
MINUTES OF THE 

WAIANAE COAST/LUALUALEI RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD (RAB) MEETING 

NANAKULI HIGH AND INTERMEDIATE SCHOOL AC ROOM, WAIANAE, HAWAII 

July 16, 2014 

I. ATTENDANCE: See Attachment A. 

II. OPENING 

Ms. Janice Fukumoto, the Navy Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) Co-chair, representing Naval 
Facilities Engineering Command (NAVFAC), Hawaii, opened the meeting at 7:00 p.m. She thanked 
everyone for attending and asked that everyone introduce themselves to the group. 

III. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 

Ms. Fukumoto asked the RAB members if they had changes, clarifications, or objections to the 
meeting minutes prepared for the Waianae Coast/Lualualei RAB meeting held on May 29, 2013.  
There were no comments or objections; therefore, the meeting minutes were approved.   

IV. RAB COMMUNITY FORUM 

Ms. Cynthia Rezentes, RAB community co-chair appreciated the CDs of the project sites, which are 
easier to review.  

V. TECHNICAL PRESENTATIONS 

The two presentations for the evening were as follows: 

 Remedial Investigation for Old Coral Pit Site , Naval Radio Transmitting Facility Lualualei, 
Joint Base Pearl Harbor-Hickam, Lualualei Annex, Mr. Robert Kaito, NAVFAC Hawaii 
remedial project manager (RPM) 

 Feasibility Study for Old Naval Radio Transmitting Facility Landfill, Naval Radio 
Transmitting Facility Lualualei, Joint Base Pearl Harbor-Hickam, Lualualei Annex, 
Mr. Robert Kaito, NAVFAC Hawaii RPM 

Remedial Investigation for Old Coral Pit Site, Naval Radio Transmitting Facility Lualualei, Joint 
Base Pearl Harbor-Hickam, Lualualei Annex) ― Mr. Robert Kaito, NAVFAC Hawaii 

Mr. Kaito introduced himself as the Remedial Project Manager (RPM) for the Old Coral Pit Site 
which is located at Joint Base Pearl Harbor-Hickam (JBPHH), Lualualei Annex. His presentation 
included discussions on the site history, previous and current site activities, and the project schedule. 
Slide 2 presented an aerial view of Naval Radio Transmitting Facility (NRTF) Lualualei as outlined 
in green, along with the Old Coral Pit Site shaded in orange. The site is a heavily vegetated and is 
approximately 30 acres in size.  

Slide 3 presented the Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation and Liability Act 
(CERCLA) process, starting with a Preliminary Assessment or Initial Assessment Study, consisting 
of a records search to identify potential contaminated sites for investigation.  A Site Inspection 
further investigates the site to confirm the presence or absence of contamination associated with 
historical site operations. If contamination is present, it may be carried forward to a Remedial 
Investigation, which determines the nature and delineates the extent of contamination and evaluates 
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the site for potential risk. If the contamination poses a threat to human health or the environment, a 
Feasibility Study is prepared to evaluate various cleanup alternatives. After an alternative is selected, 
it is presented in a Proposed Plan, and discussed during a public meeting. Once all comments are 
received and addressed, a Record of Decision (ROD), which documents the selected alternative and 
is signed by the Navy and the regulators. After the ROD is signed, site cleanup may occur, 
depending on the selected alternative, followed by site closeout. The Old Coral Pit Site project is in 
the Remedial Investigation phase and after completion, the next step is a Feasibility Study to 
evaluate various alternatives for the site.  

Slide 4 presented the installation background, where in 1933; approximately 1,700 acres in Lualualei 
Valley were set aside for a new radio transmission facility as part of the expansion of Naval 
communication facilities in Hawaii. The NRTF continues to be used as a radio transmitting facility 
by the Naval Computer and Telecommunications Area Master Station Pacific and is expected to 
remain as an antenna field in the future. Between the early 1940s and late 1970s, the Old Coral Pit 
site was used as a disposal area for construction and residential wastes. Waste disposed at the site 
includes piles of construction debris, tires, various rusted metal items, telephone poles, fire 
extinguishers, car batteries, bedframes, piles of wires, metal sheets, electrical components, and old 
household appliances. In the 1970s the property was leased out for cattle grazing operations after the 
Navy discontinued disposal activities at the site. Cattle grazing operations are no longer conducted at 
the site. Currently the site is used as a radio transmissions site by the Naval Computer and 
Telecommunications Area Master Station Pacific. 

