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March 24, 2016 

 

MEMORANDUM  
         Log No: 2016.00248/2015.01944 

TO: Russell Y. Tsuji, Land Administrator  Doc No: 1603MD35 

                             DLNR Land Division      Archaeology 

                             Via email to: Russell.Y.Tsuji@hawaii.gov 

 

       
FROM:  Morgan E. Davis, Lead Archaeologist Maui Section 

 

 

SUBJECT: Chapter 6E-42 Historic Preservation Review-  

Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed Waikapu Country Town 

Waikapū Ahupua‘a, Wailuku District, Island of Maui 

TMK (2) 3-6-002:001, 003; 3-6-004:003, 006; 3-6-005:007 and 3-6-006:036   

 

Thank you for the subject memorandum that we received on February 8, 2016. The Waikapu Country Town DEIS has 

been prepared for associated permit applications for a State Land Use Commission District Boundary Amendment; a 

County Community Plan Amendment; a County Change in Zoning; a Project District Approval; Subdivision Approval; 

NPDES Permits; and Building Permits.  

  

The proposed Waikapu Country Town is a mixed-use residential community of approximately 499 acres. The project 

includes mixed housing totaling 1,433 residential units and 200,000 square feet of commercial space; approximately 

eight miles of pedestrian and bicycle paths; and 1,077 acres for an agricultural component. An archaeological inventory 

survey was conducted for this project and a report submitted to SHPD for review and approval in 2013; historic 

properties are present within the project area. I have just learned that this report was not reviewed; a review is currently 

in process. We will copy you on the upcoming review correspondence.  

 

Please contact me at (808) 243-4641 or Morgan.E.Davis@hawaii.gov if you have any questions or concerns about this 

memorandum.  

 

 

 

 
cc: County of Maui  County of Maui   County of Maui   

Department of Planning  Department of Public Works – DSA Cultural Resources Commission 

(Planning@co.maui.hi.us) (Renee.Segundo@co.maui.hi.us)  (Annalise.Kehler@co.maui.hi.us) 
 

 Michael J. Summers, President     Lisa Rotunno-Hazuka, Owner 

 Planning Consultants Hawaii, LLC    Archaeological Services Hawaii, LLC 
 (msummers@planningconsultantshawaii.com)    (lisa@ashmaui.com) 
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TO:  Applicant: Mr. Michael Atherton  (209) 601-4187                            March 30, 2016 
  Waikapu Properties, LLC,  
  1670 Honoapiʻilani Highway Wailuku, HI 96793,  
 Consultant: Mr. Michael Summers  (808) 269-6220 
  Planning Consultants Hawaii, LLC,  
  2331 W. Main Street Wailuku, HI 96793,  
 Approving Agency: Mr. Daniel Orodenker (808) 587-3822 
  State of Hawaiʻi, Land Use Commission,  
  Department of Business, Economic Development and Tourism, 
  P.O. Box 2359, Honolulu, HI 96804-2359 
 
From:  Maui Tomorrow Foundation 
RE:    Waikapū Country Town Draft-EIS 
 
 
Mahalo for the opportunity to review this Draft EIS. In general the EIS discusses a variety of the 
project’s impacts openly and offers constructive mitigations. The fact that the project is offering 
to set aside an 800 acre ag preserve and commit to providing local opportunities for food and 
other production is a unique feature in developments of this size in central Maui.  
 
There are, however, several areas in the Draft EIS that lack sufficient or accurate 
information/maps or other data to adequately cover the likely impacts of the action.  We ask that 
this information be provided in the Final EIS. 
 
Population figures that form the basis of many calculations are not clear. Appendix A includes 
Table III-4 which indicates expected population from single family units as: 2321 plus 102 part 
time residents. This is based upon an occupancy rate of 2.6 persons for fulltime residents and 
3.2 persons for part time. According to US Census data for 2010-2014 for the Wailuku area the 
average occupancy for each household is 2.94 person/unit. This would give a full time 
population of 4,213, rather than 3,362 and a defacto population of 4,361. The DEIS does not 
justify why the census number was not used. 
 
