through the Aha Moku Advisory Committee (see Table 1). The organizers 
of the Aha Moku council were contacted after this recommendation was received and 
there was no response (see Table 1). A total of five interviews were completed. Two 
interviews were conducted over the phone and three were conducted in person. Prior to 
the interviews, each person was provided with a map or aerial photograph of the subject 
property, the Agreement to Participate (Appendix A) and Consent Form (Appendix B), 
and briefed on the purpose of the Cultural Impact Assessment. Oral consent was 
obtained at the onset of each interview. While each interviewee was given a map of the  
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Table 1. List of Individuals and Organizations Contacted 

Name Connection Method of Contact Result of Contact 

Raymond Alejo Kumu Hula, roots in 
Wahiawā 

Email No Response 

Reni Aʻiaʻi Bello Cultural Practitioner, 
Hawaiian Civic Club, 
Wahiawā Member 

Email No Response 

Eric Burch Cultural Monitor, Waiʻanae 
Resident 

Phone Interviewed in person 

Ginger Burch Cultural Monitor, Waiʻanae 
Resident 

Phone Interviewed in person 

Lynette Cruz Hoʻi Hoʻi Ea Board 
Member, Activist, Educator 

Email, In Person Declined, recommended 
others 

Leimana DaMate Executive Director, Hawaiʻi 
State Aha Moku Advisory 
Committee 

Email, Phone  Recommended meeting with 
lineal descendants through 
Aha Moku Advisory 
Committee, then no response 

Noelani DeVincent President, Hawaiian Civic 
Club, Wahiawā, Kumu Hula 

Email, Phone Interviewed by phone 

Jamie Mililani Fong Manager, Ka‘iwakīloumoku 
Pacific Indigenous Institute, 
Wahiawā 

Email, Phone Declined 

Regina Hilo Burial Sites Specialist, 
Oʻahu, SHPD 

Email No Response 

Jo Lin Lenchanko 
Kalimapau 

Historian, Hawaiian Civic 
Club, Wahiawā 

Email, Phone Interviewed by phone 

Leialoha “Rocky” 
Kaluhiwa 

Hawaiʻi State Aha Moku 
Advisory Committee, Moku 
o Kakuhihewa, Oʻahu 

Email, Phone Recommended meeting with 
lineal descendants through 
Aha Moku Advisory 
Committee 

Renee Kamisugi 4th Generation Wahiawā 
Resident 

Email, Phone  Contacted, unable to 
schedule 

Tom Lenchanko Kahuakai Ola. Ko Laila 
Waha Olelo, ʻAha 
Kūkaniloko Koʻa Mana Mea 
Ola Kanaka Mauli Hialiʻi 
Iku Pau 

Email, Phone Interviewed in person and 
provided a written statement 

Keona Mark Former Cultural Monitor Phone No Response 

OHA OHA Compliance Office Email No Response 

Kanani Oliveira Kumu Hula, Wahiawā Hula 
Studio 

Email, Phone No Response 

Vicky Pakele Hawaiian Civic Club 
Member, Wahiawā 

Email, Phone No Response 

Leimaile Quitevis Former Schofield Cultural 
Monitor 

Email, Phone Declined, recommended 
others 

Sparky Rodrigues Waianae Kūpuna Council Email, Phone, In 
Person 

Declined 
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Table 1. (continued) 

Name Connection Method of Contact Result of Contact 

Renea Ruark Hawaiʻi State Librarian, 
Curator of Wahiawā-
Focused Collections 

Email Declined 

Kaʻāhiki Solis Cultural Historian, SHPD Email No Response 

Lena Suzuki Waianae Kūpuna Council Email, In Person Declined, recommended 
others 

Martha Yent Hawaiʻi State Parks 
Archaeologist 

Email, Phone Declined, recommended 
others 

project area prior to the interview (Appendix A), the two phone-based interviews were 
limited in that the interviewer could not provide a hard copy or verify that the 
interviewee spent time with the map. All interviews were taped using a digital MP3 
recorder. Research categories were addressed in the form of open questions which 
allowed the interviewee to answer in the manner that he/she was most comfortable. 
Follow-up questions were asked based on the interviewee’s responses or to clarify what 
was said. 

Transcription was completed by listening to recordings and typing what was said. A 
copy of the edited transcript was sent to each interviewee for review, along with the 
Transcript Release Form. The Transcript Release Form provided space for 
clarifications, corrections, additions, or deletions to the transcript, as well as an 
opportunity to address any objections to the release of the document (Appendix C). 
When the forms were returned, transcripts were corrected to reflect any changes made 
by the interviewee. Follow up conversations were held with each of the interviewees 
via email and phone to ensure that they understood the project location and the results 
of the ICRIS survey and shovel test results (Gunnels 2025). A map of the project area 
was provided at the time of initial interview and again during this follow up. Responses 
reflect that interviewees were and are fully knowledgeable of the project area and none 
of the interviewees requested further changes to their transcripts or written testimony. 

The ethnographic analysis process consisted of examining each transcript and 
organizing information into research themes, or categories. Research topics include 
connections to the project lands, history and mo‘olelo of Pu‘uhonua Kūkaniloko, 
archaeological sites and cultural practices, change through time, and concerns and 
recommendations for the project. Edited transcripts are presented in Appendices D 
through G. A Ka Pa‘akai Analysis is presented in Appendix H. 

3.2 Interviewee Background  

The following section includes background information for each interviewee, in their 
own words. This includes information on the interviewee’s ‘ohana and where the 
interviewee was born and raised. The interviewees are Eric Burch, Ginger Burch, 
Noelani DeVincent, Jo Lin Lenchanko Kalimapau, and Tom Lenchanko. 
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Each of the interviewees have learned about Puʻuhonua Kūkaniloko as residents of the 
ahupua‘a and/or as cultural caretakers in different capacities. In addition, each of the 
interviewees has worked in cultural stewardship within the puʻuhonua. Eric Burch and 
Ginger Burch both grew up in Nānākuli and worked as cultural monitors within SBMR 
West Range. They shared rich experiences of engaging with iwi kūpuna, cultural 
artifacts, and cultural sites encountered at SBMR West Range. Noelani DeVincent is a 
fourth generation member and current president of the Hawaiian Civic Club of 
Wahiawā. She is the kumu hula for Nā Papa Hula o Noelani located in Wahiawā and 
holds rich place-based cultural knowledge. Jo Lin Lenchanko Kalimapau is the historian 
and treasurer for the Hawaiian Civic Club of Wahiawā and has engaged in cultural 
stewardship and education of cultural sites of Wai‘anae Uka including Kūkaniloko and 
Haleʻauʻau. She holds deep cultural history and knowledge of the larger 36,000-acre 
area associated with Kūkaniloko. Tom Lenchanko is the ahaʻula (leader) and kūkaʻawe 
(guardian) of Kūkaniloko and provides in-depth cultural knowledge for the full extent 
of Kūkaniloko; he has extensive experience with cultural resources on SBMR. Jo Lin 
and Tom have lived in Wahiawā since 1959. 

3.2.1 Eric Burch 
Okay, my name is Eric Burch. I was born in Washington State. I was raised here… born in 
Seattle, Washington. I moved here when I was eight and I’ve been here ever since... I was 
raised in Nānākuli with my grandma Louisiana Noa. And my parents. And I graduated 
Nānākuli High School. 

3.2.2 Ginger Burch 
And my name is Ginger Burch. I was born in Maui. In Lāhainā and then I was adopted by 
my grandmother. So I moved here to Oʻahu and lived in Nānākuli and went and attended 
Nānākuli High School. 

My family come from a long line of women who were midwives back in the days, so the 
family land that we have in Lāhainā has um, a heiau on it that is now protected by the 
federal government underneath the NIFA law. So, but it, got affected by the fire, so no 
matter the house but still get the heiau, it’s thriving it has the vines growing back on them. 
We don’t know where the vines come from. Nobody knows where it comes from, but it 
comes from there, and in there we was told that Uncle Eddie Kamai who is the, Sons of 
Hawaiʻi, right? His tūtū lady is buried in there and with her she was buried with her ̒ ukulele 
and her ipu and all her music that she made. Back in the day, and she was the midwife. 

And so now today we have, like my grandma Alice Ululani Greenwood was the historian 
for our family. So she’s the one who gathered all our genealogy and our storyline from our 
Tūtū lady down to her. 

3.2.3 Noelani DeVincent 
I was born and raised in Wahiawā. I’m still in Wahiawā. This is where I grew up as well. 
I attended elementary and intermediate in Wahiawā. I went to Kaʻala Elementary. I went 
to Wahiawā Intermediate. It was Wahiawā Middle, like it is now. But I went to— I didn’t 
go to Leilehua because I got into Kamehameha for high school. So I graduated from 
Kamehameha. I graduated ʻ89 from Kapālama campus. My family background, I am a 
fourth generation Wahiawā resident. I’m still living in the community. My kids are fifth 
generation and now I have a grandson. So we’re six generations tied into Wahiawā. I am 
the kumu hula of Nā Papa Hula o Noelani located in Wahiawā, founded since November 
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2021. I was a kumu for the Central District for the DOE for the Kumu, Kūpuna Hawaiian 
studies program for 15 years. I serviced Solomon Elementary, Kaʻala Elementary, and 
Mililani ʻIke Elementary. 

3.2.4 Jo Lin Lenchanko Kalimapau 
My name is Jo Lin Lenchanko Kalimapau. I’m 75 years old. We moved to Wahiawā in 
1959 as we became a state. We stayed in this area. My father just passed, we still live in 
this area. I went to school, high school, at Leilehua High School, class of ’68. I did live in 
San Francisco for a couple of years and came back with my family. So I’ve been a member 
of the Hawaiian Civic Club of Wahiawā since 1994, for 30 years. And in 2000, I became 
the historian for the Hawaiian Civic Club, and I still am the historian. In 2011, I became 
the treasurer, and I’m still the treasurer. 

3.2.5 Tom Lenchanko 
Thomas Joseph Lenchanko was born in Kalihi and moved to Waipio Acres on the Wahiawā 
side of Mililani Town in 1959. He is the kūkaʻawe, guardian, and ahaʻula, the responsible 
aliʻi, of Kūkaniloko. 

3.3 Topical Breakouts  

The following sections summarize the manaʻo shared within the interviews, organized 
by topic. Interviewees provided information on connections to the project lands; the 
historical background and moʻolelo of the project area; archaeological sites and related 
cultural practices; and change through time. They also shared their concerns and 
recommendations for the proposed project. 

3.3.1 Connections to Puʻuhonua Kūkaniloko  

Eric and Ginger Burch both worked as cultural monitors for several years within the 
Battle Area Complex in Schofield Barracks West Range, providing insight into cultural 
artifacts and iwi kūpuna encountered at SBMR. Jo Lin and Tom Lenchanko actively 
steward cultural sites within the 36,000 acre Puʻuhonua Kūkaniloko. Tom Lenchanko 
stands steadfast in the sacred cultural guardianship (kūkaʻawe ʻaha ʻula) and is the 
ceremonial voice (waha ʻōlelo ʻaha) for Kūkaniloko. Kumu Noelani DeVincent is the 
president of the Hawaiian Civic Club and is also involved in the care of Puʻuhonua 
Kūkaniloko. Additional information can be found directly in the interview transcripts 
or written statement.  

3.3.2 History and Moʻolelo of Puʻuhonua Kūkaniloko  

Moʻolelo about Puʻuhonua Kūkaniloko highlight the importance of this area culturally 
as the piko (umbilical center) of Hawaiʻi and to the families of Wahiawā. The Hawaiian 
Civic Club of Wahiawā was noted as an intergenerational and long-standing cultural 
steward of Puʻuhonua Kūkaniloko, which extends from the Waiʻanae Mountains to the 
Koʻolau Mountains. This area was traditionally utilized as the birthing and learning 
place for chiefs and as a place for celestial navigational learning, and was guarded in 
times of old by lua warriors. Interviewees recommend several resources including the 
Sites of Hawaiʻi book (Sterling and Summers 1978) and the website kukaniloko.org. 
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Kalākaua and Liliʻuokalani as well as long lineages of aliʻi before them had 
relationships to Puʻuhonua Kūkaniloko. Puʻuhonua Kūkaniloko was tied to Puʻuloa for 
brackish and marine resources that sustained Hawaiian people. It was noted that there 
are fewer water resources available today. One interviewee remarked that there are not 
many stories specific to the project area that we know of today.  

3.3.3 Archaeological Sites and Cultural Practices 

Interviewees reflected that there are many Native Hawaiian sites known within 
Puʻuhonua Kūkaniloko. Artifacts and archaeological sites that were discussed to have 
been encountered within Pu‘uhonua Kūkaniloko include loʻi remnants, house sites, 
game implements, and poi pounders, although none of these were found specifically in 
the project area. Moeʻuhane, or spiritual interventions through dreams, have occurred 
during ground disturbance activities in Pu‘uhonua Kūkaniloko. There was uncertainty 
about what may be found explicitly within the project area boundaries. Interviewees 
expressed concern that Native Hawaiian iwi and/or artifacts may be encountered. One 
interviewee asserted that there is the potential to encounter iwi at any place in Hawaiʻi, 
but that stillborn burials may be more common within Puʻuhonua Kūkaniloko. Cultural 
practices involve accessing some of the sites not within the project area, such as 
Haleʻauʻau for cultural stewardship purposes. Haleʻauʻau was discussed in particular 
for its importance for celestial observation. Other cultural practices mentioned for 
Puʻuhonua Kūkaniloko include the Hawaiian Code of Conduct (Laenui 2016), birthing, 
ritual and kahuna practices, designation of a place as a pu‘uhonua, and agriculture.  

3.3.4 Change Through Time 

There has been a tremendous amount of change in Puʻuhonua Kūkaniloko, just within 
the last century. This includes historic plantation usage, increased development, and 
construction of the freeway immediately adjacent to the project area. The freeway may 
have disturbed the project area when it was built. Interviewees also remarked on the 
decline in rainfall and need for reforestation efforts. Further details are available directly 
within the interview transcripts. 

3.3.5 Concerns and Recommendations of the Interviewees 

One of the primary concerns of the interviewees involved any ground disturbance that 
will be done and the potential to encounter iwi kūpuna. Given this concern, oversight 
by Native Hawaiian cultural advisors was recommended. Another recommendation 
involved continued communication with the community and the Hawaiian Civic Club 
of Wahiawā. If artifacts or iwi were to be encountered there is a request for these 
materials to remain in Hawaiʻi and on base to be protected by the USAG. There was 
concern over histories of adverse effects that has been caused by non-Hawaiian models 
of cultural resource management. There was a request by Tom Lenchanko that the 
Hawaiian Code of Conduct (Laenui 2016) is followed, which includes respectful 
communication and cooperation with those of different worldviews. Concerns also 
included the general military presence within Pu‘uhonua Kūkaniloko. The perspectives 
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shared in interviews and in Tom Lenchanko’s written statement provide additional 
context and details. 

3.4 Summary and Discussion of the Ethnographic Survey 

Table 2 lists each cultural resource, practice, and belief identified during the CIA along 
with where it was mentioned (ethnographic interviews or background research). Also 
included are effects of the proposed project on the resource, practice, or belief, and if 
the resource, practice, or belief is connected to the project area. These and other CIA 
topics are discussed further in the following sections. 

3.4.1 Cultural Resources, Practices, and Beliefs Identified 

No cultural resources, practices or beliefs were identified as directly associated with the 
project area. The interviewees did identify a rich myriad of cultural practices, 
archaeological sites, and vibrant landscape of moʻolelo in Puʻuhonua Kūkaniloko that 
encompasses the project area. This puʻuhonua is commemorated as the piko, or 
umbilical center of the island and the other islands. The birthing stones at Kūkaniloko 
were discussed as being important for navigational training, and as an educational tool 
for students. Interviewees discussed the role of the birthing stones as just one site within 
the greater Puʻuhonua Kūkaniloko which extends from the rim of the Waiʻanae 
Mountains across the Leilehua Plains to the rim of the Koʻolau Mountain Range that is 
sacred to Native Hawaiian peoples. The project area lies within this puʻuhonua, which 
is storied to be important to the aliʻi of Hawaiʻi and was kapu to makaʻāinana classes. 
Moʻolelo shared highlighted the importance of respectful engagement with pōhaku in 
this puʻuhonua and connections between pōhaku within Kūkaniloko and Kauaʻi. Pōhaku 
hold stories as individuals, with desires, ability to heal and bring about miracles, and 
with needs to remain or be returned to specific locations. Interviewees discussed water 
within the Waiʻanae ahupuaʻa, with waterways historically leading to sustain marshland 
at Puʻuloa (Pearl Harbor) where kalo was grown, oysters were gathered, and where a 
fish nursery was located. Significant changes to Puʻuhonua Kūkaniloko include historic 
plantation use, increased housing development, construction of the freeway, decreasing 
rainfall, and waterway diversion that has resulted in a lack of water sources within 
Kūkaniloko today. Two of the interviewees shared a general lack of traditional stories 
and explicit cultural sites known directly within the project area extent, noting heavy 
disturbances to the project area due to historic plantation use, later construction, and 
building of the freeway. 