Slide 6 presented a summary of previous investigation results, starting with the 1986 Initial 
Assessment Study (IAS). Based on past site activities the IAS concluded that further investigation 
was not required at this site. In 1991, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) requested further 
investigation be conducted at the site, and a Remedial Investigation (RI) was performed in 2014.  

The project is currently in the RI phase and the objectives are as follows: 

 Determine the nature and extent of contamination in soil and groundwater  

 Compare data to applicable screening values (EPA Regional Screening Levels and DOH 
Environmental Action Levels) and background values  

 Conduct site-specific human health and ecological risk assessments (HHRA and ERA)  

 Make recommendations for future actions  

Slide 8 presented the field activities, including site reconnaissance, site preparation, and field 
sampling. The site reconnaissance identified four new disposal areas plus the Coral Pit and it was 
later determined that Disposal Area 3 and 5 constituted as one continuous debris field, and as a 
result, Area 5 was merged into Area 3. The site reconnaissance also documented the location of 
Marsilea villosa (‘Ihi’ihilauakea), an endangered species plant near the center of the coral pit and 
discovered the presence of asbestos-containing material (ACM) in Areas 1 and 3.  

As part of site preparation, the Navy consulted with United States Fish and Wildlife Service on the 
Marsilea villosa. A botanical survey was conducted to assess the Marsilea villosa habitat and its 
impact on the sampling effort. Sampling plans were modified as follows based on the botanical 
survey: field work must occur during the dry season and excavation activities must not alter site 
hydrogeology. Other site preparation activities included clearing and grubbing, removal and disposal 
of ACM prior to sampling, land and geophysical surveys, and test pit excavation to confirm the 
disposal area boundaries. ACM was identified in Area 1 and Area 3 and included, non-friable 
concrete piping, non-friable concrete roofing, non-friable floor tile and associated mastic, and non-
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friable roofing paper. All surface ACM was removed from the site and disposed at PVT landfill. Air 
monitoring activities were conducted throughout the duration of asbestos remediation and subsurface 
test pit excavation and trenching activities.  

Following site preparation field sampling was performed and included, incremental and judgmental 
surface soil sampling, and groundwater monitoring well installation and sampling. Slide 12 
presented the sampling design, designated disposal areas were divided into interior DUs (outlined in 
gray) and perimeter DUs (outlined is purple) approximately 10,000 square feet (ft2) in size.  Interior 
DUs were used to determine whether the historical waste disposal practices have affected the soil 
located within the disposal areas. Perimeter DUs were used to define the lateral extent of 
contamination. Area 1 is comprised of seven DUs, Area 2 is comprised of six DUs, Area 3 is 
comprised of five DUs and Area 4 is comprised of two DUs. Slide 12 also presented pothole 
sampling locations (blue shaded circle), test pit locations (red shaded triangle), and test trench 
locations (shaded yellow rectangle). Five test pits were excavated in Area 1 to confirm the boundary 
of buried debris. Test pit dimensions were 5 ft long and 5 ft wide with a depth of 2.5 ft. Five test 
trenches were excavated in Area 1 to access the subsurface soil. Test trench dimensions were 30 ft 
long and 5 ft wide with a depth that ranged from 2.5 ft to 6 ft. For the Pot Hole sampling, an 
excavator was used to access the surface soil under debris in Area 2, Area 3, and Area 4. Samples 
were collected directly from the excavator bucket. 

Question 1 (Q1): Why are the DUs 10,000 ft2, normally they are 5,000 ft2.   

Answer 1 (A1): Both DOH and EPA were consulted on the DU size and it was agreed 10,000 ft2, 
still represents an area habitable for residential use. Also because of the presence of the endangered 
species Marsilea villosa, it is not likely small residential lots would be built in this area.  

Slide 14 and 15 presented the soil and groundwater results. Chemical concentrations in surface soil 
were detected above the project screening criteria in the following areas, Area 1; polynuclear 
aromatic hydrocarbon (PAHs), polychlorinated biphenyl (PCBs), and dioxin/furans, Area 2; PAHs, 
PCBs, metals, and total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH), Area 3; PAHs and PCBs, and Area 4; PAHs. 
Five test trenches were excavated in Area 1 and five samples were collected below the debris layer, 
and two samples were collected within the debris layer. Chemical concentrations in subsurface soil 
were detected above the project screening criteria within and beneath the debris layer for PAHs, 
PCBs, pesticides, and metals. Four groundwater samples were collected and analyzed from three 
new wells and one existing up-gradient monitoring well. Results indicated chemicals of potential 
concern (COPCs) were not detected above human health screening criteria and groundwater is not a 
drinking water aquifer. Three COPCs were detected above the ecological screening criteria (aquatic 
habitat goal) at MW01; copper and mercury, MW03; vanadium, A403 and MW02; vanadium. 