 
Section I comments: “Unresolved Issues” 
 
A Wastewater Treatment  
Discussed on p.I-38 as an “unresolved issue.” It is clear from the County DEM  comments that 
eventually a new wastewater facility will need to be constructed onsite or off. A map is not 
provided in the DEIS report to show the possible location of the treatment facility. A verbal 
description of possible location is given as North-East corner of the property. This should be 
illustrated on a map and any possible impacts to the park/school-site planned in that location 
should be discussed. The DEIS should also the relative costs to local residents of a private 
treatment facility versus a public one. Likewise, any possible offsite locations should also be 
discussed. 
 
 
Wai`ale By-pass Road Improvements 
DEIS should discuss impacts on project design if this essential upgrade is not funded during the 
proposed first phase of the project.  
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Final Water Quality Testing 
Since water quality testing results for the project’s wells were not available in the EISPN or the 
DEIS, this effectively means that the public has had no chance to review or comment upon the 
information in the tests until the Final EIS, when public comment is no longer taken. This 
circumvents the Ch. 343 process of timely access by the public and agencies to project 
information. 
 
Section II comments: 
 
p. II-3 “ HC&S continues to lease approximately 938 acres for sugarcane cultivation from the 

Project Applicant.” This should be updated in FEIS. 
 
p. II-21-26 discusses the phasing of the various aspects of the project. There is no discussion of 
the phasing of decisions re: the proposed ag preserve; ag park or large ag lots. Will all these be 
established in phase 1or phase 2? Maps like Fig 2 and various plan design maps do not clearly 
indicate where the potential ag park, ag preserve or ag lots will be located. The Department of 
Agriculture made the same comment. The DEIS should also identify the accepting agency or 
organization of the conservation easement, the timing of when the easement will be established 
and discuss how the conservation easement is to be implemented and managed. 
 
The DEIS includes up to 146 ohana units in infrastructure planning data, which is very much 
appreciated. The FEIS, however, should note if there would be additional impacts if double that 
number of ohanas, and resulting 10% or more increase in the project population, were to be part 
of the finished project design. Would there be sufficient water, sewage capacity, road capacity, 
park space etc. to accommodate additional households, vehicles and infrastructure demands? 
 
Chapter III Comments 
 
p.III-16 states that “A range of housing types will be provided within easy walking distance of the 
Village Center” and gives a listing of types of housing.  The EIS should specifically indicate 
whether any rental housing will be built in the project’s first phase.   
COMMENT: Mr. Atherton referred to a possible 201-H project as part of the development, and it 
is referenced in the DEIS as having up to 300 additional units.The EIS needs to indicate where 
that would be located and what additional infrastructure support it would involve since the 201- 
H process can waive Community Plan Amendment, Change in Zoning Application and other 
usual requirements to expedite the construction of affordable homes.  
 
P.III-28 Discusses the use of a Complete Streets concept in project design. This is very 
desirable and we applaud the Applicant for adopting this strategy.  
 
COMMENT: The DEIS, however, does not discuss how there would be hiking access to 
Waikapu stream from the upper (mauka) parts of the project. What happens to existing jeep 
road along stream?  The DEIS has no discussion of community or cultural access to upper part 
of Waikapu stream, yet the stream was identified as the most important cultural feature on the 
land in the summary of the CIA. 
 
 COMMENT: The maps do not make it clear exactly what roads will service future agricultural 
lands. 
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P. III-31 The DEIS describes the Village Green as “the site of the existing Mill House Restaurant 

and MTP lagoon.”  
COMMENT: The DEIS does not discuss if the proposed 1.5 acre “Village Green” size offers 
enough space for both WCT residents and potential visitor activities, although both are likely to 
be major users. What is the use capacity of a space that size? If more accurate residential 
population figures are used, is the Village Green size adequate? 
 
P. III- 47   Table 17 (costs and phasing-) refers to a private Wastewater Facility being needed. 
  
COMMENT: As mentioned above, location of this future facility should be shown on maps in the 
DEIS. 
 
p. III-48 Shows substantial infrastructure costs: $79 mil for phase 1. 
COMMENT: The DEIS should discuss what would happen if funding is not available for those 
significant costs or if there are alternative methods of phasing the project if the infrastructure is 
not developed.  
 