Interviewee experiences within SBMR suggest a potential to encounter iwi kūpuna, 
artifacts, and archaeological sites including plantation era remains, loʻi remnants, house 
sites, gaming and training implements (e.g., ʻulu maika and sling stones), and 
ceremonial poi pounders. However, these kinds of previous archaeological findings are 
not located near the current project area. Archaeological survey and shovel testing did 
not identify any traditional archaeological sites or cultural materials within the current  
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Table 2. Cultural Resources, Practices, and Beliefs Identified, Effects of the Proposed Project, and Connection to the Project 
Area 

 Cultural Resource, Practice, or Belief Effects of the Proposed Project Is the Resource, Practice, or Belief 
Connected to the Project Area? 

Cultural 
Resources 

Native Hawaiian cultural sites 
[Ethnographic Interviews, Background 
Research] 

None- the ICRIS for the proposed project did not identify sites of 
Native Hawaiian traditional and cultural importance (Gunnels 
2025). 

No- there are no known Native 
Hawaiian cultural sites within the 
project area boundaries.  

 Lo‘i [Ethnographic Interviews, Background 
Research] 

None- no lo‘i were found during the ICRIS for the proposed 
project (Gunnels 2025). 

No- there are no known lo‘i within 
the project area boundaries.  

 House sites [Ethnographic Interviews] None- no house sites were found during the ICRIS for the 
proposed project (Gunnels 2025). 

No- there are no known house sites 
within the project area boundaries.  

 Artifacts such as poi pounders, sling stones, 
‘ulu maika, glass bottles [Ethnographic 
Interviews] 

None- no artifacts were found during the ICRIS for the proposed 
project (Gunnels 2025). 

No- there are no known artifacts 
within the project area boundaries. 

 Kūkaniloko [Ethnographic Interviews, 
Background Research] 

None- the ICRIS for the proposed project did not identify 
physical remains of the Kūkaniloko Complex within the current 
project area (Gunnels 2025). 

No- Kūkaniloko is not within the 
project area boundaries. 

 Ho‘olonopahu [Background Research] None- the site is not near the project area. No- Ho‘olonopahu is not within the 
project area boundaries. 

 Hale‘au‘au [Ethnographic Interviews] None- the site is not near the project area. No- Hale‘au‘au is not within the 
project area boundaries. 

 Iwi kūpuna [Ethnographic Interviews] None anticipated- no iwi were found during the ICRIS for the 
proposed project (Gunnels 2025); if iwi kūpuna are encountered 
during the project, effects will be determined at that time. 

No- there are no known iwi kūpuna 
within the project area boundaries. 

 Trails [Background Research] None- No evidence of traditional or historic trails was found 
within the project area (Gunnels 2025). 

No- there are no known trails within 
the project area boundaries. 

 Land division markers [Ethnographic 
Interviews]  

None- no land division markers were found during the ICRIS for 
the proposed project (Gunnels 2025). 

No- there are no known land division 
markers within the project area 
boundaries. 
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Table 2. (continued) 

 Cultural Resource, Practice, or Belief Effects of the Proposed Project Is the Resource, Practice, or Belief 
Connected to the Project Area? 

Cultural 
Resources 
(continued) 

Unidentified finds not yet known 
[Ethnographic Interviews] 

The effect on the resource will be evaluated if any are 
encountered during the proposed project; however it has been 
noted that the potential for unidentified cultural resources is very 
unlikely due to extensive disturbance of the project area (Gunnels 
2025:46). 

This cannot be evaluated at this time. 

 Water [Ethnographic Interviews, 
Background Research] 

None- the proposed project would reduce environmental impacts 
and would not alter water usage (USACE 2025) and will ensure 
that the water treatment plant continues to serve its original 
historical purpose (Sullivan 2025). 

No- there is no surface water within 
the project area boundaries. 

Cultural 
Practices 

Mālama of archaeological sites 
[Ethnographic Interviews] 

None- no archaeological sites were found during the ICRIS for 
the proposed project (Gunnels 2025). 

No- this is not currently practiced 
within the project area boundaries. 

 Astronomical observation and study 
[Ethnographic Interviews, Background 
Research] 

None- places of astronomical observation and study are not 
within the project area. 

No- this is not currently practiced 
within the project area boundaries. 

 Preservation of place names; the 
transmission of mo‘olelo, ‘ōlelo no‘eau, oli, 
and mele through generations [Ethnographic 
Interviews, Background Research] 

None- the proposed project will not affect place names, the 
mo‘olelo, ‘ōlelo no‘eau, oli, or mele. 

No- while traditional place names, mo‘olelo, 
‘ōlelo no‘eau, oli, and mele were found for 
the Puʻuhonua Kūkaniloko, none were found 
specifically for the project area. 

 Burial practices [Ethnographic Interviews] None- no burials were found during the ICRIS for the proposed 
project (Gunnels 2025). 

No- this is not currently practiced within the 
project area boundaries. 

 Hawaiian Code of Conduct [Ethnographic 
Interviews] 

None- the proposed project will not affect practicing the 
Hawaiian Code of Conduct. 

Yes- it is recommended that this code is 
respected in discussions with the 
community. 

 Birthing [Ethnographic Interviews, 
Background Research] 

None- the proposed project will not affect birthing. No- this is not currently practiced within the 
project area boundaries. 

 Navigation [Background Research] None- the proposed project will not affect navigational practices. No- this is not currently practiced within the 
project area boundaries. 
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Table 2. (continued) 

 Cultural Resource, Practice, or Belief Effects of the Proposed Project Is the Resource, Practice, or Belief 
Connected to the Project Area? 

Cultural 
Practices 
(continued) 

Religion, ritual, and kahuna practices 
[Ethnographic Interviews, Background 
Research] 

None- the proposed project will not affect ritual practices or 
those relating to kahuna. 

No- this is not currently practiced within the 
project area boundaries. 

 Lua fighting and warfare [Ethnographic 
Interviews, Background Research] 

None- the proposed project will not affect the practice of lua 
fighting or warfare. 

No- this is not currently practiced within the 
project area boundaries. 

 Agriculture [Ethnographic Interviews, 
Background Research] 

None- the proposed project will not affect agricultural practices. No- this is not currently practiced within the 
project area boundaries. 

 Designating specific places for refuge 
[Ethnographic Interviews, Background 
Research] 

None- the proposed project will not affect the practice of 
designating a place for refuge. 

No- this is not currently practiced 
within the project area boundaries. 

 Transmission of land division knowledge 
through generations [Ethnographic 
Interviews, Background Research] 

None- the proposed project will not affect transmission of 
knowledge. 

No- no land division knowledge 
specific for the project area was 
shared during the interviews or found 
in background research. 

Cultural 
Beliefs 

Moe‘uhane [Ethnographic Interviews] While the project will not affect this belief itself, it is possible 
that moe‘uhane involving the project will occur. 

This cannot be evaluated at this time. If 
moe‘uhane involving the project occur it is 
recommended that communication with the 
person reporting the moe‘uhane is conducted 
with respect to the Hawaiian Code of 
Conduct. 

 Humans being represented in pōhaku 
[Ethnographic Interviews, Background 
Research] 

None- the proposed project will not affect the cultural belief of 
humans being represented in pōhaku. 

No- this belief is not connected with the 
specific project area. 

 The belief that pōhaku are capable of 
moving without the aid of humans 
[Ethnographic Interviews] 

While the project will not affect this belief itself, it is 
possible that this practice may be manifested during the 
project. 

This cannot be evaluated at this time. 
If a pōhaku is reported to move on its 
own volition within the project area, 
it is recommended that 
communication with the person 
reporting this is conducted with 
respect to the Hawaiian Code of 
Conduct. 
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Table 2. (continued) 

 Cultural Resource, Practice, or Belief Effects of the Proposed Project Is the Resource, Practice, or Belief 
Connected to the Project Area? 

Cultural 
Beliefs 
(continued) 

The supernatural [Ethnographic Interviews, 
Background Research] 

None- the proposed project will not affect the cultural belief 
of the supernatural. 

No- this belief is not connected with the 
specific project area. 

 Healing [Ethnographic Interviews, 
Background Research] 

None- the proposed project will not affect healing-related 
the cultural beliefs. 

No- this belief is not connected with the 
specific project area. 

 Beliefs surrounding religion [Ethnographic 
Interviews, Background Research] 

None- the proposed project will not affect cultural belief 
related to religion. 

No- this belief is not connected with the 
specific project area. 

 Beliefs relating to ali‘i births [Ethnographic 
Interviews, Background Research] 

None- the proposed project will not affect cultural beliefs 
about ali‘i births. 

No- this belief is not connected with the 
specific project area. 

 Beliefs that certain places and people are 
kapu [Ethnographic Interviews, Background 
Research] 

None- the proposed project will not affect cultural beliefs 
about places and people being kapu. 

No- this belief is not connected with the 
specific project area. 
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project area (Gunnels 2025).  The shovel test results suggest little to no likelihood of 
encountering buried cultural deposits or iwi kūpuna during construction (Gunnels 
2025). 

3.4.2 Potential Effects of the Proposed Project on Cultural Resources, 
Practices, and Beliefs 

The proposed project of making improvements to the Schofield Barracks Water 
Treatment Plant will have no effect on known cultural resources, practices, or beliefs 
(see Table 2). Several cultural resources were shared for Puʻuhonua Kūkaniloko. Jo Lin 
Lenchanko remarked on the lack of above ground water resources in the area but of the 
rich connection of ground water resources in Kūkaniloko to Puʻuloa.  

In Hawaiian culture, water, or wai, is revered as a sacred, life-giving force, deeply 
connected to spiritual well-being, ancestry, and the health of the ‘āina. These beliefs are 
woven into cultural practices that emphasize sustainability and respect for natural 
resources, such as efficient water use in agriculture (e.g., lo‘i water flows from one 
terrace to the next with minimal waste). Water plays a significant role in traditional 
Hawaiian beliefs such as those surrounding the akua. The god Kāne is also known as 
Kāne-ka-wai-ola, or “Kāne of the water-of-life.” He was a procreator who is invoked in 
prayers for rain, plantings, and offerings, and along with Kanaloa brought forth sources 
of water in various places throughout the islands. Revered akua, Kanaloa is particularly 
associated with groundwater resources (Kanahele et al. 2017). As established in article 
XII, Section 7 of the Hawaiʻi State Constitution, “The State reaffirms and shall protect 
all rights, customarily and traditionally exercised for subsistence, cultural, and religious 
purposes and possessed by ahupuaʻa tenants who are descendants of native Hawaiians 
who inhabited the Hawaiian Islands prior to 1778” (Hawaiʻi State Constitution). In 
addition, the Hawaiian word for wealth, waiwai, literally translates to “water-water” 
(Pukui and Elbert 1986). This signifies that true prosperity is not measured by material 
possessions, but by having an abundance of fresh water to sustain life.  

As access to water within the project area is manmade and information presented in the 
CIA does not indicate that this water source at the project site was used in traditional 
practice, there is no anticipated effect on Native Hawaiian water usage or harm to water 
as a cultural resource. The proposed project will ensure that the water treatment plant 
continues to serve its original historical purpose (Sullivan 2025) and the proposed 
improvements “would improve pollution prevention and stormwater runoff standards to 
reduce environmental impacts over time” (USACE 2025:1-2). Interviewees also 
mentioned the possibility of encountering finds that have not yet been identified. The 
effects of the project on these possible resources cannot be evaluated as their nature and 
location is not known. 

In sum, based on the information presented above, the proposed project will not affect 
any cultural resources, practices, or beliefs; isolate cultural resources, practices or 
beliefs from their setting; or introduce elements which may alter the setting in which 
cultural practices take place. 
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3.4.3 Recommendations from Interviewees 

Interviewees suggest being attentive to spiritual messaging through moeʻuhane 
(dreams) when working within the project area, as moeʻuhane have revealed iwi 
presence in the past in the wider Puʻuhonua Kūkaniloko. Due to the location of the 
project area within Puʻuhonua Kūkaniloko, interviewee recommendations include 
examination of historic maps that may show cultural sites (completed within the 
background section of this report) and acknowledgement that the project area is located 
within the wider Puʻuhonua Kūkaniloko (also completed within this report). Figure 8 
shows the extent of Puʻuhonua Kūkaniloko, with the project area within the complex 
boundaries. Historic maps presented in the Background chapter do not identify any 
specific cultural resources within the current project area. 

Communication about the project was recommended by several of the interviewees. 
This may be conducted with cultural stewards of Puʻuhonua Kūkaniloko, such as with 
the Hawaiian Civic Club of Wahiawā. A site visit to the project area with the 
interviewees was recommended by interviewee, Uncle Tom Lenchanko, to be helpful 
in allaying concerns and answering questions. Communication and engagement with 
cultural guardians is important to the continuation of cultural stewardship in Puʻuhonua 
Kūkaniloko. This communication would be most successful if, as suggested by Uncle 
Tom Lanchanko, it includes respectful engagement of Native Hawaiian world views 
and use of Hawaiian values of aloha (respect, compassion), akamai (engage in wisdom), 
lōkahi (act in unity or agreement), ʻoluʻolu (courtesy, graciousness), haʻahaʻa 
(humility), and ahonui (patience). 

3.4.4 Confidential Information Withheld  

During the course of researching the present report and conducting the ethnographic 
survey program, certain information regarding the location of cultural sites within 
Puʻuhonua Kūkaniloko and personal responses were withheld in confidentiality. The 
transcript of one in-person interview was withheld in lieu of a written statement. 

3.4.5 Conflicting Information  

No conflicting information was obvious in analyzing the ethnographic interviews. On 
the contrary, a number of themes were repeated and information was generally 
confirmed by independent sources. Much of the information obtained from the 
interviews was consistent with that compiled from archival sources, particularly with 
regard to cultural resources in Puʻuhonua Kūkaniloko (e.g., lo‘i, birthing stones, iwi 
kūpuna, water), cultural practices (e.g., astronomical observation and study, 
transmission of cultural knowledge through generations), and beliefs (e.g., humans 
being represented in pōhaku, the supernatural, and healing). 
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Figure 8. Location of the project area within Puʻuhonua Kūkaniloko (green outline with pink shading) and archaeological 
sites mentioned by the interviewees (base map with shading from Kukaniloko.org).
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3.4.6 Conclusion 

Puʻuhonua Kūkaniloko is significant for its use in ritual, ali‘i births, celestial 
observation, navigation study, and many other cultural practices (see Table 2). 
Pu‘uhonua Kūkaniloko includes a wide range of named places that are associated with 
mo‘olelo, oli, mele, and ‘ōlelo no‘eau, as well as pōhaku and cultural sites (e.g., birthing 
stones, Haleʻauʻau) that are linked to the timing of celestial events such as solstices, 
equinoxes, constellations, and star movements. While no physical remains of these sites 
have been identified for the project area, recommendations for the Proposed Action have 
been offered by the interviewees. The Proposed Action will not affect ground water as 
a cultural resource as it is expected to reduce impacts to the environment and would not 
alter water usage.  
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4.0 GLOSSARY 

ʻaha Gathering, braided cord. 
ahaʻula Aliʻi (leader) designated to settle disputes. 
ahonui Patience. 
ahupua‘a Traditional Hawaiian land division usually extending from the uplands 

to the sea. 
ʻāina Land. 
akamai Smart, clever, expert. 
akua God, goddess, spirit, ghost, devil, image. 
ali‘i  Chief, chiefess, monarch. 
ali‘i nui  High chief, paramount. 
aloha  Love, affection, compassion, sympathy, kindness, greeting. 
‘anae Full-sized ʻamaʻama mullet fish. 
‘anu‘u Tower in a heiau, usually enclosed with white kapa; terrace, stairs, or 

steps. 
haʻahaʻa Modest, humility. 
hau The indigenous tree Hibiscus tiliaceous, which had many uses in 

traditional Hawai‘i. Sandals were fashioned from the bark and cordage 
was made from fibers. Wood was shaped into net floats, canoe booms, 
and various sports equipment and flowers were used medicinally. 

heiau  Place of worship and ritual in traditional Hawai‘i. 
hōʻaliʻi To make, become a chief. 
hōano  Holy, devoted to sacred use. 
hoʻohewahewa To fail to recognize. 
hula  The hula (traditional Hawaiian dance), a hula dancer; to dance the hula. 
huna  Hidden, secret. 
ʻike  To see, know, feel; knowledge, awareness, understanding. 
‘ili  Traditional land division, usually a subdivision of an ahupua‘a. 
‘iliahi Santalum spp., refers to all types of Hawaiian sandalwood. 
ikū pau Genealogy of chiefs from the hoaliʻi class. 
iloko Within. 
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ipu General name for a vessel or container. Also the bottle gourd Lagenaria 
siceraria or L. vulgaris, which was used traditionally for containers, hula 
instruments, and for medicine. 