Q2: Although the COPCs exceeded the aquatic habitat goal, what is the probability of water birds 
coming into contact with the groundwater?  

A2: The ecological receptors are not likely to come into contact with the groundwater. 

Q3: Why is the aquatic habitat goal lower, considering its groundwater and not likely to come into 
contact with the ecological receptor? 

A3: The aquatic habitat goal is based on the potential for groundwater movement into a wetland 
area. The groundwater ranges in depth from 8-10 feet below ground surface to 25 feet below ground 
surface.  
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Q4: Why is this not a drinking water aquifer?  

A4: The chloride content is too high for it to be used as a drinking water source. 

Q5: What is the site elevation; is it that low there is saltwater intrusion from the ocean, or is a 
geological formation contributing to chloride content in the groundwater? 

A5: The site is relatively flat and not much higher above sea level. The direction of flow (referring to 
Slide 15), just above Lualualei road is about where the surface water flows into Mailiili canal, 
concrete lined, installed in the 1950s, and flows into the ocean. So it goes around this area for the 
most part because it’s diverted further up, where they consider the wetland on Navy property. The 
water birds are typically found in the wetland area and not here at this site. We have a lot of 
freshwater springs on our near shore waters and contaminants could end up there, rather than the 
wetlands. Further down on Paakea Road there is a limestone quarry that has been excavated to about 
30-40 feet in depth. During high tide due to capillary action, water fills the bottom of the quarry and 
the contaminants could also end up there. 

Q6: Is the site called a coral pit because it was formerly used as a quarry? 

A7: Yes, it was a former quarry and later filled with construction type debris and waste, which is the 
reason we are currently investigating the site.  

Q8: What were the levels of copper, lead, and vanadium, and are they a concern? 

A8: The drinking water standard for mercury is 2 parts per billion (PPB), the aquatic standard is 0 
.025 PPB, and the detected levels were 0.081 PPB.  

Comment 1 (C1): In areas further downstream near the Maili area, such as Mana Road, the only 
time you would see surface water is after a heavy rain and the area floods, rather than it popping up 
due to high tide. There are several agricultural wells in Maili below the project site, and a survey was 
conducted by the Board of Water Supply (1999-2000) to count how many active/inactive wells were 
in the area. About 10 percent responded and out of that approximately 25 percent were still using 
their wells.  

Q9: If there are agricultural wells in use, is it likely the crops will uptake the contaminants and will 
those levels be low enough for human consumption. 

A9: We had previously discussed this concern along with contamination moving offsite and any 
synergy with the groundwater. We evaluated whether there was a concern close to the project site, 
i.e., if there were any nearby wells still in use. Most of the wells were located in the southwest 
direction, and groundwater flow is towards the northwest direction. 

As part of the RI, a human health and ecological risk assessment were performed. Potential receptors 
for the human health risk assessment were occupational worker, construction worker, trespasser, and 
resident. Results indicated a potential excess cancer risk for future residents at 2 of 7 DUs in Area 1, 
for total dioxins. There is also a potential excess non-cancer health effects for the construction 
worker in Area 1 (total dioxins and total PCBs); child resident in 14 of 20 DUs (total dioxins, total 
PCBs, and metals that exceed naturally occurring background levels); Adult resident in 2 of 20 DUs 
(total dioxins, total PCBs, and benzo(a)pyrene). Potential receptors for the ecological risk assessment 
were terrestrial plants, terrestrial invertebrates, house mouse, northern cardinal, and hawaiian short-
eared owl. Results indicated there is no risk to terrestrial plants including Marsilea villosa. Several 
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baseline ecological risk assessment (BERA) hazard quotients (HQs) exceed one for the house mouse 
and northern cardinal, due to surface soil exposure to copper in DU10 of Area 2 and dioxins at 4 of 7 
DUs in Area 1. 

Q10: What is the source of the dioxins? 