Fig 29 is labeled “Drainage Improvements” but appears to show sewage lines. This should be 
clarified.  p. 139. EXHIBIT 8 in the Engineering Report of the DEIS shows the proposed 
drainage system. 
 
Section IV Comments: 
 
Flora & Fauna 
Mitigation measures to avoid harm to the endangered Blackburn Sphinx moth on the site are 
discussed in Section IV.A.4 of the DEIS and  Appendix L  (“EISPN Agency Comment and 
Response Letters”), In Section VII-p. 4  the DEIS concludes that “Implementing the USFWS 
mitigation measures will not constrain development of the property.”  
COMMENT: The USFWS letter in Appendix L makes it clear that “implementation of these 
measures does not ensure that impacts to listed species can be avoided and further 
consultation with the Service with compliance on the ESA may be required.” The DEIS should 
indicate if the project is able to set aside any habitat area for the moth, if that is eventually 
required, and how that habitat area would affect project design. 
 
Section V Comments 
 
Historical and Archaeological Resources 
 
VII-5-6  The AIS indicates the presence of mostly plantation era historic sites on the property. It 
appears that this may be because the area Archaeological Services Hawaiʻi, LLC conducted an 
archaeological inventory survey (AIS) of the subject parcels to be developed (TMK’s 3-6-
002:003; 3-6-004:003, 006; and 3- 6-005:007).  
 
COMMENT: the AIS does not mention TMK parcel 3-6-002:001 which is referred to in other 
sections of DEIS. This parcel is shown in Fig 10 Community Plan Map but one parcel, TMK 3-6-
002:003 is not shown on that map. Is this an error? Both parcels appear to be part of the project 
area. 
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 Fig 32 Survey area map and the accompanying narrative indicate that only a 612 ac portion of 
the 1579 acre parcel was subject to the AIS survey. The SHPD process requires projects to 
discuss traditional properties on the affected area as well as adjoining lands. It does not appear 
that the lands along the mauka portions of Waikapu stream and the other 967 acres of the 
property were surveyed for historic properties, except where they may contain portions of the 
plantation ditch systems. 
 
The AIS summary in the DEIS states: “During the investigation, no evidence of traditional 
Hawaiʻian activities, with the possible exception of Site 7882 (remnant retaining wall or terrace) 
was recorded. These negative results are primarily due to the compounded disturbances from 
sugarcane cultivation, historic habitation and modern land use; and possibly the inherent bias of 
random sampling during the inventory survey testing.” 
 
COMMENT: The absence of traditional Hawaiʻian activities in the project site, could be due to 
the fact that only a portion of the “project site” was surveyed, and such limited surveys do not 
meet the specifications called for in State Historic laws. 
 
HAR 13-276-2 defines project area as “the area the proposed project may potentially affect, 
either directly or indirectly. It includes not only the area where the project will take place, but 
also the proposed project’s area of potential effect.” 
 
HAR 13-276-3  defines the scope of an AIS:  
Archaeological inventory survey, generally.  
“An archeological inventory survey shall: 
(1) Determine if archaeological historic properties are present in the project area and, if so, 
identify all such historic properties. 
(2) Gather sufficient information to evaluate each historic property's significance in 
accordance with the significance criteria listed in section 13-275-6(b).  
 
The project area for Historic review for WCT is the entire 1579 acres. The AIS cannot conclude 
that there is “No Impact” to historic or archaeological sites if the entire acreage was not 
surveyed. The DEIS cannot make that same conclusion either. 
 
Cultural practitioners were widely consulted on the Cultural Impact Assessment but do not 
appear to have been part of the AIS process, as also required by HAR 13-276-7: 
 

“the report shall contain information on the consultation process with individuals 
knowledgeable about the project area's history, if discussions with the SHPD, background 
research or public input indicate a need to consult with knowledgeable individuals.”   

 
The two processes should be better integrated. It would be unusual to have such a large area 
with virtually no pre-contact features, even given its history of plantation cultivation. Monitoring is 
not a substitute for adequate archeological survey work. 
 