‘iwa The frigate bird Fregata minor palmerstoni. 
iwaho Outside, beyond. 
iwi Bone. 
iwi kupuna Ancestral remains; iwi kūpuna is plural. 
kāʻai Sennit casket, protective cloth. 
kaʻānaniʻau An altar marking the land division, lit. ‘a beautiful place.’ 
kalo The Polynesian-introduced Colocasia esculenta, or taro, the staple of the 

traditional Hawaiian diet. 
kama‘āina Native-born. 
kanaka Human, person, man, Hawaiian. 
kanaka maoli A person of pure Hawaiian blood. 
kapu  Taboo, prohibited, forbidden. 
kaulana Resting place, placement; famous, renowned, celebrated. 
kauwā  Outcast or slave caste within the traditional Hawaiian social hierarchy. 
kele  To navigate, steer.  
koa Acacia koa, the largest of the native forest trees, prized for its wood, 

traditionally fashioned into canoes, surfboards, and calabashes; soldier, 
warrior, fighter. 

konohiki The overseer of an ahupua‘a ranked below a chief; land or fishing rights 
under control of the konohiki; such rights are sometimes called konohiki 
rights. 

kūkaʻawe Guard, safe, protected, in custody for protection. 
kula  Plain, field, open country, pasture, land with no water rights. 
kūlana  Status, rank, position, situation. 
kuleana  Right, title, property, portion, responsibility, jurisdiction, authority, 

interest, claim, ownership. 
kumu  Teacher. 
kupukupu The sword fern, Nephrolepis exaltata, which is a long and narrow fern 

that was sometimes placed on hula altars so that knowledge would kupu, 
or sprout. 

kupuna Grandparent, ancestor; kūpuna is the plural form. 
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lehua The native tree Metrosideros polymorpha, the wood of which was 
utilized for carving images, as temple posts and palisades, for canoe 
spreaders and gunwales, and in musical instruments; a taro variety that 
makes red poi. 

lo‘i, lo‘i kalo An irrigated terrace or set of terraces for the cultivation of taro. 
lōkahi Harmony, cooperation. 
lua The ancient style of fighting involving the breaking of bones, dislocation 

of joints, and inflicting pain by applying pressure to nerve centers. 
luakini Large heiau of human sacrifice. 
mā Following names of persons, e.g., and company, and others. 
Māhele The 1848 division of land. 
maka‘āinana  Common people, or populace; translates to “people that attend the land.” 
mākālei  A supernatural tree of Molokaʻi Island; parts of its root were placed near 

fishpond gates to attract fish. 
mālama To care for, preserve, or protect. 
mana Divine power. 
manaʻo Thoughts, opinions, ideas. 
mauli Life, heart, seat of life. 
mauna  Mountains, mountainous region. 
māunauna Extravagant, wasteful, prodigal. 
mea ola Living things. 
mele  Song, chant, or poem. 
moe To sleep, lie down, to prostrate oneself. 
moeʻuhane Dream, to dream. Lit., soul sleep. 
mō‘ī  King. 
moku  District, island. 
mokupuni  Island. 
mo‘olelo  A story, myth, history, tradition, legend, or record. 
na koa  The warriors. 
nī‘aupi‘o A child born of the marriage of either an ali‘i brother and sister or an ali‘i 

half-brother and half-sister. 
noho To live, reside; seat, chair, bench. 
‘ōhai  The monkeypod tree, Samanea saman. 
ʻohana Family. 
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‘ōlelo Speech, language, word; to speak, to tell. 
‘ōlelo no‘eau  Proverb, wise saying, traditional saying. 
oli Chant. 
ʻoluʻolu Pleasantness, courtesy.  
pahu  Drum. 
pau  Finished. 
pelekikena  President. 
piko  Navel; summit; center. 
pili  To cling, adhere, touch, join, associate with, be with, be close or 

adjacent. 
pōhaku  Rock, stone. 
poi A staple of traditional Hawai‘i, made of cooked and pounded taro mixed 

with water to form a paste. 
pono Correct, proper, good. 
pūhenehene A game in which a stone or wooden piece was hidden on one player, and 

the other players guessed who it was hidden on. 
puʻu Hill, peak, mound, protuberance. 
pu‘uhonua  Place of refuge. 
sandalwood  ‘Iliahi (Santalum), several varieties endemic to Hawai‘i. Known for their 

aromatic wood and medicinal qualities. Heavily exported in the 1800s.  
‘uala  The sweet potato, or Ipomoea batatas, a Polynesian introduction. 
‘ukulele String instrument of the guitar family, originating in 19th century 

Hawai‘i. Lit., jumping flea. 
‘ulu maika Stone used in the maika game, similar to bowling. 
tūtū Grandmother or grandfather. 
wahi Place, location. 
wahine Woman, wife; femininity. Wāhine is the plural. 
wai Water or liquid other than salt water. 
waihau  A heiau in which coconuts, bananas, and pigs were sacrificed but not 

humans; a heiau for the mo‘o spirits. 
wela  Hot, heat, passionate. 
wohi  One who is exempt from the kapu moe (prostration tabboo).  
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Agreement to Participate in the Cultural Impact Assessment for the 
Schofield Deep Wells Project 

Gina McGuire, Ethnographer, Keala Pono Archaeological Consulting 

You are invited to participate in a Cultural Impact Assessment (CIA) for the Schofield Deep Wells 
Project located within the United States Army Schofield Military Reservation on a portion of TMK 
(1) 7-6-001:001, in the ahupuaʻa of Waiʻanae Uka in the moku of Waiʻanae, Oʻahu (herein referred 
to as “the project”).  

The Assessment is being conducted by Keala Pono Archaeological Consulting (Keala Pono), a 
cultural resource management firm, at the request of Element Environmental LLC. The ethnographer 
will explain the purpose of the Assessment, the procedures that will be followed, and the potential 
benefits and risks of participating. A brief description of the Assessment is written below. Feel free 
to ask the ethnographer questions if the procedures need further clarification. If you decide to 
participate, please sign the attached Consent Form. A copy of this form will be provided for you to 
keep. 

Description of the Project 

This CIA is being conducted to collect information about the project area in Wai‘anae Uka 
Ahupua‘a, through interviews with individuals who are knowledgeable about this area, and/or about 
information including (but not limited to) cultural practices and beliefs, mo‘olelo, mele, or oli 
associated with this area. The goal of this Assessment is to identify and understand the importance 
of any traditional Hawaiian and/or historic cultural resources, or traditional cultural practices within 
the project area. This Assessment will also attempt to identify any effects that the proposed 
development may have on cultural resources present, or once present within the project area. 

Procedures 

After agreeing to participate in the Assessment and signing the Consent Form, the ethnographer will 
digitally record your interview and it may be transcribed in part or in full. The transcript may be sent 
to you for editing and final approval. Data from the interview will be used as part of the ethno-
historical report for this Undertaking and transcripts may be included in part or in full as an appendix 
to the report. The ethnographer may take notes and photographs and ask you to spell out names or 
unfamiliar words. 

Discomforts and Risks 

Possible risks and/or discomforts resulting from participation in this Assessment may include, but 
are not limited to the following: being interviewed and recorded; having to speak loudly for the 
recorder; providing information for reports which may be used in the future as a public reference; 
your uncompensated dedication of time; possible misunderstanding in the transcribing of 
information; loss of privacy; and worry that your comments may not be understood in the same way 
you understand them. It is not possible to identify all potential risks, although reasonable safeguards 
have been taken to minimize them. 

Benefits 

This Assessment will give you the opportunity to express your thoughts and opinions and share your 
knowledge, which will be considered, shared, and documented for future generations. Your sharing 
of knowledge may be instrumental in the preservation of cultural resources, practices, and 
information. 
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Confidentiality 

Your rights of privacy, confidentiality and/or anonymity will be protected upon request. You may 
request, for example, that your name and/or sex not be mentioned in the Assessment material, such 
as in written notes, on tape, and in reports; or you may request that some of the information you 
provide remain off-the-record and not be recorded in any way. To ensure protection of your privacy, 
confidentiality and/or anonymity, you should immediately inform the ethnographer of your requests. 
The ethnographer will ask you to specify the method of protection and note it on the attached Consent 
Form.  

Refusal/Withdrawal 

At any time during the interview process, you may choose to not participate any further and ask 
ethnographer for the tape and/or notes. If the transcription of your interview is to be included in the 
report, you will be given an opportunity to review your transcript, and to revise or delete any part of 
the interview.  

Map Provided to Interviewees: 
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Consent Form 

I, ________________________, am a participant in the Cultural Impact Assessment (Assessment) 
for the relocation of four deep wells to above ground facilities at United States Army Schofield 
Military Reservation (herein referred to as “the project”). I understand that the purpose of the 
Assessment is to conduct oral history interviews with individuals knowledgeable about the project 
area and the surrounding ahupua‘a in an effort to identify and protect traditional cultural practices 
and cultural resources.  

_______    I understand that Keala Pono Archaeological Consulting (Keala Pono) and/or Element 
Environmental LLC (the client) will retain the product of my participation (digital 
recording, transcripts of interviews, etc.) as part of their permanent collection and that these 
materials will only be used for scholarly, educational, and/or land management purposes. 

_______    I hereby grant to Keala Pono and the client the right to use the property that is the product of my 
participation (e.g., my interview, written materials, and any other materials I provide) for 
the Assessment as stated above. By giving permission, I understand that I do not give up 
any copyright or performance rights that I may hold. 

________    I also grant to Keala Pono and the client my consent for any photographs provided by me or 
taken of me in the course of my participation in the Assessment to be used, published, and 
copied by Keala Pono and/or the client and its assignees in any medium for purposes of the 
Assessment. 

________    I agree that Keala Pono and the client may use my name, photographic image, biographical 
information, statements, and voice reproduction for this Assessment without further 
approval on my part. 

_______    If transcriptions are to be included in the report, I understand that I will have the opportunity to 
review and edit my transcripts to ensure that they accurately depict what I meant to convey. 
I understand I have the power to delete any information I deem too sensitive and/or too 
personal for publication from the transcript. I also understand that if I do not return the 
revised transcripts after two weeks from the date of receipt, my signature below will 
indicate my release of information for the draft Assessment, although I will still have the 
opportunity to make revisions during the draft review process. 

________    I further understand that not giving my consent to any portion of the above listed items will not 
prevent my mana‘o being included in the Assessment. For example, I may decline Keala 
Pono or their client permission to use my photographic image or biographical information 
but by signing this Consent Form, still grant my permission for my mana‘o to be included 
in the text of the Assessment. 

By signing this consent form, I am acknowledging that I have been informed about the purpose of this 
Assessment, the procedure, how the data will be gathered, and how the data will be used. I understand that 
my participation is strictly voluntary, and that I may withdraw from participation at any time without 
consequence.  
___________________________________________________________________________________ 
Interviewee Signature                          Date 
__________________________________________________________________  
Print Name                          Phone 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
Address                            

Thank you for participating in this valuable study. 
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Transcript Release 

 I, _______________________, am a participant in the Cultural Impact Assessment for the relocation of 
four deep wells to above ground facilities at United States Army Schofield Military Reservation 
(herein referred to as “the project”) and was interviewed for the Assessment. I have reviewed the 
transcripts of the interview and agree that the transcript is complete and accurate except for those matters 
delineated below under the heading “CLARIFICATION, CORRECTIONS, ADDITIONS, 
DELETIONS.”  

I agree that Keala Pono Archaeological Consulting and/or Element Environmental LLC (the client), 
may use and release my identity, biographical information, and other interview information, for the 
purpose of including such information in a report to be made public, subject to my specific objections, to 
release as set forth below under the heading “OBJECTIONS TO RELEASE OF INTERVIEW 
MATERIALS.” 

  

  

CLARIFICATION, CORRECTIONS, ADDITIONS, DELETIONS: 

  

  

  

  

OBJECTIONS TO RELEASE OF INTERVIEW MATERIALS:  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
___________________________________________________________________________________ 
Interviewee Signature                           Date 

  

___________________________________________________________________________________  
Print Name                          Phone 

___________________________________________________________________________________ 
Address                            

Thank you for participating in this valuable study. 
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TALKING STORY WITH 
ERIC BURCH (EB) and GINGER BURCH (GB) 
Oral History for the Schofield Deep Wells Project by Gina McGuire (GM) 
For Keala Pono [August 29, 2025] 

GM: So to start, if you can both tell me a little bit about yourself, where you were born, 
grew up and went to school. 

EB: My name is Eric Burch. I was born in Seattle, Washington. I moved here when I 
was eight and I’ve been here ever since.  

GM: Nānākuli? 

EB: Oh yeah, I’ve been, I was raised in Nānākuli with my grandma Louisiana Noa. And 
my parents. And I graduated Nānākuli High School. 

GB: And my name is Ginger Burch. I was born in Maui. In Lāhainā and then I was 
adopted by my grandmother. So I moved here to Oʻahu and lived in Nānākuli and went 
and attended Nānākuli High School. 

GM: Awesome. Do you guys want to share a little bit more about ʻohana background 
or anything like? 

EB: Her grandma... [Laughter] 

GB: My family come from a long line of women who were midwives back in the days, 
so the family land that we have in Lāhainā has um, a heiau on it that is now protected 
by the federal government underneath the NIFA law. So, but it, got affected by the fire, 
so no matter the house but still get the heiau, it’s thriving it has the vines growing back 
on them. We don’t know where the vines come from. Nobody knows where it comes 
from, but it comes from there, and in there we was told that Uncle Eddie Kamai who is 
the, Sons of Hawaiʻi, right? His tūtū lady is buried in there and with her she was buried 
with her ʻukulele and her ipu and all her music that she made. Back in the day, and she 
was the midwife. 

GM: Wow. Wow. 

EB: You have to talk about your grandma. Your grandma got us all into this stuff. 

GB: And so now today we have, like my grandma Alice Ululani Greenwood was the 
historian for our family. So she’s the one who gathered all our genealogy and our 
storyline from our Ttūtū lady down to her. 

EB: And then she got us involved with all this. Cultural stuff and Schofield and Garcia 
and Associates and Windy [McElroy of Keala Pono], that’s how we met Windy. 
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GM: Oh, cool. Can you talk a little bit more about your relationship to either this area 
or the area in question or your time as cultural monitors, anything like that? How you 
gained knowledge of these areas? 

EB: [Looking at map]. This area, we have never been to. The areas we worked on were 
the impact range, so yeah. This is outside of Wheeler, so who knows what you will find? 
It’s all like new ground for us. It might have been pre-disturbed, but we don’t know how 
far disturbed they disturbed it. 

GM: Yeah. 

EB: Besides, they making the highway, probably driving all over it and stuff. No, this 
is new. And what we found well, well, from experience what we found out was, every 
property, the military occupy, I mean it’s kind of good because you find stuff, whether 
it be glass or glass bottles or Hawaiian artifacts, maybe iwi. Who knows, you never 
know. But most of the property that we’ve been on, that military control, which is good, 
I kind of like it as a line because if there were any control of it. there are greedy 
Hawaiians that like to sell stuff and make money. I mean like for me, I would rather 
have it on the base and protected and that way Bishop Museum cannot rent them out to 
other countries. No, it’s not to go touring around the world. It’s supposed to stay in 
Hawaiʻi. 

GM: How long were you guys cultural monitors? Or are you guys still doing? 

EB: Off and on. Yeah. When there’s work, we go. 

GB: From 2010, we started. 

EB: Actually 2007, when we started back with Garcia and Associates then we worked 
all the way to the last one up there, so. I think that project ended, 2010 then I went back, 
2012 and that’s with the Army Corps archaeologist, Gilda them.  

BB: No, they’re with the ʻkine, University of Hawaiʻi. 

EB: Yeah. 

GB: The one that does the curation on Schofield? 

GM: Okay. 

EB: Yeah, we were with them in their firehouse. Yeah, I was. I got picked to go walking 
all over that area and get all in there. We went in the trenches but it was all in the rivers. 
And yeah, we were hiking all over that place. The areas we couldn’t hike when we were 
cultural monitors, areas we weren’t allowed, we were allowed to go through. So yeah, 
we went through all the river streams and... 
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GB: But we also had the help of that book called Sites of Hawaiʻi. Yeah. So in that 
book, it talks about Schofield and the many stories that they have, so they have the story 
of where they found concentration of people that was living there. They found like 
remnants of the loʻi. 

EB: House sites... 

GB: Poi pounders. 

EB: It was already pre-discovered but yeah. We discovered it again because it got 
covered up by dirt and the construction guys were grubbing we were, “Hey wait, stop.” 
“That’s a rock,” the guys said. “Hold up. Hold up. Wait a minute.” Then we just started 
following it, “Okay. We cannot put nothing over here now.” And they had to go change 
and then back to the drawing board. Change the project site, move it down like maybe 
200 feet and then they start it over there and then, “Hold up. Wait a minute. I think this 
is the other half of that site up there.” And then they’re like. We’re running because it 
was on a, it’s on a plateau like a finger and they’re running out of space. So they ended 
up with whatever targets they were setting up, almost to the end of that plateau. And 
then they, hey, they bark back. They’re mad, but too bad so sad. We win, you lose. 
That’s the way it went. And whatever we said, that’s what the commander of the base, 
said “Whatever they say goes, they say you got to move, you’re going to move it. You 
got to re-design. 