A10: The dioxins are probably from burning of material prior to disposal. 

Slide 18 presented the RI conclusions and recommendations. The nature and extent of contamination 
has been adequately defined and no additional data is needed. The human health risk assessment 
concluded that the site is not entirely safe for potential future onsite residents and construction 
workers. The ecological risk assessment concluded that the site may not be safe for some mammals 
and birds. Based on the results of the RI, a Feasibility Study is recommended to evaluate remedial 
action alternatives to ensure protection of potential receptors that may be exposed to COPCs at the 
site. 

Q11: If the perimeter areas are just as contaminated as the interior areas, is the site delineated? 

A11: The COPC concentrations in the perimeter were lower than the COPC concentrations in the 
interior.  

Q12: Have you considered a follow-up analysis of offsite groundwater, i.e. the agricultural wells that 
could be used for irrigation. The concern is an offsite resident using a well to pump groundwater to 
the surface and the potential for contamination from an ecological risk standpoint.   

A12: The groundwater results exceeded the ecological screening criteria; however the site specific 
ecological risk assessment concluded that groundwater was not a concern at the site because there 
was no potential for exposure. However we can also run the ecological use scenario for the 
groundwater concentrations detected at the site. 

C2: Concern is the native water birds upgradient of the site, and the possibility they may fly to the 
downgradient areas and consume the invertebrates or groundwater that may be pumped to the 
surface. By considering this scenario, it demonstrates to the community you are evaluating the 
potential for whether or not it’s going to be a community impact or concern. 

C3: The aquatic standard for mercury is 0.025 PPB, and in my experience those levels are not likely 
to affect water birds. What they may have evaluated for the wetland ecological risk is 
bioaccumulation in invertebrates and then birds consuming the invertebrates. If these background 
levels are in the geological formation, then the water is probably already contaminated. If not, the 
groundwater movement and freshwater springs near the coast could be potential wetland areas for 
the birds; however the birds have evolved with the presence of the geological formation and they are 
breeding. It is not likely the birds would be affected by these levels. It will be interesting to see if the 
ecological risk will be driving the cost component in the Feasibility Study, and if so I would work 
with you to minimize this. 

Slide 19 presented the project schedule, the draft RI report was submitted for review April 2014 and 
the final version is scheduled for December 2014. The Feasibility Study is scheduled for May 2015, 
followed by the final version December 2015.  

Q13: Is there a fence on that side? Did any of the debris look like it was post 1970s that could have 
been disposed of after the site discontinued as a disposal site. 
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A13: Although there was a single battery found, we did not see any significant post 1970s debris or 
waste. There is a perimeter fence and road that is patrolled. 

Feasibilitiy Study for Old Naval Radio Transmitting Facility Landfill, Naval Radio Transmitting 
Facility Lualualei, Joint Base Pearl Harbor-Hickam, Lualualei Annex) ― Mr. Robert Kaito, 
NAVFAC Hawaii 

Mr. Kaito introduced himself as the RPM for the Old Naval Radio Transmitting Facility (NRTF) 
Landfill which is located at JBPHH, Lualualei Annex. His presentation included discussions on the 
site history, previous and current site activities, and the project schedule. Slide 2 presented an aerial 
view of NRTF Lualualei as outlined in green, along with the Old NRTF Landfill shaded in orange.   

Slide 3 presented the CERCLA process, the Remedial Investigation determined there was a risk to 
human health and the environment, specifically onsite groundskeepers mowing the lawn, generating 
dust, and potentially mobilizing site contaminants. Therefore a Time-Critical Removal Action 
(TCRA) was conducted to reduce exposure to chemicals at the site that may be unsafe for human 
health and the environment. The site is currently in the Feasibility Study phase, and after completion 
the next step is a Proposed Plan. 

Slide 4 presented the installation background, where in 1933; approximately 1,700 acres in Lualualei 
Valley were set aside for a new radio transmission facility as part of the expansion of Naval 
communication facilities in Hawaii. The NRTF continues to be used as a radio transmitting facility 
by the Naval Computer and Telecommunications Area Master Station Pacific and is expected to 
remain as an antenna field in the future. Slide 5 presented a summary of previous investigation 
results, starting with the 1986 Initial Assessment Study (IAS). The IAS identified the Old NRTF 
Landfill within the antenna field at NRTF Lualualei. The disposal area was reportedly filled with 
inert construction debris generated on base from early 1940s to mid-1983. Based on the type of 
waste the landfill received, the IAS recommended no further action. In 1991, the EPA requested 
further investigation be conducted at the site, a Remedial Investigation (RI) was performed in 2010, 
and a TCRA was conducted in 2013. 