Section VII comments: 
 
VII-7 -8  Applicant is said to be “committed”.  
COMMENT:  Those actual commitments should be discussed in the FEIS. 
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VII-11 Describes 800 acres of land left as permanent ag designation as an ag park and 277 
acres of the project site left as ag designation, but subdivided into 5 ag lots with possible farm 
dwellings.  
 
COMMENT: It does not appear that these potentially residential lots are included in the potable 
water calculations. There are no figures given in the PER for non-potable water use other than 
an estimate that non-potable residential use is estimated as 1/3 of the usual Maui County use 
standards. Will the non-potable use of the 277 acres of ag lots compete with the 800 acre ag 
preserve operations for non-potable water, or is there plenty of water for all?  These 277 acres 
are not like the average size “ag lot” of 2,5 or 10 acres.  NOTE: as noted below, the acreages of 
ag land given in section VII are also not consistent with those given in the Preliminary 
Engineering Report in Appendix H.  
 
COMMENT: The project’s five wells are described in this section, but there is no mention of one 
well serving as a monitor well, as has been previously stated by the landowner in meetings with 
community groups. Will there be a monitor well? The FEIS should make this clear since so little 
information regarding water viability and quality is provided. 
 
p. VII-12  The WCT will also be providing approximately 32.5 acres of public park land within the 

project, of which at least 16.5 acres will be dedicated to the County.  
 
COMMENT: 6.5% of project land is park. If the population numbers are actually higher than 
predicted, because an unverified household size was used for the calculations and potential 
ohana units were estimated for just 148 of the 1050 single family lots, would more park area be 
needed? 
 
The DEIS states that  “The State of Hawaiʻi will also receive a 12-acre elementary school site.” 
COMMENT: Does the State need to purchase this site?  The FEIS should make this clear, as it 
could affect the viability of a new school being built for the community. 
 
VII-14 .The DEIS  states the project “ ...will require that between twenty and twenty-five percent 
of the Project’s housing be sold to low, low-moderate and gap groups in accordance with sales 
price and resale restrictions enumerated in Chapter 2.96, MCC.” 
 
COMMENT:  How many units each of single family and multifamily are anticipated to be 
constructed to meet the County’s workforce housing requirements? 
 
Appendix H Preliminary Engineering Report (PER) and Drainage Reports 
 
1.0 Introduction  
p.1 of the PER has a project description not consistent with the rest of the DEIS report. It states: 
“WCT will be a master-planned community with a mixture of single- and multi-family residential, 
commercial, and civic uses. The Maui Island Plan’s Directed Growth Plan designated 
approximately 503 acres of WCT’s 1,562 acres into urban small town and rural growth 
boundaries. The remaining 1,059 acres will remain in the State’s Agricultural District.
 Approximately 800 acres of the Project’s agricultural lands will be preserved in perpetuity 
for agricultural use through a conservation easement, and the remaining 274 acres will be kept 
in large agricultural lots. 
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COMMENT: The PER refers to different amounts of ag land than other parts of the DEIS 800 
acres + 274 acres = 1,074 acres, not 1,059 acres of ag land. The discrepancy should be 
addressed. 
 
Drainage: Existing and Post-Construction Conditions 
 
The DEIS states: “Currently there are seven (7) diversion berms along the upper most portion of 
the mauka site, which intercepts surface runoff and diverts it into Waikapu Stream (See Exhibit 
7). The diversion berms are part of the agricultural preserve that will not be developed and will 
remain in place as function as it is presently doing. Based on a 50-year, 1-hour storm, the 
existing diversion berms intercepts approximately 140,509 cubic feet of storm runoff and diverts 
it into Waikapu Stream. These diversion berms prevent runoff from sheet flowing into the 
proposed development areas.” 
 
p.16 of the PER further states:  “After the development of the proposed project, there will be 
no change in the volume of runoff diverted to Waikapu Stream from the upper 
agricultural preservation area. The existing diversion berms will continue to divert runoff from 
the areas mauka of the project site into Waikapu Stream.” 
 