GM: That’s good. 

GB: Yeah, which they did.  

EB: They would talk back, but they still would... 

GB: They still went listen and move the... and then redid the whole thing. 

EB: Well, this is normal. People going grumble. You know what I mean? We measured 
it all out for you. And we... “Shut up. Send the survey guy back out there. We survey 
again and then redraw you.” [Laughter] 

GB: So my grandmother went and brought the Sites of Hawaiʻi book and had the 
commander read it because, so it talks about all of this side and then how it connects to 
Wahiawā? Yeah, so. 

EB: Yeah, he kind of, we had a meeting with him after he went through the book and 
we had dinner out with him. And he was like. Okay, this is gonna be a long run. So 
yeah, whatever day. Whatever you guys want. You just tell them and they can tell me 
and I’ll tell them whatever they said, you do. So they’re all cool. Whenever they would 
change over command would get to meet the new, new guy in charge and yeah. They’re 
nice guys, I mean. Negotiable.  
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Then we had Aunty, which was his liaison for the Hawaiians, for us, I’m not sure she 
still works there, but she wear plenty hats too. But she was the one, “Hey, whatever they 
say. And I can grumble with the Hawaiians, even though I one Hawaiian, I not going 
grumble.” But yeah, we usually, yeah, you find a lot of artifacts. Yeah. Who knows 
what you’ll find there? To me, it’s been undisturbed. So. 

GM: Yeah, that’s one of the questions is, do you think there’s any Native Hawaiian or 
historical sites in that area? 

GB: Could be. 

EB: You never know. 

GB: Could be, because, you know, McAllister was the archaeologist back in the days. 
Whatever he found was documented already. 

EB: Right down the road, couple of days ago, a skull popped up. 

GB: But if that was our iwi kupuna, you wouldn’t have the skull intact like that. 

EB: It would be fragmented. 

GM: So it’s more modern? 

GB: Recent. Because he was the one that he was, the one who found the bones out in 
Schofield. 

EB: Remember I was telling you, I was with one of the archaeologists, her husband was 
working for JPAC and he came out for JPAC to help identify these bone fragments and 
that’s how we were taught to identify human from animal bones. Human, if it’s over a 
hundred years old, there’ll be, will still be the bone. Partial hard bone but most of it will 
be fibers. Animal bone, just gonna be the bone.  

GB: And these, by touch, it was turning to dust. 

GM: Oh wow. 

GB: So you had to really protect them. 

EB: How can I describe it? Like a flaky pastry. You know how you break it open and 
how it has those layers? Just imagine gray fiberistic layers like that. So he that’s how 
we learned what was human and what was animal, like he goes, “This is animal.” And 
he brought some, he goes, “See the animal? This is 150-year-old animal bone which is 
still solid. And this is your 150-year-old human bone. So you can see the difference.” 
How the human bone breaks down a lot different than animal. 

GB: But it was funny because before they found the bones up at Schofield, he was 
having re-occurring dreams about girls, little ones, little ones in his dreams. Talking to 
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him, calling him, but he don’t remember the dream. He only remember, get two girls 
and I don’t know if they were playing. He goes, “I never stay for look.” [Laughter] 

EB: My dream was, we was up there. I was watching them bulldoze and then these girls 
playing on the opposite side of the, where they were grubbing. But I couldn’t see their 
faces so I didn’t think nothing of it. And then one day. I was sitting there at the end, so 
in front of the chief. And the dozer went there. He was, not scraped, but he clawed, put 
the claw in the bottom and he went by me and he’s like, maybe a foot from the edge. 
He went past and I was like, “What is that, that just rolled out?” And I was like, the 
UXO guys are supposed to jump in first to check and I stood by the edge, and I went, “I 
think you guys need to come. I think we need to stop.” So he went all the way to the 
end. He turned around and he, when he turned around with the dozer, I was like, “Stop.” 
I said, “Stop. Turn off your machine. I think we found bones.” So they scanned it, kind 
of scanned that area to make sure there wasn’t no UXOs in the area and they said, “Okay, 
you’re cleared.” So I jumped down, and I’m looking at it, and I’m on my knees, right. 
“This site is over with.” This is when I got to call all these guys. They all came and they, 
we were all looking at the book. And then I was like, well, that was the first initial one. 
But as to those are drug and he was clawing, I followed that path and then I found teeth. 
Human molars, you know, like. And then after that, I was like, “Okay, this is definitely 
human, guys, this is not animal teeth. This is molars.”  

GB: The operator, jumped up and goes, “Hawaiian, I not going die, ah, today?” “No 
worry, no worry. You’re good, you not going die today.” ’Cause he worked on that 
highway, the Kāneʻohe one, you know the history? And he seen guys die ’cause the, 
they when touch the heiau. 

EB: “Oh, brah, no bad juju yeah?” 

GB: [Laughter] 

EB: Take your boom. Take your boom in your machine, sweep off all the dirt from ’em, 
brah. All the dirt gonna come off your machine. So yeah, there’s a whole trail. But most 
of that they were picking up and taking on the main road. So we shifted the whole road 
and we found more. The pieces that rolled out were like, the bigger pieces. So. The way 
I think it was, they was sitting cramped up.  

GB: So even after that never have the...  

EB: Well, what rolled out was the hip, was the hip bone. While they was scraping and 
loading in the trucks and dumping it on the road, we have to go shift that whole thing. I 
say maybe quarter mile, what the piles of dirt, and the road. and we found, yes, we found 
more bone fragments and teeth and more bones and more bone, like... 

GB: But never come too late until he had the dream. So it was like, he goes, “Why you 
chose me?” [Laughter] 
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EB: At the end of the day, since it’s all red, the, at the end of the day, after sifting, we 
all came back to the CP. And we look like Native Indians, covered red dirt, face, hands, 
clothes, red dirt. From sifting out there all day long. 

GB: I mean, we had fun because we finally had something to do. The archs had 
something to do, right? 

EB: Then we could look for, actually look for stuff. You know what I mean? 

GB: And then we were kind of trying to look for artifacts too to see if there were signs 
for us to see, but not really, never really have anything until he goes. “No, the only thing 
that we see was me having that dream. I told you guys.” 

GM: How far is that from this area [pointing at map]? 

GB: Oh, that’s, that’s Schofield side. That’s all the way.  

EB: That’s right over this mountain. It’s pretty far away. Yeah, but you never know. I 
mean, most of the military installations, I guarantee you when they built it... if they 
found something, “Just cover it up.” 

GB: So with the wizards, right, the one that they got on California Ave. in Wahiawā.  

EB: Oh the rocks, the healing rocks? 

GB: The healing rock that’s supposed to be for Kūkaniloko? So they didn’t find the 
rocks over there though, around that area.  

EB: Yeah, one was there and the other one they took there and then they took it back. 
One at Kūkaniloko and one at the edge of the street. The one at the edge of the street 
was the one they took that they took to that Hindu... 

GB: On California Ave. 

EB: It was a big hooha. Tom Lenchanko he went over there, he broke in, busted the 
concrete and... 

GB: I not sure if they took out the two rocks but I know for sure they cemented the two 
rocks in. Because one’s supposed to one wahine and the other one’s supposed to be 
male.  

EB: They took the one from the Hindu place back to Kūkaniloko.  

GB: So OHA went over there and dig it out but we don’t know where they put it. 

EB: Supposedly put it back by Kūkaniloko somewhere.  
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GB: But the fear was if they put the rock over there at Kūkaniloko might be too 
powerful, that was back then, right? ’Cause the wizards was the one, that’s what they 
called ’em back in the days. They were the overseers of this sacred place because in the, 
I don’t know if it’s Kauaʻi, is it Kauaʻi that has another Kūkaniloko?  

EB: I think so. 

GB: The story goes that the wizard came from another island and when they traveled 
here, because they traveled at night, they didn’t make it in time, ’cause they ended up 
in Wahiawā. And in the river they were stuck there ’cause they turned to stone when the 
sun comes up. Then this old man, who always went in the river, he always cleaned up, 
and that was our good friend, that was his grandfather, he would hear somebody calling 
out, “Help! Help, help.” So he would go over to the two rocks that was there. And he’s 
like, “Man, I’m crazy. I’m crazy, you know?” And then he kept going back to the river 
and the voice kept calling him, calling him. And then it was telling him to put them on 
his truck. So he did. He didn’t know how he was going to do it, but I guess they when 
help him because he ended up having it on his truck and he moved it. He moved it to 
Kūkaniloko because that’s what they when ask for. So when he put it over there, then 
all of a sudden it had, they regained their strength. They had healing powers over there. 
So the four sisters at that time owned that area where you get Kūkaniloko. They seen 
all the miracles happen.  

So back in the days, you know, a miracle happened, that bad juju, right? There’s no 
possible way that these two rocks can heal people. So they condemn that place. They 
locked it down. And what they did was they removed those two rocks because they said 
the rocks don’t belong there and they put it at California Ave. But that’s before. Yeah, 
that was before the Hindu church was even built. California Ave. back then was just 
bushes. So they would separate them. But back in the days, I think they knew what they 
were doing. They just didn’t like all that attention over there. Yeah, but the next day, 
the rock would go back. Yeah, the two rocks. And then one day, he took back the rocks 
and they cemented them so it couldn’t move. But when they did that, the other rock 
broke off. So we kind of thought maybe she was pregnant at that time and that’s why 
she came there. But they were the protectors of Kūkaniloko on the other island. And 
they were to come here for take care of this one too. But they never made it. All of that 
is related to where that stay, so there might be something related but I don’t know. But 
I can see how that can... on Wheeler side there’s not too much stories of historical things 
that we know of, especially in this area. But you know, back then human contact here 
was... 

EB: Because it could have been pretty disturbed because of the freeway. When you go 
to construction sites, the construction site is a little bit bigger than what it, what they’re 
actually working in. 

GM: So it sounds like maybe potential for iwi... 

EB: Yeah, you never know. 
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GB: Potential, yeah. 

GM: And for pōhaku that don’t want to be moved.  

GB: Oh, yeah. 

EB: Or maybe artifacts, maybe. Up at Schofield was like, there’s a lot of game 
implements. Like sling stones, ʻulu maikas, we found um... 

GB: And the poi pounders was made different, too. It wasn’t like poi pounding type. 

EB: They’re more sacrificial. 

HB: Yeah, it’s way different than poi pounding, yeah. 

EB: The ones that we found up there were more fragile, made a much fragile rock, not 
the basalt. 

GB: And I think it was used more for ceremony purposes because like, it kind of looked 
like it was probably like a training range too back in the days. 

EB: Like I said, my brother found one made of coral. That was the first coral poi pounder 
I ever saw. Yeah, but it was in two pieces, but the two pieces matched. 

GM: They used to belong together. Wow. You mentioned there’s a community garden 
nearby? 

EB: Yeah, right below it. Towards Milani is that community garden. That’s this 
[pointing at map]. I think it’s this one and this one, both of these [pointing at parcels on 
map]. 

GM: Do you know what they’re growing there or? 

EB: Filipinos, they grow everything. Squash. Banana. Yeah. I think they’re both 
community gardens and then this area on the bottom is a ranch. 

GB: Was that plantation before? 

EB: I wouldn’t doubt it. All pineapple probably or sugar, who knows? 

GM: Do you guys know what might have been there traditionally for Native Hawaiian 
practices linked to natural resources from that area? 

GB: No, not in that area. No. 

EB: Yeah. 
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GM: And then do you think the wells would harm any culturally significant resources 
in the area or prevent access to anything? 

EB: No, it’s all underground. I think when they, when they go in, just, cap the top and... 
go down a little ways and cap it and then backfill it. I don’t really think they’re going to 
destroy the well on the bottom because it still has water in it. So they’ll probably go 
down maybe halfway down the cylinder and then cap it off and backfill.  

GM: Is the water quality a cultural or community concern that folks are worried about?  

EB: Well, that side, yeah. They say our water come from that way, but I know for damn 
sure it comes from up here. Because, I seen that Board of Water Supply. 

GB: I guess for us it doesn’t concern, not too concerning, because we’re not like 
Lāhainā. Lāhainā, talk about contamination. That’s the kind, contaminated, you know? 
Yeah, they always had, like chlorine in the water. That’s regular chlorine coming out of 
your sink. 

EB: You ever go to Maui and you go to the beach and you turn on their water, you can 
smell it. 

GB: Yeah, you can smell the chlorine. And it’s been like that for years. You have to 
boil the water there. But here, on this island, no more, it’s been good. And our water 
does come from on that side. So it’s been pretty good so far. I mean, eventually if we 
get more and more complexes being built, high-rises being built, eventually we’re going 
to get contamination. Or chemicals and stuff. Yeah, that could be possible, too. That 
might be the happening over there. Yeah. 

EB: Yeah, I don’t know why they put fuel tanks out there above the water aquifer. 

GB: That would be concerning over here, but we gotta remember too, Wahiawā is both 
brackish and fresh. I mean, they’re both salt and fresh, yeah. 

EB: No, no. Dirt, water and regular water. [Laughter] 

GB: Oh, yeah. Up there no more ocean, they only get river.  

GM: Was real brown, that water when I drove by. 

GB: ’Cause it’s dry. It’s only ’cause it’s dry. And right there too, is all dirt.  

EB: Yeah, it’s all the red dirt. That’s why it’s all red, the water. But they have trout in 
there. That’s Lake Wilson, that. And it’s close by to here. Got Samoan crabs in there. 
Got crawfish or some mud bugs, mud bugs in there. Can eat ’em. I’ve fished in there 
for the trout, but we usually throw ’em back ’cause it’s small. 

GM: Just for fun? 
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EB: Yeah. Catch ’em for the hell of it. Throw back. But there’s crawfish in there, 
crayfish. I’m pretty sure there’s prawns. The State, DLNR goes up there and fills it up. 

GM: Replenish? 

EB: Yeah. They raise ’em and then.  

GM: Interesting. So plenty water up there. Is there anything that they can do to lessen 
their negative impacts on culturally significant resources or protect native Hawaiian 
rights for that area? 

EB: Yeah, just don’t give the land back to the Hawaiians. 

GB: [Laughter] What was the question again? 

EB: [Laughter] I just trying for be honest. 

GB: What was the question again? 

GM: What could be done to lessen the damage to any culturally significant resources, 
or to protect ... 

GB: Ah, like how you doing right now, letting, informing the people that knows about 
it, you know? You connected with a lot of good people in the community that knows 
that their Hawaiian cultures anyway, so. 

EB: Yeah, like Tom Lenchanko, he knows a lot about Wahiawā. 

GB: Yeah, that this is his, Wahiawā, and he does, he knows all the stories and you can 
look them up in the Sites of Waiʻanae, and they don’t, they don’t, they no longer make 
anymore.  

GM: The book that you showed me? 

GB: They don’t make that book anymore but if you research McAllister, he was the first 
archaeologist slash military person that went around the island and seen all these places 
and documented. He was a good record keeper but then yet we really don’t know either, 
you know. 

EB: Yeah, we tried to go out and look for some of the sites and... 

GB: It’s really hard because his time and our time, things probably even changed. 

EB: Yeah. 

GM: The way they did maps too, you try to match them up and it’s like...  

EB: Too bad couldn’t just go back in time and give him a digital GPS. 
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GB: Back then Wahiawā was flat land so if you think about it, probably was using them 
for plantation use, mostly. So it probably was pre-disturbed before, but we don’t know 
how, what else is going.  

GM: That is one of the questions, is how the area has changed overtime. 

GB: Oh yeah, it probably changed over time and now that, our island is cluttered with 
people and all these ways. Oh man, I can imagine the change that would happen and 
what would grow or what never grow. I don’t know if they don’t find any of Hawaiian 
artifacts or anything, but it could be a possibility. Or could be dated back to plantation 
but that’s still something. 

EB: Like the glass bottles. 

GB: That’s still good to know. Because that’s still part of our history, anyway, that’s 
when we started to develop our own stability as our people.  

GM: So probably a big agricultural shift in the area. You kind of already touched on 
this with the two pōhaku coming from Kauaʻi. But if there’s any moʻolelo or mele, oli 
for the area that we should know? 

GB: There probably is. I wouldn’t know. I’m surprised Uncle never share with you that. 

GM: Little bit, yeah.  

GB: That was the most significant time was when they had the story of Kūkaniloko. 
Because it seems like Kūkaniloko is the piko of the island, yeah? Of this island and the 
other islands and how we all tie in together. But Wahiawā always going to be the middle 
of the island anyways, and in the middle of the island, you can imagine, what if they 
gave birth there? Then what if they had stillborn? Because only chosen people could 
give birth at Kūkaniloko, not anybody. It wasn’t made for commoners. If you had 
commoners that was living outside the village around here [pointing at map]. You could 
possibly find bones. Because back then, you had to give birth at home, so if you had a 
stillborn, you can bury in place. So I would say that every place that anybody dig on the 
island will have the potential of having some kind of kūpuna iwi or some kind of story 
behind it. But because of over time and over time we get... 