Slide 6 illustrated the sampling design, depicting locations of the groundwater monitoring wells, test 
pits, trench locations, and incremental surface soil and discrete sampling locations. Each decision 
unit was approximately 5,000 square feet in size. The footprint of the debris is outlined in yellow and 
several step outs were required to complete the delineation of surface soil contamination beyond the 
boundary of the actual disposal area.  

The RI results indicated the boundary of the former disposal areas has been defined. Waste 
encountered during the RI field activities included construction debris, automobile parts, 
telecommunications cables, wiring, metal, plastic, ceramic, glass, and wood. Concentrations of 
metals (arsenic, chromium, and lead), PAHs, PCBs, TPH, and dioxins in soil were detected above 
EPA or DOH screening criteria. Concentrations of arsenic in groundwater were detected above the 
EPA screening criteria; however the concentrations were below the DOH environmental action level 
(EAL), EPA maximum contaminant level (MCL) for drinking water and background levels. 

As part of the RI, a risk assessment was conducted and determined that the site may not be safe for 
current site users (base grounds maintenance workers, occupational workers, and construction 
workers) due to PCB and dioxin concentrations in the surface soil. The risk assessment also 
determined that the arsenic levels in groundwater do not represent a risk to human health or the 
environment and are not associated with the site (i.e., it is associated with naturally occurring 
background). The RI recommended a TCRA involving construction of a soil cover to prevent 
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exposure to current site users while additional long-term remedial alternatives were evaluated under 
a Feasibility Study.  

The TCRA consisted of a two-foot thick soil cover placed on the landfill to prevent exposure to 
PCBs and dioxins in surface soil for onsite human and ecological receptors. The soil cover 
construction consisted of demarcation fabric (geotextile) placed on top of the impacted soil, followed 
by an 18-inch thick layer of clean imported gravel with a 6-foot wide taper around the perimeter. A 
6-in thick layer of imported topsoil was placed on top and loosely compacted to allow for 
revegetation, followed by hydroseeding of the surface of the soil cover with grass. Additionally, 
twelve 18”x12” warning signs were placed around the perimeter of the cover at 100 foot intervals. 
The signs face outward and are legible from 25 feet away. 

Following the TCRA, a Feasibility Study was prepared to evaluate a permanent site remedy. Three 
remedial alternatives proposed: 

 Alternative 1:  No Action – Perform no action, except abandoning the groundwater 
monitoring wells 

 Alternative 2:  Land Use Controls (LUCs) – Implement institutional controls (land 
restrictions), maintain engineering controls implemented during the TCRA (soil cover and 
signage), and conduct well abandonment 

 Alternative 3:  Clean Closure (no LUCs) – Excavate contaminated soil and debris, and 
transport excavated materials to a CERCLA-approved solid waste landfill 

As presented on Slide 12, each alternative was evaluated against nine criteria: overall protection of 
public health and the environment, compliance with applicable or relevant and appropriate 
requirements (ARARs), long-term effectiveness and permanence, reduction of toxicity, mobility, or 
volume through treatment, short-term effectiveness, including Green and sustainable remediation 
(GSR) evaluation, implementability, capital cost, regulatory acceptance, and public acceptance. The 
recommended alternative is Alternative 2: LUCs. Human health risks are already within the 
acceptable range for industrial use. Alternative 2 includes preventing future residential use and 
exposure to subsurface contamination and costs significantly less than Alternative 3.  

Q1: If you are excavating everything, how are you not reducing the toxicity, mobility, or volume of 
the contaminant?  

 A1: We are reducing the toxicity, mobility, or volume of the contaminant onsite, however not in 
terms of the overall environment. Although the soil would be moved to a facility approved to accept 
the soil, it still retains its toxicity and volume. The toxicity, mobility, or volume of the soil could be 
reduced if it were treated, similar to the treated PCBs.    

C1: Suggest that you add a table note indicating the toxicity, mobility, or volume will not be reduced 
because it would be moved to a facility. 

Q2: Was thermal desorption evaluated as an alternative? 