COMMENT: Given that the CIA identifies Waikapu Stream as the area’s most important cultural 
feature and the major concern of cultural practitioners is sedimentation impacts to the stream, 
the DEIS should discuss any measures that could be taken to improve the water quality of the 
discharge from the bermed areas and remove the sediment. Comments in Vol III of the DEIS 
from Alec Wong of DOH Clean Water Branch asked the applicant to: “Identify opportunities to 
retrofit or bioengineer existing storm water infrastructure” to improve water quality.  Redesign of 
the mauka bermed areas of the WCT project to detain and filter sediment from the existing 
discharge would appear to be in accord with this comment.  
 
The DEIS states: “Based on the above drainage design criteria, the Phase I development 
mauka of Honoapiilani Highway will be required to mitigate an increase in runoff of 45 cfs and 
provide a minimum storage volume of 148,916 cubic feet and mitigate 266 cfs and provide a 
minimum storage volume of 771,963 cubic feet makai of Honoapiilani Highway.” 
 
COMMENT: Does this include mitigation for runoff from the makai side of Phase 1 as well? 
 
The DEIS states in the PER: “In accordance with the County’s “Rules for the Design of Storm 
Water Treatment Best Management Practices”, the design of the stormwater system will include 
water quality treatment to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable. 
Some examples of stormwater best management practices (BMP) are: 
 
Grassed Swales will be implemented within the landscaped areas where practical. Grass and 
groundcover provides natural filtration and allows for percolation into the underlying soils.” 
 
COMMENT:  Chapter 18.20 of MCC which implements new post-construction water quality 
standards now required under Chapter16.26.3306  Maui County Code “Rules for the Design of 
Stormwater Treatment Best Management Practices “  sets specific goals to be met by the 
project for reduction of water quality impacts. The DEIS does not specifically address how these 
standards will be met, only stating that the project’s systems will “reduce the discharge of 
pollutants to the maximum extent practicable.” The FEIS should include a discussion of the 
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capacity of detention basins to hold specific volumes of stormwater over a given period of time 
to allow the sediment loads to settle and be retained in the basin. 
 
Ch 18.20 is much more specific. It requires projects to meet these standards:  
1. After construction has been completed and the site is permanently stabilized reduce the 

average annual total suspended solid (TSS) loadings by 80%.  For the purposes of this 
measure an 80% TSS reduction is to be determined on an average annual basis for the 2 
year /24 hour storm. 

 
2  Reduce the post development loadings of TSS so that the average annual TSS loadings are 
no greater than predevelopment loadings. 
 
COMMENT: Creation of swales along contours actually allow them to capture more stormwater 
and more effectively recharge the underlying aquifer. This strategy should be discussed as part 
of the project’s “Sustainable Practices.” 
 
The DEIS states: “A maintenance plan will be developed for the stormwater BMPs. The plan will 
include the requirements for removal of the accumulated debris and sediment, maintaining 
vegetation, and performing inspections to insure that the BMPs are functioning properly.” 
 
COMMENT: It is good to see the need for ongoing maintenance addressed in an EIS, as it is 
rarely discussed. The FEIS shoud discuss who will fund the ongoing maintenance activities 
during each phase of the development. 
 
The DEIS states: “The drainage design criteria will be to minimize any alterations to the 
drainage pattern of the existing onsite surface runoff. No additional runoff will be allowed to 
sheet flow toward Kealia Pond.” 
 
COMMENT: The DEIS should have a specific discussion of direct compliance with County 
regulations regarding the quality of the water retained on the site. As with the existing runoff into 
Waikapu stream, existing onsite surface runoff towards Kealia Pond presents an opportunity to 
re-engineer and turn to biological solutions that improve water quality, even though only newly 
created runoff is REQUIRED to be mitigated by the project.  
 
Wastewater: 
 
The DEIS states in the PER: According to the Wastewater Reclamation Division, County of 
Maui, as of July 31, 2014, the KWRF has a capacity of 7.9 million gallons per day (mgd). The 
average flow into the KWRF is 4.7 mgd and the allocated capacity is 6.33 mgd. The 
remaining wastewater capacity at the KWRF is approximately 1.57 mgd. 
 
COMMENT: Who is the allocated capacity promised to? Will it actually be utilized as planned? 
 
p. 20 of the PER states:  “The policy of the DEM is that wastewater capacity cannot be 

reserved until the project is ready to receive building permits. If capacity at the KWRF is 
available at the time building permits are ready to be issued for the project, the project 
proposes to temporarily connect to the County’s sewer system and complete the 
required upgrades to connect up to 650 units in the Phase I development.” 