EB: You can never tell her you won’t find iwi because they didn’t map it back then. It 
was, “Oh, he died over there. Scrape his bones, wrap him up in some lauhala. We go 
bury you right there. And we go put rock.” And then over time, over time, somebody 
moves the rock and then, “What happened to the rock that was over there?” “Oh it’s on 
my wall now.” “You remember where you when get that rock from? ’Cause we when 
put...” “Oh no, it’s from over there somewhere.” [Laughter] It could be anymore. 

GB: But not too much stories from over there that we know. That connects to that place.  
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GM: And then are there any other cultural concerns that the community might have 
related to cultural practices in the area?  

GB: Oh yeah. A lot. You know, well, like you said, there’s probably, they build on ’em 
so they probably found something back in the day. I wouldn’t doubt it if you find 
something today.  

EB: You never know. 

GB: I would just safely say, especially for the Hawaiian community, there’s a possibility 
that might have had something there that’s significant or ties to us as being here.  

EB: Or historical. 

GB: That wasn’t noted in any of the stories.  

EB: Or back when they started this project.  

GB: Sometimes I think, for us as Hawaiians, or any culture, even white culture, any type 
of culture, back in the days the kūpunas, or the elders of the ʻohana was the ones that 
did the bookkeeping and of course when they pass on they take the books. And they 
have the books buried with them. So most of the history goes with them. 

EB: We don’t know why they would do that.  

GB: But back in their time it was probably, they was going through one rough time and 
the kings was trying to take over, you know? And when I die, I’m going to take it with 
me. Or I don’t wat to pass it on to my kids because that might be a burden. You know 
back then they thought about having burdens. 

GM: Kuleana. 

GB: Yeah.  

EB: Why I going burden my kids with this? 

GB: Because their manaʻo, their spirit, everything go inside because majority of the 
time as Hawaiians we get hit in dreams and stuff like that. So you going eventually find 
out all that manaʻo.  

EB: And then you might misinterpret it. 

GB: You not going want to share it because you don’t want to pass it. Or it might not 
come out the way that we should be understanding. Might be misinterpreted, 
misconstrued. And their language, how we know what they saying if we no more that 
language, you know what I mean? And they probably write ’em in in Hawaiian or one 
language, and how we know that translator is right? How you know?  
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EB: Hawaiian language changed over the years. The dialects.  

GM: For sure. So, don’t know what we might find, yeah? And then my last question is, 
is there anyone else that I should talk story with? 

EB: You talked to the right guy. I mean, he’s a, he’s a, don’t get me wrong, I like Tom 
Lenchanko.  

GB: What about Mark? That guy from OHA? Not Mark. Oh, Kai Markel. He works 
with OHA. He’s a lawyer. 

EB: Really cool, down to earth.  

GB: He has a lot of stories. So much manaʻo. And that was my grandma’s protégé, he 
would follow my grandma, take her all over to these meetings.  

EB: Yeah, he’s the coolest guy. 

GB: Yeah, he and my grandma was like two peas in a pod.  

GM: Okay, well thank you guys so much, I really appreciate your time.  

[Conversation continues]. 
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TALKING STORY WITH 
NOELANI DEVINCENT (ND) 
Oral History for the Schofield Deep Wells Project by Gina McGuire (GM) 
For Keala Pono [September 12, 2025] 

GM: Okay, if you can start with background information about yourself, where you 
grew up, and any family background. Oh, and if you can state your name, that would be 
great.  

ND: So Noelani DeVincent, D-E capital V-I-N-C-E-N-T. I am... I was born and raised 
in Wahiawā. I’m still in Wahiawā. This is where I grew up as well. I attended elementary 
and intermediate in Wahiawā. I went to Kaʻala Elementary. I went to Wahiawā 
Intermediate. It was Wahiawā Middle, like it is now. But I went to— I didn’t go to 
Leilehua because I got into Kamehameha for high school. So I graduated from 
Kamehameha. I graduated ʻ89 from Kapālama campus. My family background, I am a 
fourth generation Wahiawā resident. I’m still living in the community. My kids are fifth 
generation and now I have a grandson. So we’re six generations tied into Wahiawā. I 
am the kumu hula of Nā Papa Hula o Noelani located in Wahiawā, founded since 
November 2021. I was a kumu for the Central District for the DOE for the Kumu, 
Kūpuna Hawaiian studies program for 15 years. I serviced Solomon Elementary, Kaʻala 
Elementary, and Mililani ʻIke Elementary. 

My association with the subject property, the place, would be that of Schofield, which 
its correct name is Līhu‘e, is part of Kūkaniloko, which entails 36,000 acres. Currently, 
I am the Pelekikena, the president of the Hawaiian Civic Club of Wahiawā, so our 
family is generational as part of the Hawaiian Civic Club. So I’m third generation 
Hawaiian Civic Club member as well. And our main kuleana is to protect Kūkaniloko, 
to be the voice of our kupuna mā, who are no longer here, but just to protect the site, 
including sites that not as readily accessible to us, which is like on Schofield, which is 
the correct name, Līhuʻe, or, you know, like other areas. So it’s actually mountain face 
to mountain face. Yeah, Waiʻanae mountain face all the way through the actual, like 
what people see as the five acres of Kūkaniloko, but it’s actually 36,000 acres. So it’s 
Waiʻanae mountain face all the way up to the Koʻolau mountain face is actually 
Kūkaniloko. The wells fall into this area for us. So do I know of any traditional, oh, yes, 
there are many Native Hawaiian and traditional sites in all of those areas. So Līhuʻe, 
Schofield has a lot of historic sites. So part of our relationship with the military is that 
we ask to access the sites just to practice cultural practices and make sure that the sites 
are okay. 

Do I think the proposed will project will harm any culturally significant resources in the 
area? I think for me, I don’t, like offhand, I don’t know exactly where this is, but because 
I’m not familiar where their wastewater treatment is, whatever. But I think for me, my 
main concern with any type of project, especially in... inaccessible areas to the public 
you know like for, I mean, I can get onto the base, you know what I mean, but it’s just 
not readily accessible. I think my main concern is like, when I kind of looked, I glanced 
over the project I had seen that there will be digging. So anytime that there’s any type 
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of digging that only concerns me because I’m thinking this is going to be like big areas 
that they’re digging. So my concern is that what if they come into, you know, iwi kūpuna 
or something like that. So any time you have to dig, those are the concerns, of course, 
naturally, right? So that that’s like, for me, one of my main concerns, I guess. Just 
making sure that there is a cultural monitor present, you know, as they’re digging and 
not just that they’re just going to dig, right? 

So I guess that kind of answers, I guess, if I think it will harm any cultural significant 
resources, you know, what could be done to lessen the damage? I think, like I said, 
having, whether it be a cultural monitor or somebody who is, you know, culturally 
sensitive to the construction that is happening, and that would be able to share reportings 
of the progress of the project with the local community members, like the Hawaiian 
Civic Club of Wahiawā, you know what I mean? Because that does concern the areas 
that we oversee, right? You know, so like, if there was like a cultural monitor or 
somebody present or reporting back saying, hey, we did phase one, we didn’t find any 
iwi kūpuna or, you know, nothing historic. I know because like on the way in past 
projects, they, you know, they come across, they come across like, you know, whether 
it be pōhaku or like, you know, poi pounders or ̒ ulu maika, you know, they just different 
artifacts, right? You know, so it would be nice if we could have like updated progress 
as it’s happening, you know, like, “Hey, we did phase one, which was the digging and 
we didn’t come across anything,” whatever, you know, like that would be because then 
that helps to create that trust in relationship, right, with the military and like the kānaka 
of the area kind of thing. Yeah. 

So are you aware of any other cultural concerns the community might have? I think I 
kind of covered its, yeah.  

GM: Transparency, having a cultural monitor present, like making sure... 

ND: Yeah, yeah. I think, and then... And do I know if any other kūpuna... Oh, sorry, 
number 12 is like kind of late, yeah, for the project? 

GM: No, that’s okay. It’s still helpful to know, if there’s other people. 

ND: No, I think you got a lot of the people. So like Uncle Tom, Aunty Jo Lin, they’re 
the ones like who I do a lot of... I work closely with them too, ‘cause all of our kuleana 
is kind of, well, we have similar kuleana. They’re in the kūpuna phase. I’m not in the 
kūpuna phase yet. But I hang out with the kūpuna because they get all the ̒ ike. But yeah, 
I think— so that’s kind of— that would be kind of my concern, I guess, you know, so.  

GM: Okay, that’s helpful. Did you have anything on the moʻolelo or mele, oli, that kind 
of manaʻo that you wanted to add? 

ND: Off the top of my head... I know that, so I know that there are, see, like I said, it’s 
hard ’cause I don’t know exactly what area in the way it is. It’s hard because it’s been 
restricted access for so long that it’s difficult to like... I don’t know what the right word 
is. There are moʻolelo of Kalākaua and his relationship with, you know, Schofield, I 
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mean, Līhuʻe, right? And then Liliʻuokalani has relationship to Līhuʻe. I just, I 
personally do not know the exact location of these, you know, moʻolelos that have 
happened. You know, and then there are like mele, but that has to do with like 
Haleʻauʻau, you know, Haleʻauʻau is important to us, but that’s like, that’s way up, you 
know, so I don’t, like I said, I don’t, I cannot foresee that the wells would be way that 
high up, so. 

GM: No, it’s not, yeah. 

ND: Yeah, yeah, so. But yeah, so that’s like the only kind of moʻolelo or anything that 
I know off the top of my head right now. Okay. Yeah. 

GM: Okay. That’s good to know of the aliʻi connections. And then I guess that last 
question is how the area’s changed? 

ND: Yeah. I mean, the area’s changed because there’s like thousands of houses now, 
you know? You know, it’s just, it’s, it’s like how everything, it’s how development 
changes everything, right? You know, there’s like houses, there’s way more buildings, 
there’s like training areas in parts of the ʻāina that they don’t belong, you know, it’s just. 
You know, and then… I get it that the tanks they want to like upgrade the systems, and 
stuff like that. But then it’s just another example of more development happening in 
these areas, right? You know, for example, there’s existing wells there and I don’t know 
if they looked to try to modernize the existing wells or did they just say scrap that and 
build a whole new one? You know, I didn’t mean like, I don’t know. Like, so the digging 
is what’s going to concern me, the ground disturbance and stuff like that, because, you 
know, in old Hawaiʻi, you were buried right there… and so it’s like, there’s like, yeah, 
very high probability that they’re gonna come across, whether it be iwi kūpuna or 
artifacts, you know, so that’s the kind of things that concern me and in ways have, that’s 
the kinds of like ways that the area has changed because, you know, it’s hard, right? 
Yeah. You try to keep up with modern times, so you have to develop, you know, and 
so. But, yeah, I mean, of course, if we had our way, nothing would happen, right? No 
digging, no nothing, you know, but that’s not the reality of where we are today in 
society, so. Did that answer that? 

GM: Yes, yeah, that’s helpful. That’s helpful. Especially when breaking ground will be 
important to have that communication and monitoring. Okay, well, you went through 
that on your own pretty fast! I basically didn’t have to do anything, so I really appreciate 
you running through those. I appreciate you giving me a call. 

ND: I have the questions right in front of me, so I’m trying to just go right down. 

GM: No, that’s perfect. Thanks so much, I’ll get this back to you as soon as I can.   
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TALKING STORY WITH 
JO LIN LENCHANKO KALIMAPAU (JK) 
Oral History for the Schofield Deep Wells Project by Gina McGuire (GM) 
For Keala Pono [September 6, 2025] 

GM: Okay. so what I’d like to do is to record you and I know you said you’re 
uncomfortable and I want to make sure you’re as comfortable as possible and if you’re 
not I can take notes but, um I have just 12 questions and if there’s anything you don’t 
know or you want to skip over we can do that but what I would do if you do allow me 
to record you would be to transcribe it and then I would give you back that and then you 
could review the transcript and you could take out or add anything and make changes. 

JK: Okay. Are you ready to start? 

GM: I am ready. Ready when you are. 

GM: Okay. My name is Jo Lin Lenchanko Kalimapau. I’m 75 years old. We moved to 
Wahiawā in 1959 as we became a state. We stayed in this area. My father just passed, 
we still live in this area. I went to school, high school, at Leilehua High School, class of 
’68. I did live in San Francisco for a couple of years and came back with my family. So 
I’ve been a member of the Hawaiian Civic Club of Wahiawā since 1994, for 30 years. 
And in 2000, I became the historian for the Hawaiian Civic Club, and I still am the 
historian. In 2011, I became the treasurer, and I’m still the treasurer. So, my brother 
Tom developed a 50-year place-based educational program, and Noelani and I continue 
that program through Kahuiʻao, those who enlighten. So we have escorted access now 
that we have been closed since 2020, April 1st, and we do not plan to open the gate to 
the public anytime in the near future. We host escorted access visits and we do protocol 
and a little bit about Kūkaniloko and the history back 2,000 years. I have been in the 
area. Before we had a freeway and we just had a two-lane highway. And so passing 
Wheeler every day was a normal thing for us. It was the only way to get to Wahiawā, 
where the stores were, and to get to town. 

GM: Awesome, thank you. Do you want to say anything more about your ʻohana or 
family background? 

JK: No, I think that’s enough. 

GM: Okay, all right. I know you mentioned Kūkaniloko, but can you share any ways 
that you’ve acquired special knowledge of the area or learned the cultural history? 

JK: Yes. A hundred years ago, The Daughters of Hawaiʻi, who were the granddaughters 
of the missionaries, obtained caretaking and stewardship of the property. In 1925, the 
families of Wahiawā and Waialua worked alongside The Daughters of Hawai‘i to take 
care, maintain, restore Kūkaniloko for 25 years. And then the war came. In the 
meantime, in 1935, Waialua became a civic club. In 1935, Wahiawā Hawaiian Civic 
Club, the families organized as a civic club started by Prince Kūhiō. In 1950, after the 
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war, transportation routes were damaged, and The Daughters of Hawaiʻi had difficulty 
coming out to central Oʻahu. So they officially declared the Wahiawā Civic Club as the 
stewards and guardians of Kūkaniloko. Then in 1959, we became a state. In 1960, those 
same families of Wahiawā reorganized to the Hawaiian Civic Club of Wahiawā. This 
year, we celebrate 100 years since we... began restoration of Kūkaniloko and 75 years 
as the official guardians of Kūkaniloko. And we also celebrate our 65th anniversary. 

GM: Wow. 

JL: And we celebrate one last living member who has been a member for 65 years. She’s 
95 years now, and this year we honor her. 

GM: Wow, that’s amazing. 

JK: Families in Wahiawā are close. Everybody’s close. When they move away and they 
ask permission to have escorted access, they give us their little history about growing 
up and going to ‘Iliahi or Helemano School and whatever and they always want to come 
back. And when they do, they want to pay their respects to Kūkaniloko. So it’s ongoing. 

GM: I was telling Uncle Tom, but I was like, I would love to come back. you know, 
spend some time— I had never been there before, and so I was like... 

JK: We could do escorted access for you. 

GM: Yeah, that would be amazing. 

JK: I think your whole team should come out. We had people that wanted to do a movie. 
We denied them because we are registered with the state commission to not issue any 
permits for any kind of audio, video recording of any kind. Professional or non-
professional. So we did host their team. Everybody came out that’s making the movie. 
They were sad that they couldn’t make it part of their movie, but they came to do 
protocol and to understand why we cannot give them permission to videotape and, just 
to reveal too much of the secrets or to even let anyone see in a different way. So they 
were great, though. They ended up coming back and helping us on a work day. 

GM: Oh, that’s good. 

JK: So we’d be happy to host your archaeologists and your team. I don’t know how 
many before you begin Wheeler, because Wheeler is part of the 36,000 acres of 
Kūkaniloko. I don’t know if Tom showed you a map. Did he show you the map of the 
36,000 acres? 

GM: No, I don’t think so. 

JK: Okay, you can go to our website, kukaniloko.org, and on the main homepage, a little 
bit down, it’ll show you a map that was done in 1929 by Territorial Surveyors, and 30 
years before we became a state. But the kūpuna that were alive then, they demarcated 
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through trees and stones and whatever their way of finding, so they did mark out the 
darkened area, and that darkened area is, all different kinds, different people have 
measured. We’ve gone as high as 52,000 acres, but it encompasses the 36,000 acres that 
are Kūkaniloko, which go from the rim of the mountaintop on Wai‘anae, across the 
Leleihua Plains, up to the rim of the Koʻolau Mountain Range. So it does include part, 
if not all, of Wheeler Air Force Base and Schofield. Schofield sits 17,000 acres sits on 
Līhu‘e, which is where all of the royalty lived. 

GM: By Kūkaniloko, by using that name, do you mean... 

JK: Yes, Puʻuhonua o Kūkaniloko, Kalana, Līhu‘e, Wahiawā, Halemano. Those three 
places that exceed 36,000 acres. That’s Kūkaniloko. Not the five acres that everybody 
trying to break the chain to get into. 

GM: People are trying to break in to get over there? 

JK: Yeah. People are crazy. 

GM: Wow. 