A2: For thermal desorption to be viable, a significant quantity of soil is required. There would also 
be other waste (construction debris, automobile parts, telecom cables, wiring, metal, plastic, ceramic, 
glass, and wood) at the site that could not be placed in the thermal desorption unit. 

Q3: For sites where thermal desorption is not an option due to insufficient quantity of soil, could you 
consolidate these sites and ship in thermal desorption unit. 
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A3: Sites with similar contamination have been consolidated; however there are some cases where 
we need to address the site, resulting in excavation and disposal offsite. There are other installations 
with environmental restoration programs that use the same Department of Defense funds and follow 
CERCLA. The thermal desorption unit was offered to them, however no one responded. Also at that 
time HECO had some sites, however their investigations did not follow CERCLA and therefore we 
could not assist them. Another factor to consider when a site can be consolidated is timing, funds 
allow a project to proceed and it may become an issue if site activities are postponed so it can be 
consolidated with another site. 

Slide 14 presented the project schedule; the feasibility study is planned for 2014, followed by the 
Proposed Plan (2014-2015), and Record of Decision (2015). 

Q4: Do any of the detected COPCs have the propensity to migrate?  

A4: PCBs and dioxins have a strong affinity to soil and PAHs are hydrophobic, they latch onto soil. 
The concern at the site is human receptor exposure to the surface contaminants through inhalation 
and dermal contact. Arsenic was the only COPC detected in groundwater and although it exceeded 
the EPA screening criteria, the levels were below DOH EALs, EPA MCLs for drinking water and 
background levels. These results indicate whether the contaminants are moving from the soil to the 
groundwater. 

Q5: Since NRTF will continue to be used as an antennae field, will the cover and signage will be 
maintained? 

A5: As part of the LUCs, there will be annual inspections, five-year reviews and if needed, periodic 
maintenance. This decision will also be recorded in the Record of Decision/ Decision Document.  

 

VI. OPEN DISCUSSION ON TECHNICAL PRESENTATIONS AND OTHER ISSUES 

Waianae Coast/Lualualei RAB Meeting – Ms. Janice Fukumoto, NAVFAC Hawaii 

Ms. Fukumoto discussed a handout that contained a summary list of active and closed Environmental 
Restoration sites. The next Waianae Coast/Lualualei RAB meeting is tentatively scheduled for 
September/October 2014, and the meeting date is based upon available projects for the area. Ms. 
Fukumoto thanked everyone for attending and adjourned the meeting at 8:30 p.m. 

For additional information, please contact Ms. Denise Emsley at: 

Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Hawaii (NAVFAC Hawaii) 
400 Marshall Road, Code 09PAO 
JBPHH HI 96860-3139 
(808) 471-7300 
Email: denise.emsley@navy.mil 

Project reports discussing environmental investigation and restoration efforts that were discussed 
tonight can be obtained from the following Navy information repositories: 
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Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Pacific
258 Makalapa Drive, Suite 100 
JBPHH Hawaii 96860  

Tel. (808) 472-1428 

University of Hawaii at Manoa 
Hamilton Library Hawaiian and Pacific Collection  
2550 McCarthy Mall 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96822  

Tel. (808) 956-8264 

Waianae Public Library 
85-625 Farrington Highway 
Waianae, Hawaii 96792 

Tel. (808) 697-7868 
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ATTACHMENT A 

LIST OF ATTENDEES 

WAIANAE COAST/LUALUALEI RAB MEETING 

NANAKULI HIGH AND INTERMEDIATE SCHOOL AC ROOM, WAIANAE, HAWAII 

July 16, 2014 

Name Organization 

Ms. Miya Akiba Environet  

Representative Karen Awana State House District 43 

Mr. Robin Boyd AECOM  

Ms. Danielle Coulombe AECOM  

Ms. Tracy Flores NAVFAC PAC 

Mr. Michael Fry U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

Ms. Janice Fukumoto NAVFAC Hawaii 

Mr. Louis Galderia City and County of Honolulu 

Ms. Rachel Gilhooly AECOM  

Mr. Robert Harter City and County of Honolulu Department of Emergency Management 

Mr. Black Hoohuli Nanakuli High & Intermediate School 

Mr. Robert Kaito NAVFAC Hawaii 

Ms. Maria Reyes DOH, Office of Hazard Evaluation and Emergency Response  

Ms. Cynthia Rezentes RAB Community Co-Chair 

Mr. Scott Simmons ESI 

 