 
COMMENT: Appendix A Table III-4 gives a total of 690 units, not 650 in Phase I of the WCT 
project. Table III-4  also accounts only for the 1433 primary units and not the 146 ohana units 



 

8 

anticipated at full buildout which would include the 46 units anticipated in Phase I. Does this 
mean that part of Phase I  (40 units plus 46 ohana’s) would not have sewer capacity until a new 
treatment facility is built? How would that possibility be structured in the project? Would it affect 
any of the affordable housing units?  
 
The DEIS states: “The Waikapu Country Town development will need to construct a stand-
alone private wastewater treatment facility or partner with other projects in the Waikapu area, 
such as A&B’s Waiale project or the County of Maui to construct a regional wastewater 
treatment facility. The planning and design of a stand-alone or combined wastewater treatment 
facility will be coordinated with the availability of capacity within the County system. If required, 
a private wastewater treatment facility will be designed, constructed and in operation upon 
completion of the first home. 
 
In addition to any capacity that may be available in the County’s sewer system, the developers 
are looking into several private wastewater treatment facility alternatives. The first is a 
conventional wastewater treatment facility. This alternative generally involves liquids treatment 
consisting of preliminary treatment, flow equalization, primary sedimentation treatment, 
secondary biological treatment, secondary sedimentation treatment, disinfection, and disposal. 
The treatment of solids includes stabilization, dewatering, and disposal. 
 
The second wastewater treatment alternative is to utilize a Food Chain Reactor (FCR) 
configuration, consisting of biological treatment in successive reactor zones utilizing fixed 
biomass on a combination of natural plant roots and engineered biofiber media, along with a 
limited amount of suspended biomass. This alternative generally involves pretreatment, 
secondary biological treatment through a FCR zone, process aeration, chemical phosphorus 
removal/coagulation, flocculation, disinfection and disposal.” 
 
COMMENT: The EIS is the place to examine the impacts, advantages, costs and benefits of the 
two wastewater treatment technologies mentioned, and any anticipated mitigations needed, but 
they are not analyzed, only mentioned. The DEIS is incomplete without some analysis of 
strategies for wastewater disposal. The County of Maui appears clear in that any preliminary 
hookups for the project in the County’s Kahului facility would be on a temporary basis while a 
new onsite or regional facility is being built. The EIS must explore the topic in greater depth, 
since very expensive offsite upgrades would be required to hook into the county system. 
 
The DEIS states: “The Waikapu Country Town development could construct a stand-alone 
private wastewater treatment plant near the northeast corner of the project site after the 
maximum units is serviced by the County’s wastewater system. However, the treatment 
plant will be needed in about 2017 and the developers will continue to work with the County and 
other projects within the Waikapu area on a collaborative wastewater treatment facility. At the 
time the wastewater treatment plant is constructed, any units which temporarily connected to 
the County’s wastewater system will be connected to the new wastewater treatment plant.” 
 
COMMENT: How can a project inform the Land Use Commission that it plans to begin 
construction in 2017 or 2018 while it has no finalized plans for wastewater treatment as of 
2016? There are no DEIS maps indicating the potential Wastewater Treatment site in the 
project area. The NE corner is near a school and park. The FEIS should analyze the various 
alternative treatment plant locations available on the 1579 acre project site with regard to their 
advantages and impacts. 
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WATER 
 
Comment: A water quality analysis is required in the project’s engineering report to identify all 
contaminants. The DOH Clean Drinking water branch commented on this requirement. The 
engineering report needs to satisfy requirements of HAR11-20-29. 
Public water sources must also undergo a source water assessment, but the DEIS does not 
address this.  
 
p. 23  of the DEIS, PER states: “According to the Commission on Water Resource 

Management, the sustainable yield of the Waikapu aquifer is 3.0 million gallons per day. The 
three potable water wells have been approved by the State of Hawaii, Commission on Water 
Resource Management for a total pumping capacity of 2,300 gallons per minute (gpm).” 