JK: The area there, the five acres, is the heart of Kūkaniloko, Kapu Ahuʻawa, where the 
aliʻi were born. Governor Ige, April 1st, 2020, gave an order to close all public places. 
So we ran and shut the gate and put a chain on it.  

GM: Well, that’s more aligned with, like, how the area might have been managed 
traditionally, I would think. 

JK: Traditionally? No one could go there. And no common person could go within the 
36,000 acres. It was guarded on all borders by Na Koa. If you dared to cross, it would 
be the end. That’s how it was guarded in ancient times. No common people come within 
the 36,000 acres. That was the learning place of our Aliʻi. That’s where they learned to 
be warriors. They learned about the constellations, the rising of the sun, the moon, the 
stars, planets, and direction and resources. And it went all the way to Wheeler. It’s 
including all where the Wheeler, Helemano, Schofield, all those places are a key part of 
the ancient times. Līhuʻe was the royal center where Aliʻi ruled the island from.  

GM: Definitely a special site. Um do you know of any traditional sites or Native 
Hawaiian sites that are located within that parcel that we should be aware of, like do not 
disturb or anything like that be careful around? 

JK: You could probably get a satellite photo of Wheeler, to identify all the sites that 
have already been archaeologically discovered. 

GM: Okay, so they should have that. It’s on their radar. 

JK: They’re all numbers. They have, some of them have names, some of them are... 
Haleʻauʻau is massive, and it’s massive, acres and acres and acres like Kūkaniloko, but 
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it’s up closer to the mountain. It’s a place that they would be able to observe the solstice 
and the summer and the winter solstices and the equinoxes. It was especially for the 
equinox because it’s way up high in the mountain where you could watch the sun go 
through that particular place.  

GM: Wow. 

JK: On Monday if I find any specific sites in the area where I will let you know. 

GM: Okay. 

JK: It may be— I don’t know. I didn’t find that red spot when I was looking at the map, 
so I don’t know where exactly you are, but we’ll try to make sure that it’s not in the 
same place. And we’ll give a whistle if we find that there is. 

GM: Okay. It sounds like they’ve already identified quite a bit. My next question, 
you’ve already mentioned a little, but if there’s any traditional Native Hawaiian 
practices or beliefs connected to the natural resources of the area? 

JK: Uh, I don’t really... 

GM: It could be like gathering. It could be— we talked about the water before we 
started, anything like that. 

JK: Well, you know, it’s been restricted for so long, but we don’t— we’re not allowed 
to practice. And if there are practices, there aren’t very many people who know about 
them, because we couldn’t go in and do it anyway. We go up the mountains. We’ve 
been going for the last 30 years. with whoever would escort us up there. There’s places 
we found, there’s things that we’ve done, but you can’t regularly access.  

GM: Yeah. That, I think that’s a really great segue into the, my next question is if you 
think the proposed well project will harm culturally significant, significant resources or 
prevent access to those resources. So I think what you just said about access is really 
interesting. 

JK: Yes. Our access is, our access is escorted access only. We’re never allowed to drive 
in. In Wheeler, there is one major place that we visit, and we visit it as often as we can. 
This is not more than what’s in here. And we monitor what’s happening and how the 
land changes around it and so forth. So they allow us to do that. It’s not something you 
can just pack up a bunch of people, go up and clean. It’s something you have to know 
way ahead of time. And then you can say, we’re going to do this, so we need to have 
this done and also. And that’s just one site. But this is a Kaʻananiʻau site, which is a 
major marker. So it is important. It has the respect of the Army, so they work with us 
when they can. They don’t do any projects around it. They ask us first. And the last time 
we went up there in ’24, the mountain was sliding down. It was always in a real 
precarious place. 
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GM: Could you share a little more about Kaʻananiʻau? 

JK: Modern leaders, chiefs, they use ahupuaʻa to divide districts. When it was 
established by Maʻilikūkahi, he was the eighth aliʻi to be born at Kūkaniloko, and he 
divided the land by Kaʻananiʻau. So there are specific stones and specific names and 
specific positions that are only known by a handful of people. And when we know that 
it’s being threatened, then we speak up. Otherwise, it’s not to be revealed. 

GM: Got it. My next question is really just, what would you like to see them do to lessen 
damage to culturally significant resources or to protect Native Hawaiian rights in the 
area? 

JK: That’s a loaded question. 

GM: It is a loaded question. 

JK: Yeah. And that’s what our study is about, so. 

GM: Okay. So coming soon. 

JK: It’ll be the same as everyone else says, and it’ll just be another statement, the same 
thing. We need to have regular access. So we can clean, so we can pray, so we can take 
care of, and so we can be a part of our own history. 

GM: Yes. I appreciate your patience with me as I go through these questions. 

JK: Oh, that’s fine. 

GM: I appreciate it. Um, are you aware of any other cultural concerns that the 
community might have, that can be cultural practices or anything broader within, within 
these areas? 

JK: No, I am not aware. 

GM: Okay. And then are there any, moʻolelo or mele, oli, place names? You’ve shared 
quite a few already, but anything you want to add that we should be aware of for the 
area? 

JK: No, I have to, like I said, I have to go back to the map and find out exactly where 
you’re talking about. 

GM: Okay. I’ll ask them not to mark it in red next time because the roads are red too, 
so. 

JK: Oh, can you e-mail me that then? 

GM: Yeah, yeah, I can. 
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JK: Email me the map. That’s better. Then I can print it, enlarge it while I’m looking at 
it and figure out where it really is. 

GM: Okay. Yeah, I’ll do that right after this. 

JK: And that more or less would, so, for example, are you inside of the Wheeler gates? 

GM: I believe so. 

JK: Where the helicopters land and take off? Are you there? 

GM: I don’t know that. I’m not familiar enough with the, yeah, with the base to know 
that, but I can ask. I can ask. 

JK: But it is in a restricted area. 

GM: I believe so. 

JK: Yeah, once I get that map, I can look a little bit more and see if I can find anything 
in there. 

GM: Okay. And then I just have two more questions, but you know, growing up in the 
area, as you remember it, or maybe even as your dad remembered it, and any stories he 
may have shared, but how the area has changed in your memory? 

JK: The area of Wheeler. 

GM: It can be Wheeler or the broader, like Wahiawā area too. 

JK: Oh, it’s tremendously changed since we were young. Wheeler used to be Wheeler 
Air Force Base until the 1990s. So it was recognized by all the communities that 
Wheeler was Air Force, and Schofield was Army. And then Helemano was more Navy 
because they had the satellites and all that other stuff that they took care of. But there’s 
lots of change, and there’s no change. So it’s very difficult to sit and say that every 
improvement that has been made is for the better of the community. They try and they 
keep us in mind and they ask us before they do anything. So there hasn’t been much 
development inside of Wheeler that we have any say for, inside of Schofield, inside any 
base, they don’t ask us. Outside of the bases, they’ve just built the freeway, basically. 
My dad bought that house, our house, in 1959, because they promised that there would 
be a freeway that would take us to school. We had an elementary school where we lived, 
but we had to go to Wahiawā to go to intermediate and high school. Well, that freeway, 
we moved in 1959. I went to high school until 1968, and the freeway still was nowhere 
in sight. They talked about it, but they never built the freeway like they promised the 
people. So in 1968, when I graduated, they built Mililani. And then when Mililani was 
built, they needed a freeway. And then they finished the freeway project. It was their 
intention all along before we became, or as we became a state, to build that freeway, but 
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it never was accomplished. Not until after Mililani was built, or about to be built. We 
didn’t do freeway to school, we didn’t get on the highway on the bus, so.  

Those kind of things, it takes a lifetime to get a building, or a freeway, or a corner 
changed, or... artesian wells. That’s what my dad learned. You know, all the things in 
the promises for what was going to, some of the things still haven’t been done yet that 
they were, you know, told that what’s going to be done here is still not done. Let’s 
change leadership, change your mind, throw that away, draw another one. Another one 
comes along, throw that away. It’s the same story. Whatever level of government, it’s 
the same story. The person that follows changes everything the person before did. And 
then they’re ready, and they get out of office. Every level of government is like that, so. 
But we don’t have any problems with the people. Are the things they’re destroying, are 
they beyond repair or just too old? Is that why they changed to above ground? 

GM: I got to check in with them on that for why that change is happening. 

JK: Yeah. I’m just curious. 

GM: No, they’re good questions. Yeah. 

JK: The Brooks family, were there in the early ’60s when we became a state. It’s very, 
very kapu. You couldn’t go, you couldn’t go anywhere near. She had to come outside 
and wait on the highway for the bus, and then the bus would drop her on the highway 
and she could go back into the house. The Army or the Air Force, whoever’s in charge 
of that, arranged that with the bus company. The city bus would pick her up there. So 
that’s why we knew we’d ask her, “How come you live by yourself in the middle of 
nowhere?” 12 years old, you don’t know. And so she told us the story, why her dad was 
there and this kind of thing, so. 

GM: Yeah. And you said that the artesian water sources, that were there, that’s 
Kūkaniloko water? 

JK: No, Kūkaniloko doesn’t have water. 

GM: Oh, it doesn’t have water, right. Okay. 

JK: We don’t have water. All the water... okay, so I have a map of the islands and all 
the waterways that it had. And all the waterways went down to Puʻuloa, which is Pearl 
Harbor. Because Pearl Harbor was our breadbasket. So all the fresh water came down 
and met with the ocean water. And Pearl Harbor, you could— was waist deep. It was 
all marshland. You could grow taro. There was oysters. There was everything that 
people needed— fish spawn there, and the brackish water. And it was just everyone met 
there from all the places and helped work together and make food for the people.  

Pearl Harbor, Puʻuloa. The American government destroyed our breadbasket. All the 
rivers are rerouted. Then none of the rivers flow. If you go to the mountains, all the river 
bands are dry. Because they’ve rerouted them and rerouted them to build this 
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community, build that community, so nothing is natural. Water went from one side of 
the island, all the way across the middle and out in Mokuleʻia. It’s all messed up now. 
So everybody’s scrambling for water. They want to build places, but there’s no water 
source. And meanwhile, Kūkaniloko, the last 30 years I’ve been there, still don’t have 
a water source. So it’s a priority, I guess. Their priority is different. We’ve always been 
working on it, trying to get water out there. I mean, that would be a new project that you 
guys could take a look at. I don’t know, you would have to talk to OHA, you know, the 
lands around us. We keep asking, we would like one, above ground would be fine, 
capture rain, Wahiawā has so much rain. Oh. When we grew up, the water tanks were 
everywhere, full to the top. Now there’s hardly any rain. That’s why we’re doing the 
reforestation where you were sitting.  

GM: It was so, I was so impressed. It was so special. 

JK: Yeah, she’s just a little... It’s at the end of 2021, so the end of 2025, right around 
now, they’re four years old. But around the other side, did you get to go down on the 
five acres? 

GM: No. 

JK: You didn’t. Okay, so there’s trees. in all different increments all over the five acres. 
We have five acres on the other side of the hill. That’s actually Kūkaniloko. The five 
acres you were sitting on is a right of entry that we have with OHA. That’s their land. 
But we planted those trees. 

GM: Wow, that’s awesome. My last question is just if there’s anybody else that you 
recommend we reach out to or talk. I’ve been trying to get Noelani, but I think she’s 
very busy. 

JK: She said she’s been emailing you back and forth. 

GM: Yeah, like we’re trying to schedule, we just haven’t been able to find the time. 
Yeah. But if there’s anyone else you recommend, I can, I’m happy to... 

JK: About Wheeler? Not really. No, I don’t know anyone. 

GM: Okay. Well, thank you so much for your time, Aunty. I really appreciate it. 

[Recording ends] 
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TALKING STORY WITH 
TOM LENCHANKO (TL) 
Oral History for the Schofield Deep Wells Project by Gina McGuire (GM) 
For Keala Pono [August 29, 2025] 

Note: An oral interview was conducted on August 29, 2025, however Tom Lenchanko 
requested that the following written statement (initially given on August 23, 2025 and 
revised September 11, 2025 via email) be presented in lieu of the oral interview 
transcript: 

“Regarding: consultation; traditional comprehension of place for a traditional cultural 
property, kaananiau, maunauna, mokupuni oahu 

ROYAL DECREE 

By Kauikeauoli Kamehameha III 

On the Matter of Immigration 

Let it be known to all men of all nations that I have people not of bloodline in my 
Kingdom. They shall be known as Hawaiian and their offspring will be known as 
Native Hawaiian. My people have always been known as Kanaka Maoli. Kanaka, is 
aka aka, you are a reflection of me, and I am a reflection of you. Maoli, is we are the 
first people of this land called Hawaiti. We, the Nation of Hawaiti, serve 'I'o (God). 

On the Matter of Allodial 

Let it be known to all men of all nations that if this Kingdom is overthrown by war or 
deceit or if a foreign flag flies over this land, all land titles are null and void, because 
I, Kamehameha III, hold Absolute Title in Allodial, in Trust forever, for my heir and 
beneficiaries." 

Kamehameha III 

"HAWAIIAN CODE OF CONDUCT 

        The conquest of a nation is only complete, not by military subjection, however 
thorough, but by destruction of the indigenous culture. Therefore, every Hawaiian is 
responsible to all other Hawaiians for the survival of our Hawaiian cultural identity. We 
hereby dedicate ourselves to retain, teach and rescue our Hawaiian cultural identity for 
the sake of our posterity, our fellow Hawaiians, our nation and ourselves. 

1.    Since the Hawaiian language is a fundamental pillar of our identity, we shall make 
every effort to learn, use, teach and support the sustaining of our Hawaiian Language. 

2.    Our children are the most treasured investments of the values and traditions of our 
culture. We must make every effort to cultivate in our children the pride in being 
Hawaiian and provide every possible opportunity for them to learn of the values and 
traditions of our people. 

3.    We shall practice Aloha, the heritage from our ancestors, mindful of the virtues of 
Akamai, Lokahi, 'Olu'olu, Ha'ahaa and Ahonui. 

4.    We shall engage in hard work, realizing that laziness breeds unhappiness and weak 
minds. 

5.    We shall continually strive for spiritual development and adopt an attitude of 
tolerance and understanding to those who conceive of spirituality in a way different from 
our own. 
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6.    We shall extend and display respect to all others which reflects our own appreciation 
of humanity. We shall carry our pride quietly, neither boasting of ourselves nor speaking 
badly of others - often a dishonest method of self-praise. Yet we must be unashamed of 
our principles and honest in our criticisms. 

7.    We shall try to avoid conflict and cooperate with those who do not understand us 
and whom we do not understand; yet, we shall speak our truth openly and stand firm in 
our own beliefs and right to assert our Hawaiian identity. 

8.    We shall be patient, enduring the pains of injustice but never surrendering to or 
joining such injustice. 

9.    We shall respect and engage in humor, the helper to love and affection, the positive 
expression of humanity. 

10.   ______________________________________________ 

         Signature, to be filled in by you. 

NOTE:  adverse effects, imminent harm, deliberate damages and irreparable injury to our 
family's inheritance and traditional comprehension for our Hawaiian National Treasures; 
interpolation by foreign cultural resource management, cultural anthropologists and 
professional archaeologists; their remiss and affront to include our Hawaiian perspectives 
of ontology, cosmology and epistemology articulated by the erudition of our family's deep 
ancestral connection to the genesis of our Homeland. ua ae lakou i luna o kahi laa (they 
trespass deliberately upon a sacrosanct place; they broke an agreement, law, kapu...) e 
kukaawe i na kapu o Kūkaniloko no ka mea aloha no hoi kaku ia lakou i na kau a kau (... 
to guard the kapu of Kūkaniloko because we love them for all time ...) kalana lihue 
Wahiawā halemano waianae kaawa kahana punaluu kaluanui; puuhonua Kūkaniloko 
mokupuni oahu, pili i kuapuiwi hawaiti ko hawaii nei pae aina. aha iwaho aha iloko 
hoohewahewa mauliauhonua malama o pa oe ( ... to fail to recognize descendants of old 
Alii of the land, be careful lest it be disastrous to you, a warning not to break the kapu...) 
aha iloko aha iwaho. 

kulana (status) is attributed to Alii by understanding and recognizing the following: 

1.     a genealogy of the Alii stemming from the gods, on Oahu, from one of two sons of 
Kii and Hinakoula, Nanaula and Ulu, and by as many branches that can be stretched to 
cover. 

2.     a name chant composed at birth or given in the after life, glorifying the family history 
not only of persons concerned but also of places made sacred by particular events and/or 
association. 

3.     signs in the heavens by which the gods recognized their offspring here on earth. 

4.     a special place set aside as sacred to the birth of a high ranking Alii. 

5.     authorization and possession of the aha kapu chant and its sacred sennet cord that was 
stretched out at the entrance of an Alii dwelling. After death the cord is woven into a kaai 
or casket to encase the long bones of the arms and legs, the collar and skull. These body 
parts contain the mana of a sacred Alii.   

6.     the power of kapu which gives the Alii immense personal privileges, even though this 
ruling Alii might have actually more power over land and wealth. 

7.     kapu : [a]  hoano - one who is dedicated as sacred [b] wela - a blazing heat; the right 
to perform  sacrifices [c] moe - all below this kapu must prostrate [d] wohi - the privilege 
not to observe the kapu moe. 

8.     the right to officiate within the heiau as both Alii and Kahuna. 
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9.     at death, the final laying away in a sacred place, wahi huna kele, difficult to access. 

apaakuma a me iwiawaloa [Hawaiian human remains from the earliest line hoalii iku pau, 
of divine descent highest of them all] of critical note, mana [supernatural energy] of a 
traditional cultural property remains for all times despite the unauthorized removal of its 
guardian, physical features and structures. We contend to not merely preserve our family's 
traditional comprehension, but to perpetuate the integrity of the generation upon generation 
upon generation of Hawaiian Nationals domiciled and buried within in our homeland, 
mokupuni Oahu. "... in the old days the inheritance of the family burial place, the caves 
and secret burial places of our ancestors, is handed down from these to other descendants, 
without the intrusion of a single stranger unless by consent of the descendants, so that 
whenever death occurred the body would be conveyed to its inheritance. These immovable 
barriers belonged to the burial rights for all time. The rule of kings and chiefs and their 
land agents might change, but the burial rights of the family survived on their land 
forever..." Ke Au Okoa 1869 reaffirms our family's traditional practice. We are the living 
evidence of those who came before us and have become the land we manage and care for. 
no ka noho ka aina [land was given to people by the Alii. Should members of the family 
go elsewhere, the one who dwelled on the land was considered the owner. A returning 
family member was always welcomed, but the one that tilled the soil was recognized as 
holding ownership]. 

wahi mana pili pono na kaananiau - oahunui e maunauna, maunauna e puu kuua, puu kuua 
e kulihemo, kulihemo e kanewai, kanewai e leina kauhane, leina kauhane e halahape, 
halahape e oio, oio e halemano, halemano e paupalai, paupalai e halawa, halawa e hawea, 
hawea e kou, kou e kapukaki... hoohewahewa mauliauhonua malama o pa oe.  Our Family's 
expansive view of cultural landscape on mokupuni Oahu and the celestial posture of the 
stars and planets in the heavens draws from the cosmogonic and genealogical origins of 
the Kumuuli, Kumulipo, Ololo, Paliku and others, and highlights the connectivity of our 
traditional comprehension of cultural sites within and without the vast region of the 
kaananiau. This described land determination predates and is superimposed upon the moku 
and ahupuaa system of land division and tenure, circa 690 A.D. The land within and 
without the kaananiau perpetuates all that is seen and unseen, the genesis of our Homeland, 
Reaffirmed in 1891 Hawaiian Annual, "the divisions of the land were to a great extent 
made on rational lines, following a ridge, the bottom of a ravine or depression, but were 
often without these and sometimes in disregard of them. Sometimes a stone or rock known 
to the aboriginals and notable for some tradition, or sacredness, marks a corner of 
determines a line. The line of a growth of a certain tree, herb or grass, the habitat of a 
certain kind of bird sometimes made a division. Certain persons were specially taught and 
made repositories of this knowledge, which was carefully delivered from father to son." 
Any disturbance to our land will disrupt the perpetuation of our family's inheritance. ike 
aina, malama aina, aloha aina [know your family, care for your family, love your family].  

The comparative genealogy of Nanaula and Ulu 

690 A.D. Maweke me Naiolaukea pua Mulielealii  Nanakaoko me Kahihiokalani pua 
Kapawa 

12 generations Piliwale me Paakanilea pua Kūkaniloko.                                               
Kawaokaohele me Kepalaoa pua Piilani 

1100 A.D. Kūkaniloko me Luaia pua Kalaimanuia Piilani me Laielohelohe pua 
Kihaapiilani 

Kalaimanuia me Lupekapukeahomakalii pua Kaihikapu a Manuia Kihaapiilani me 
Kumaka pua Kamalawalu 

6 generations. Kauakahi a Kahoowaha me Mahulua  pua Kualii kunuiakea                Kaulahea 
nui o ka moku me Papaikaniau pua Kekaulike 
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ALSO NOTE: 

1795-1819 Kamehameha Laameha Paiea - Absolute Monarchy. 

1820-1823 Treaty of Maupiti at Vaiahu. In August of 1993 documented records which 
have been kept safe in the hands of Tahitian kahunas for a 150 years surfaced for the world 
to see. The following Alii met with His Highness Kamehameha II Te Rihoriho and formed 
the alliance of eastern Hawaiti. 

AMAITERAI - ALII NO RURUTA 

VAHINERUA - ALII NO RIMATARA 

TAMATEA - ALII NO ATIU 

PIURAIRAI - ALII NO RAPANUI 

MATEATA - ALII NORAROTOA 

MALIETOA - ALII NO HAMOA 

TEMARUANU - ALII NO MAAROARO 

MAHAMAHA - ALII NO MATEATA 

TE RIHIRIHO - ALII NO VAIHI 

1845 April Lanai 

O honored Sovereign of the 12 islands, great love to you, to the distinguished ministers 
below you, and those under you. Listen and look upon your many people who are like the 
daubs of earth belonging to your kingdom, from antiquity to your father, Kamehameha I. 
We hereby petition you, the Ministers and those who rule over us, below you, that you may 
be always blessed, as well as your own heirs, and your servants, and all the people of the 
land (commoners). Here below, is what we think and ask: 

1.     For the independence of the Hawaiian Kingdom. 

2.     Do not let foreign advisers be appointed as advisers to the Hawaiian Kingdom. 

3.     We do not want foreigners sworn in as Hawaiian citizens. 

4.     We do not want bewildering taxes levied upon your commoners.  

5.     We do not want you to sell another parcel of the land of your kingdom to any foreigners 

6.     For there is trouble and fear of the burden that will eventually result. 

7.     You do not need to be afraid of our petition, for you are our father. 

8.     Do not be concerned that your Kingdom and people are not rich. 

9.     We do not want you to open the doors to the coming of those of other lands. 

10.   Do not pay attention to the haughty words of the intelligent people, though you are 
not prepared, act wisely our father, that is what your own children ask. 

11.   We are concerned that the wise ones, like American and other lands, will tread upon 
those who are ignorant, such as we who are your own citizens. 

12.   In the time of your ancestors, they greatly feared the spies. 

To these things above, we hereby sign our names. We total three hundred and one (301), 
all together. With Great Love to the King. 

1852 Kingdom of Hawaii Constitution codified by the House of Nobles and 
Representatives. 
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United States Constitution 

Article VI Supreme Law 

Clause 2 Supremacy Clause 

The Constitution, and the Laws of the United States which shall be made in Pursuance 
thereof; and all Treaties made, or which shall remade, under the Authority of the United 
States, shall be the supreme Law of the Land; and the Judges in every State shall be bound 
thereby, any Thing in the Constitution of Laws of any State to the Contrary 
notwithstanding. 

Treaties: Law of the land 

December 23, 1826 Hawaii-United States Treaty of Commerce John Quincy Adams, 
Thomas AP Catesby Jones with Kauikeauoli, King of the Sandwich Islands and his 
Guardians Elisabeta Kaahumanu, Karaimoku, Poki, Howapili, Lidia Namahana. 

December 20, 1849 original in English signed in Washington December 21, 1849 
submitted to the Senate, Proclaimed November 9, 1850 Treaty of Friendship, Commerce 
and Navigation Zachary Taylor President John M. Clayton Secretary of State with His 
Majesty the King of the Hawaiian Islands Kamehameha III James Jackson Jarves Special 
Commissioner. 

1875-1877 Treaty of Reciprocity Ulysses S. Grant President and David Laamea 
Kamanakapuu Mahinulani Nahaiaehuokalani Lumialani Kalakaua King of the Hawaiian 
Islands. 

1885 Universal Postal Union with Germany, the United States, the Argentine Republic, 
Austro-Hungary, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, Bulgaria, Chile, the United States of Colombia, 
the Republic of Costa Rica, Denmark, the Dominican Republic, Egypt, Ecuador, Spain, 
Great Britain, Greece, Guatemala, the Republic of Haiti, the Republic of Honduras, Italy, 
Japan, the Republic of Liberia, Luxembourg, Mexico, Montenegro, Nicaragua, Paraguay, 
the Netherlands, Peru, Persia (Iran), Portugal, Romania, Russia, El Salvador, Serbia, the 
Kingdom of Siam (Thailand), Sweden and Norway, Switzerland, Turkey, Uruguay and the 
United States of Venezuela. 

Action: transparency overlay of the traditional sites upon the parcel to assess their remiss 
and affrontive behavior, adverse effects, imminent harm, deliberate damages and 
irreparable injury due to the unauthorized removal of its guardian, physical features and 
structures to be inclusive of impacted burial places and re-interment zones... 

pili i kuapuiwi hawaiti ko hawaii nei pae aina 

hooulu lahui aloha kaikai i ka lepa 

  

Tom Lenchanko 

kukaawe 

aha ula Kūkaniloko 

kahuakaiola paakiikane kaanaana paahana ko laila waha olelo aha Kūkaniloko Koa Mana 
mea ola kanaka mauli hoalii iku pau” 
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This appendix provides a recommended analysis for use by the State agency when an 
independent Ka Paʻakai analysis is conducted. The objective of this Ka Pa‘akai analysis 
is to protect traditional and customarily exercised Native Hawaiian rights. This 
appendix begins with a brief history of Ka Pa‘akai analyses in Hawai‘i, and then 
addresses these three topics: 

1. What and where are the valued cultural, historical, or natural resources 
within the project area and to what extent are traditional and customary 
Native Hawaiian rights exercised in the project area 

2. The extent to which those resources, including traditional and customary 
Native Hawaiian rights, will be affected or impaired by the Proposed 
Action 

3. What feasible action, if any, could be taken to reasonably protect Native 
Hawaiian rights 

History of Ka Pa‘akai Analyses 

The Hawai‘i State Constitution (Art. XII §7) maintains that:  
The State reaffirms and shall protect all rights, customarily and traditionally exercised for 
subsistence, cultural and religious purposes and possessed by ahupua‘a tenants who are 
descendants of native Hawaiians who inhabited the Hawaiian Islands prior to 1778, subject 
to the right of the State to regulate such rights. 

Several fundamental court cases inform on the history of the Ka Pa‘akai Analysis. The 
first of these occurred in 1982 with Kalipi v. Hawaiian Trust Company, Ltd. in which a 
Native Hawaiian landowner on Moloka‘i (Kalipi) required access to undeveloped land 
for gathering rights. Kalipi claimed that because he owned land in the ahupua‘a, he 
should be allowed access for gathering in that ahupua‘a, as was customary in pre-contact 
Hawai‘i. The Court determined that “lawful occupants of an ahupuaʻa may, for the 
purposes of practicing Native Hawaiian customs and traditions, enter undeveloped lands 
within the ahupuaʻa to gather those items.” The Court recognized that allowing access 
to private property for gathering purposes might conflict with the modern concept of fee 
simple land ownership and recommended that this issue should be determined on a case-
by-case basis (Jarman and Verchick 2003:208).  

A key term in Kalipi v. Hawaiian Trust Company, Ltd. is “undeveloped,” as this 
prevents occupants from accessing developed property for gathering purposes. In a 
discussion of this and other relevant legal proceedings, Jarman and Verchick 2003:209 
state that: 

In the case of “fully developed” land, the court suggested that the burden of providing 
cultural access might prove unreasonable. But where a project was still in the planning 
stage, that is, “less than fully developed,” a planning commission might be required to 
forge a compromise in which both native Hawaiians and resort guests could happily share 
the land. 

A decade after Kalipi v. Hawaiian Trust Company, Ltd., in 1992 Pele Defense Fund v. 
Paty was initiated for entry into the Wao Kele ‘O Puna Forest Reserve by tenants of the 
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neighboring ahupua‘a to “exercise traditional and customary rights” in the reserve. This 
tested the statement in Kalipi v. Hawaiian Trust Company, Ltd. that specifically limited 
access to “lawful occupants” of the ahupua‘a. In Pele Defense Fund v. Paty, the Court 
rejected the idea that traditional gathering rights are limited to the ahupua‘a by the 
lawful occupants of that ahupua‘a and affirmed that these rights derive not solely from 
land ownership but also from the established customs observed by Native Hawaiians. 

The contested case hearing on Water Use, Well Construction, and Pump Installation 
Permit Applications, Filed By Wai‘ola o Moloka‘i, Inc. and Moloka‘i Ranch, Ltd. 
specifically informs on water rights in Hawai‘i. Moloka‘i Ranch, one of the large land 
owner son Moloka‘i, established the subsidiary Wai‘ola o Moloka‘i (Wai‘ola) to help 
support existing customers and proposed development. At the time, Wai‘ola was 
purchasing water from the County of Maui, the Department of Hawaiian Homelands 
(DHHL) and other entities, as it did not control its own source of potable groundwater. 
In 1996 Wai‘ola applied to the State of Hawai‘i Commission on Water Resource 
Management (CWRM) for permits to construct a well in the Kamilōloa aquifer system, 
install a pump, and use up to 1.25 million gallons of water per day. The permit 
application was challenged by DHHL and others, and the CWRM held a contested case 
hearing that granted Waiola approximately half of the gallons per day requested on the 
permit application.  

On appeal, the Hawaiʻi Supreme Court found major issues with the CWRM’s decision 
on the grounds that the CWRM was mistaken that Waiʻola had satisfied all statutory 
conditions required for a new water-use permit. Under HRS §174C-49(a)(7), an 
applicant must show that the proposed use will not interfere with the rights of the 
DHHL, and the Court found the record insufficient for this. In addition, the CWRM 
failed its public-trust duty to protect Native Hawaiian traditional and customary 
gathering rights as guaranteed under the Hawaiʻi Constitution, the Hawaiian Homes 
Commission Act, and the Hawai‘i State Water Code. Note that the Water Code (HRS 
§174C, enacted in 1987) implements the State’s constitutional mandate that all water 
resources are held in public trust for the benefit of the people of Hawai‘i. It created a 
system to manage, protect, and allocate Hawai‘i’s surface and groundwater resources, 
and it established the CWRM. 

The Court held that the CWRM’s finding of “minimal, if any” impact was unsupported 
because the applicant bore the burden to show that adverse effects could not feasibly be 
avoided. Consequently, the Supreme Court invalidated the part of the CWRM’s decision 
that approved the permit and returned the case to the CWRM to be reconsidered in line 
with the court’s findings. This case is often cited for reaffirming that water resources in 
Hawaiʻi fall under the public trust doctrine (that all water is a public resource), and that 
in water management decisions, the rights of Native Hawaiians to traditional and 
customary practices must be explicitly considered. Public trust purposes include 
domestic water use of the general public, particularly for drinking water, the exercise of 
Native Hawaiian traditional and customary rights including appurtenant rights, and 
maintenance of waters in their natural state (Townscape, Inc. 2019). Both the Hawai‘i 
Supreme Court and the Commission on Water Resource Management have declared 



113 

 

that the public trust doctrine applies with equal fore to groundwater as it does to surface 
water. 

In 2000, Ka Paʻakai O Ka ʻAina v. Land Use Commission laid the framework for the 
Ka Pa‘akai Analysis by determining “what analysis state and county agencies [must] 
undertake to ensure they adequately balance private property rights with Native 
Hawaiian gathering rights” (Jarman and Verchick 2003:210). This case originated over 
the dispute of a Land Use Commission (LUC) determination to reclassify 1,000 acres 
on Hawai‘i Island from a Conservation District to an Urban District, in response to 
expansion of a resort. This expansion was in direct conflict with Native Hawaiian 
practices that were taking place on the land, and the LUC made a general statement that 
the developer should “preserve and protect any gathering and access rights of Native 
Hawaiians.” It was argued that these minimal initiatives were insufficient, resulting in 
the Ka Paʻakai O Ka ʻAina v. Land Use Commission case. The Court did find that the 
statement made by the LUC was insufficient, and they established a standard for the 
LUC to adhere to when cultural land-use rights were in question. The Court delineated 
three points that the LUC is required to consider when formulating their findings and 
conclusions: 

(1) the identity and scope of “valued cultural, historical, or natural resources” in the petition 
area, including the extent to which traditional and customary native Hawaiian rights are 
exercised in the petition area; (2) the extent to which those resources -- including traditional 
and customary native Hawaiian rights -- will be affected or impaired by the proposed 
action; and (3) the feasible action, if any, to be taken by the LUC to reasonably protect 
native Hawaiian rights if they are found to exist. 

In addition, Sea Grant notes the following regarding traditional gathering rights: 
Native Hawaiian gathering rights are addressed in HRS §§1-1 and 7-1, and in Article 12 
§7 of the Constitution of the State of Hawaiʻi.  In order to legally exercise these 
constitutionally protected native Hawaiian rights of gathering, a person must establish the 
following three factors.  