 
COMMENT: The EIS should explain to the reader that 2,300 gpm capacity of the well pumps is 
actually, 3.3 mgd, or somewhat greater than the total capacity of the Waikapu aquifer. The two 
non- potable wells appear to account for 1100 gpm of that capacity, but it is not made clear if 
these wells have chloride levels that would render them unusable for potable purposes or what 
the expected non-potable demand of the agricultural activities on the project’s 1074 acres of ag 
land will be. 
 
The EIS states: “Based on the water usage, the projected water projected average daily water 
demand for Phase I is 311,033 gallons per day (gpd). In accordance with the DWSWSS, the 
maximum daily water demand is calculated as being 1.5 times the average daily demand, or 
466,550 gpd. The projected average daily water demand for Phase II is 334,475 gpd and the 
maximum daily water demand 501,713 gpd. Irrigation of parks and open spaces will be provided 
by the non-potable water system.” 
 
 
COMMENT: The DEIS water use chart does account for the 146 ohanas in its usage figures, 
but there should be a discussion of a larger demand if additional ohana units were to be 
constructed over time on the 970 Single Family units plus 80 Rural dwellings. The water 
demands of the possible 300 units of the 201-H project also appear to be left out of the 
discussion. Also, as noted before, the water chart does not include any information on estimated 
non-potable ag water use or potable  water use on the 227 acres of  “Ag lots.” The Hawaii State 
Department of Agriculture also requested more information on Ag water use on the 5 ag lots on 
the 227 acres; this should be provided. 
 
Appendix M  “Boundary Amendment Petition” was left blank in the electronic version of the 
DEIS. This should be corrected. 
 
 
General spelling/typo errors 
 
p. III-35  TYPO: Waikapū Properties LLC is also raising a heard of Texas Longhorn Cattle on the 

higher elevation agricultural lands.  
ALSO III-36  Grazing of WCT Long-horn Cattle (4). A heard of approximately 200 Longhorn 
cattle are currently grazing the WCT’s mauka agricultural lands. It is envisioned that a larger 
heard of cattle may be established on WCT lands not used for other diversified agricultural uses. 
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same page: MISSING WORD: Renewable Energy (6). Establishing one or more small solar 
farms may be considered if these farms are technically and economically viable and do not 
interfere with agricultural operations.  
 
FIG 24 map of ag master plan should have acreages of parcels  
 
p.III-38 TYPO:  EU.1.d 
Incorporate adequate transmit stops throughout the development 
 
p. 292 (pdf) VII-8  typo missing word: 
The Applicant will strictly adhere to the _____ set forth by the State Commission on Water 
Resources Management (CWRM) to ensure that the pumpage from the on-site wells remains 
well within the sustainable yield for the aquifer. 
 
Mahalo for this opportunity to comment. We support the general intent of the project design and 
are looking forward to the additional information being supplied in the FEIS. 
 
 
 
Albert Perez,  
Executive Director 
Maui Tomorrow Foundation, Inc.  
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  1670 Honoapiʻilani Highway Wailuku, HI 96793,  
 Consultant: Mr. Michael Summers  (808) 269-6220  msummers@planningconsultantshawaii.com 
  Planning Consultants Hawaii, LLC,  
  2331 W. Main Street Wailuku, HI 96793,  
 Approving Agency: Mr. Daniel Orodenker (808) 587-3822 
  State of Hawaiʻi, Land Use Commission,  
  Department of Business, Economic Development and Tourism, 
  P.O. Box 2359, Honolulu, HI 96804-2359 
 
From:  Richard “Dick” Mayer   dickmayer@earthlink.net                                   March 28, 2016 
   1111 Lower Kimo Dr. 
  Kula, Maui   HI 96790 
 
RE:    Waikapū Country Town Draft-EIS 
 
Initial Comment:  After analyzing over 100 Draft-EIS documents over 40 years, I can honestly say 
that this may be the best, most comprehensive, and honest Draft-EIS that I have read.  However, a 
significant assumption has been made and I do not believe it is accurate.  It relates to the expected 
population of the completed Waikapu Country Town project. 
                                ---------------------------------------------- 

 
There are numerous places in the Draft-EIS which use a total population figure of 3,511.  However, I could 
find only one location in the entire three volume Draft-EIS where a potential population number is attempted to 
be calculated.  It is based on the number of residential units that are being proposed.  It is found in Volume 3, 
Appendix A, on PDF page 74.  (See attachment on Page 3.) 
 