(1) He or she must qualify as “native Hawaiian” within the guidelines set out in Public 
Access Shoreline Hawaii (PASH) v. Hawai’i County Planning Com’n, 903 P.2d 1246, 
1270… 

(2) Once qualified as a native Hawaiian, he or she must then establish that his or her 
claimed right is constitutionally protected as a customary or traditional native 
Hawaiian practice… 

(3) He or she must also prove that the exercise of the right will occur on undeveloped 
or “less than fully developed property…” (Sea Grant 2018)  

Ka Pa‘akai Analysis Topics  

As noted above, this Ka Pa‘akai analysis aims to protect traditional and customarily 
exercised Native Hawaiian rights. The three Ka Pa‘akai Analysis topics delineated at 
the beginning of this chapter are addressed below. 
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1. What and where are the valued cultural, historical, or natural resources 
within the project area and to what extent are traditional and customary 
Native Hawaiian rights exercised in the project area 

The results of the cultural impact assessment demonstrate that no valued cultural 
historical or natural resources currently exist in the project area and no traditional and 
customary Native Hawaiian rights are currently exercised or are known to have been 
exercised in the project area. The project area is located within Oʻahu’s designated water 
management area, within which the “CRWM is obligated to consider, protect, and 
advance public trust rights to the resource and make a presumption in their favor over 
other interests that seek water use permits” (Townscape, Inc. 2019:33).  

2. The extent to which those resources, including traditional and customary 
Native Hawaiian rights, will be affected or impaired by the Proposed 
Action 

As there are no extant resources or traditional and customary Native rights exercised in 
the project area, none will be affected or impaired by the proposed action. 

3. What feasible action, if any, could be taken to reasonably protect Native 
Hawaiian rights 

Native Hawaiian rights are not currently being exercised within the project area 
boundaries. 

Conclusion 

The results of the CIA demonstrate that no valued cultural historical or natural resources 
currently exist within the project area boundaries and no traditional and customary 
Native Hawaiian rights are currently exercised or are known to have been exercised in 
the project area. Accordingly, no traditional and customary Native Hawaiian rights will 
be affected or impaired by the proposed action and no actions need to be taken to protect 
Native Hawaiian rights in the project area. 
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Appendix D 

PLANS AND POLICIES TABLE 

Table D-1: CZM Program Consistency 

(1) Recreational Resources - Objectives: Provide coastal recreational opportunities accessible to the public. 

Discussion: The Proposed Action is located a considerable distance from the coast and any shoreline recreation 
areas, and neither construction nor operations and maintenance would disrupt any existing recreational uses. 

(2) Historic Resources - Objectives: Protect, preserve, and, where desirable, restore those natural and manmade 
historic and prehistoric resources in the coastal zone management area that are significant in Hawaiian and 
American history and culture. 

Discussion: The Proposed Action would not diminish the integrity of existing resources (i.e., Building 1580) 
characteristics and measures taken to avoid adversely affecting it. 

(3) Scenic and Open Space Resource - Objectives: Protect, preserve, and, where desirable, restore or improve 
the quality of scenic and open space resources. 

Discussion: The Proposed Action is located inland amongst large roadways and would not adversely affect any 
coastal scenic view areas or open space resources. 

(4) Coastal Ecosystems - Objectives: Protect valuable coastal ecosystems, including reefs, from disruption and 
minimize adverse impacts on all coastal ecosystems. 

Discussion: The Proposed Action is situated far from the shoreline, and it is not anticipated to interfere with or 
degrade coastal water ecosystems. The construction contractor would be accountable for adhering to the City’s 
"Rules Relating to Water Quality" by implementing a stormwater management plan and controlling runoff that 
can transport loose soil, excess nutrients, and other pollutants. Construction activities would conform to the 
relevant Federal, State, and County guidelines and ordinances for erosion control. 

(5) Economic Uses - Objectives: Provide public or private facilities and improvements important to the State’s 
economy in suitable locations. 

Discussion: The Proposed Action does not involve coastal development; therefore, the policies concerning coastal 
economic development do not apply. 

(6) Coastal Hazards - Objectives: Reduce hazard to life and property from tsunami, storm waves, stream 
flooding, erosion, subsidence, and pollution. 

Discussion: The Proposed Action is situated inland and away from the coastline, and is therefore not expected to 
worsen coastal hazards. The construction contractor would employ practices to address erosion prevention and 
sediment control measures. Treated process wastewater from well drilling activities would be managed by the 
construction contractor to prevent unauthorized discharges. Stormwater strategies would also be implemented 
to ensure proper management of runoff and erosion control. 

(7) Managing Development - Objectives: Improve the development review process, communication, and public 
participation in the management of coastal resources and hazards. 

Discussion: The Proposed Action would not affect or influence the development review process concerning the 
management of coastal resources and hazards. The EA process incorporates opportunities for public participation 
and comments on a diverse range of subjects and issues, including coastal resources and hazards. 
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Table D-1: CZM Program Consistency 

(8) Public Participation - Objectives: Stimulate public awareness, education, and participation in coastal 
management. 

Discussion: The EA process incorporates opportunities for public participation and comments on a diverse range 
of subjects and issues, including coastal resources and hazards 

(9) Beach Protection - Objectives: Protect beaches for public use and recreation.  

Discussion: The Proposed Action is situated inland and away from beaches and the shoreline, and would not 
impact public access to beach areas. Additionally, the Proposed Action does not entail the construction of any 
erosion-protection structures seaward of the shoreline. 

(10) Marine Resources - Objectives: Promote the protection, use, and development of marine and coastal 
resources to assure their sustainability.  

Discussion: The Proposed Action is situated inland and does not involve the utilization or development of marine 
and coastal resources. 

 

Table D-2: Hawaiʻi State Plan, Hawaiʻi Revised Statues Chapter 226 

§226-5 Objectives and policies for population. 

(a) It shall be the objective in planning for the State's population to guide population growth to be consistent 
with the achievement of physical, economic, and social objectives contained in this chapter. 

(b) To achieve the population objective, it shall be the policy of this State to: 

(7) Plan the development and availability of land and water resources in a coordinated manner so as to 
provide for the desired levels of growth in each geographic area. 

Discussion: The Proposed Action is consistent with the population objectives of the Hawai‘i State Plan by 
supporting coordinated development of water resources to sustain existing and future populations within the 
region. Although the Proposed Action would not increase water withdrawal beyond currently permitted levels, it 
would ensure continued potable water reliability and quality for SBMR, a key population center. By modernizing 
infrastructure while maintaining existing usage limits, the project aligns with broader goals of managing land and 
water resources to support stable, sustainable growth. 

§226-9 Objective and policies for the economy--Federal expenditures. 

(a) Planning for the State’s economy with regard to Federal expenditures shall be directed towards 
achievement of the objective of a stable Federal investment base as an integral component of Hawai‘i’s 
economy. 

(b) To achieve the Federal expenditures objective, it shall be the policy of this State to: 

(1) Encourage the sustained flow of Federal expenditures in Hawai‘i that generates long-term government 
civilian employment.  

(2) Promote Hawai‘i’s supportive role in national defense.  

(3) Promote the development of federally supported activities in Hawai‘i that respect state-wide economic 
concerns, are sensitive to community needs, and minimize adverse impacts on Hawai‘i’s environment.  

(6) Strengthen Federal-State-county communication and coordination in all Federal activities that affect 
Hawai‘i.  

Discussion: The Proposed Action supports the objectives and policies for Federal expenditures by reinforcing 
Hawai‘i’s role in national defense through the continued operation of essential water infrastructure at SBMR. The 
project represents a long-term Federal investment that supports civilian employment opportunities related to 
construction, operations, and maintenance. Coordination with State and county agencies, including compliance 
with CWRM, demonstrates a commitment to intergovernmental collaboration and environmental stewardship. 
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Table D-2: Hawaiʻi State Plan, Hawaiʻi Revised Statues Chapter 226 

§226-11 Objectives and policies for the physical environment--land-based, shoreline, and marine resources. 

(a) Planning for the State’s physical environment with regard to land-based, shoreline, and marine resources 
shall be directed towards achievement of the following objectives:  

(1) Prudent use of Hawai‘i’s land-based, shoreline, and marine resources. 

(2) Effective protection of Hawai‘i’s unique and fragile environmental resources. 

(b) To achieve the land-based, shoreline, and marine resources objectives, it shall be the policy of this State to: 

(1) Exercise an overall conservation ethic in the use of Hawai‘i’s natural resources. 

(2) Ensure compatibility between land-based and water-based activities and natural resources and 
ecological systems. 

(3) Take into account the physical attributes of areas when planning and designing activities and facilities. 

(6) Encourage the protection of rare or endangered plant and animal species and habitats native to 
Hawai‘i. 

(8) Pursue compatible relationships among activities, facilities and natural resources. 

Discussion: The Proposed Action aligns with the objectives and policies for land-based and environmental 
resources by emphasizing prudent and sustainable use of water resources within an existing developed site. All 
construction and well operations would occur within the existing SBMR Water Plant footprint, avoiding impacts 
to undeveloped or sensitive lands. The project design accounts for site-specific physical attributes and includes 
measures to protect water quality and ecological integrity, such as treating potential contaminants and complying 
with conservation-related requirements. This approach reflects a broader conservation ethic and ensures 
compatibility between infrastructure development and Hawai‘i’s natural resource values. 

§226-12 Objective and policies for the physical environment--scenic, natural beauty, and historic resources.  

(a) Planning for the State’s physical environment shall be directed towards achievement of the objective of 
enhancement of Hawai‘i’s scenic assets, natural beauty, and multi-cultural/historical resources.  

(b) To achieve the scenic, natural beauty, and historic resources objectives, it shall be the policy of this State to: 

(1) Promote the preservation and restoration of significant natural and historic resources.  

(3) Promote the preservation of views and vistas to enhance the visual and aesthetic enjoyment of 
mountains, ocean, scenic landscapes, and other natural features.  

(4) Protect those special areas, structures, and elements that are an integral and functional part of 
Hawai‘i’s ethnic and cultural heritage. 

Discussion: The Proposed Action supports the objective of protecting scenic and historic resources by limiting 
construction to an existing developed site and ensuring that all new facilities are low-profile and visually 
unobtrusive from outside the SBMR installation. No significant natural or historic resources would be impacted, 
and no demolition of existing buildings is proposed. 

§226-13 Objectives and policies for the physical environment--land, air, and water quality.  

(a) Planning for the State’s physical environment with regard to land, air, and water quality shall be directed 
towards achievement of the following objectives: 

(1) Maintenance and pursuit of improved quality in Hawai‘i’s land, air, and water resources. 

(b) To achieve the land, air, and water quality objectives, it shall be the policy of this State to:  

(2) Promote the proper management of Hawai‘i’s land and water resources. 

(3) Promote effective measures to achieve desired quality in Hawai‘i’s surface, ground and coastal waters. 

(4) Encourage actions to maintain or improve aural and air quality levels to enhance the health and well-
being of Hawai‘i’s people. 

(5) Reduce the threat to life and property from erosion, flooding, tsunamis, hurricanes, earthquakes, 
volcanic eruptions, and other natural or man-induced hazards and disasters. 
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Table D-2: Hawaiʻi State Plan, Hawaiʻi Revised Statues Chapter 226 

Discussion: The Proposed Action is consistent with the objectives and policies for land, air, and water quality by 
promoting responsible management and treatment of groundwater resources. The project includes infrastructure 
specifically designed to address and remove contaminants such as TCE, thereby supporting the improvement of 
potable water quality. Construction and operation activities would be contained within an existing facility, 
minimizing risks to air quality and avoiding land disturbance that could contribute to erosion or other hazards. 

§226-14 Objective and policies for facility systems--in general 

(a) Planning for the State's facility systems in general shall be directed towards achievement of the objective of 
water, transportation, sustainable development, climate change adaptation, sea level rise adaptation, 
waste disposal, and energy and telecommunication systems that support statewide social, economic, and 
physical objectives. 

(b) To achieve the general facility systems objective, it shall be the policy of this State to: 

(1) Accommodate the needs of Hawaii's people through coordination of facility systems and capital 
improvement priorities in consonance with State and county plans. 

(2) Encourage flexibility in the design and development of facility systems to promote prudent use of 
resources and accommodate changing public demands and priorities. 

(3) Ensure that required facility systems can be supported within resource capacities and at reasonable 
cost to the user. 

(4) Pursue alternative methods of financing programs and projects and cost-saving techniques in the 
planning, construction, and maintenance of facility systems. 

(5) Identify existing and planned State facilities that are vulnerable to sea level rise, flooding impacts, and 
natural hazards. 

(6) Assess a range of options to mitigate the impacts of sea level rise to existing and planned State 
facilities. 

Discussion: The Proposed Action supports the State’s objectives for facility systems by upgrading critical water 
infrastructure to ensure continued service within existing resource limits and without increasing water demand. 
The project reflects coordinated planning and capital improvement investment aligned with State and county 
priorities, and is designed with flexibility and resilience in mind—incorporating treatment for known 
contaminants and adhering to sustainable design standards. By utilizing an existing developed site and avoiding 
expansion into adjacent areas, the project also minimizes exposure to natural hazards and supports long-term 
adaptability. 

§226-16 Objectives and policies for facility systems - water 

(a) Planning for the State's facility systems with regard to water shall be directed towards achievement of the 
objective of the provision of water to adequately accommodate domestic, agricultural, commercial, 
industrial, recreational, and other needs within resource capacities. 

(b) To achieve the facility systems water objective, it shall be the policy of this State to: 

(1) Coordinate development of land use activities with existing and potential water supply. 

(2) Support research and development of alternative methods to meet future water requirements well in 
advance of anticipated needs. 

(3) Reclaim and encourage the productive use of runoff water and wastewater discharges. 

(4) Assist in improving the quality, efficiency, service, and storage capabilities of water systems for 
domestic and agricultural use. 

(5) Support water supply services to areas experiencing critical water problems. 

(6) Promote water conservation programs and practices in government, private industry, and the general 
public to help ensure adequate water to meet long-term needs. 
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Table D-2: Hawaiʻi State Plan, Hawaiʻi Revised Statues Chapter 226 

Discussion: The Proposed Action aligns with the State’s water facility objectives by improving the quality, 
efficiency, and reliability of the existing potable water system serving SBMR, without increasing overall water 
usage. By replacing aging infrastructure and incorporating treatment for known contaminants, the project helps 
ensure safe and adequate water supply within existing resource capacities. The project reflects coordinated 
planning between land use and water availability, and supports long-term water system resilience through 
sustainable design and conservation-focused practices. 

 

Table D-3: City and County of Honolulu General Plan 

I. Population 

Objective A: To plan for anticipated population in a manner that acknowledges the limits of Oʻahu’s natural 
resources, protects the environment, and minimizes social, cultural, and economic disruptions. 

Discussion: The Proposed Action supports this objective by maintaining existing water withdrawal limits while 
upgrading infrastructure to ensure safe and reliable potable water for current and future populations at SBMR. 
By avoiding increased resource consumption and confining development to a previously disturbed site, the 
project minimizes environmental impacts and avoids disruptions to surrounding communities. This approach 
reflects a sustainable, resource-conscious response to anticipated population needs. 

III. Natural Environment and Resource Stewardship 

Objective A: To protect and preserve the natural environment. 

Objective B: To preserve and enhance the natural monuments and scenic views of Oʻahu for the benefit of both 
residents and visitors. 

Discussion: The Proposed Action aligns with these objectives by limiting all construction and operations to an 
existing, previously developed site, thereby avoiding impacts to undisturbed natural areas or scenic resources. 
New facilities would be low-profile and minimally visible from outside SBMR, preserving the area’s visual 
character. 

V. Transportation and Utilities 

Objective C: To maintain a high level of service for all utilities. 

Objective D: To maintain transportation and utility systems which will help Oʻahu continue to be a desirable 
place to live and visit. 

Discussion: The Proposed Action supports these objectives by upgrading critical water infrastructure to ensure 
continued high-level utility service at SBMR. By addressing aging wells and integrating treatment for known 
contaminants, the project enhances system reliability and public health protections. These improvements 
contribute to the overall resilience and livability of Oʻahu for both residents and visitors. 

VII. Physical Development and Urban Design 

Objective A: To coordinate changes in the physical environment of Oʻahu to ensure that all new developments 
are timely, well-designed, and appropriate for the areas in which they will be located. 

Objective F: To create and maintain attractive, meaningful, and stimulating environments throughout Oʻahu. 

Discussion: The Proposed Action aligns with these objectives by introducing well-designed, functional 
improvements within an existing utility site, ensuring compatibility with the surrounding land use and minimizing 
visual and environmental impacts. All new facilities would be constructed in accordance with Federal sustainable 
design standards and sited to remain largely unseen from outside the installation. This careful integration 
supports the broader goal of maintaining an orderly and visually respectful built environment on Oʻahu. 
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Table D-3: City and County of Honolulu General Plan 

IX. Health and Education 

Objective A: To protect the health and well-being of residents and visitors. 

Discussion: The Proposed Action directly supports this objective by ensuring the continued delivery of safe, 
potable water through the replacement of aging infrastructure and the treatment of known contaminants such 
as TCE. By safeguarding water quality and system reliability, the project contributes to the health and well-being 
of both residents and visitors at SBMR and the broader community. 
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