The entire 3 volume Draft EIS relies on this number, calculated on PDF page 74. However, I believe that there 
is a significant error in the population calculations.  Consequently, the whole Draft-EIS and all of the 
appendices (the entire document) are potentially in error! 
 
Many of the potential impacts and all the infrastructure is dependent on the population calculations from 
Appendix A.  For example, this population number is incorrectly used to calculate the number of students that 
will be going to school (school impacts).  Also in potential error is the traffic TIAR report, the amount of solid 
waste, wastewater, water needs, etc.  All of these are affected if the population figures that were calculated in 
Appendix A are incorrect. 
 
 
How are they in error? 
1.  The number of potential ohana units is severely underestimated at a level of 146 units in a community of 
1,050 single family residences.   It can reasonably be expected that there may be as many as 400 to 500 
ohana units, significantly increasing impacts.  A drive around Kahului or Maui Lani at 7pm will show the fact 
that there are on average many more than 2 cars parked in front of most homes. 
 
2.  Appendix A states clearly that even this low number of 146 ohana units has NOT at all  been utilized in 
calculating the expected population, -- those units are totally ignored. 
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3.  There is a reference made (Volume 3, Appendix A, on bottom of PDF page 12) to the potential addition of 
300 affordable houses being added to the project as a 201-H project.  Although requirements for a 201-H 
project may be minimal, those three hundred (300) additional “affordable” homes, presumably with many 
children, will certainly have a significant impact on school enrollments.  Furthermore, the 300 homes will 
certainly add traffic to each of the intersections and that has NOT been accounted for in the traffic TIAR study. 
 
4.   The multipliers for the number of residents in each unit are buried in the footnotes on the table on page 
PDF 74.   Full-timers = 2.6       Part-timers = 3.2 
The numbers seem reversed when it states that the full-timers will have a lower number of residents, by 
comparison to the part-timers.  If the number of people in each unit is applied correctly we will see a 
significantly higher total number in the population totals; and it is that number that should have been used 
throughout the Draft-EIS. 
 
The cumulative population impact of the above 4 items can be seen here: 
 
                                                                                   In the Draft-EIS          More Accurate 
“Under-represented” ohana units ~300 units @ 3.0                  0                                900 
 
Intentionally not included 146 ohana units @ 3.0 people/unit    0                                438 
 
300 potential 201-H “affordable houses” @ 3.2                         0                                960 
 
SF + MF  “Full-Timers”  @ 2.6  (In the Draft-EIS)                  3,363                              -- 
SF + MF  “Full-Timers”  @ 3.2  (Corrected)                               --                                4,138 
 
SF + MF  “Part-Timers”  @ 3.2  (In the Draft-EIS)                    148                                 -- 
SF + MF  “Part-Timers”  @ 2.6 (Corrected)                                 --                                   83 
                                                                                        ----------------                    ------------- 
                                        TOTAL è                                3,511                      6,519  
                                                                                   In the Draft-EIS          More Accurate 
  
 
Hopefully, the Final-EIS will use accurate population numbers throughout and in all the Appendices.     
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WAIKAPU COUNTRY TOWN       DRAFT-EIS    Appendix A   PDF page 74 
 

http://oeqc.doh.hawaii.gov/Shared%20Documents/EA_and_EIS_Online_Library/Maui/2010s/20
16-02-08-MA-5E-DEIS-Waikapu-Country-Town-Appendices.pdf 

 

 
 

  



  



TO:  Applicant:  Mr. Michael Atherton  (209) 601-4187   coachpea20@sbcglobal.net                          
  Waikapu Properties, LLC,  
  1670 Honoapiʻilani Highway Wailuku, HI 96793,  
 Consultant: Mr. Michael Summers (808) 269-6220 msumers@planningconsultantshawaii.com 
  Planning Consultants Hawaii, LLC,  
  2331 W. Main Street Wailuku, HI 96793,  
 Approving Agency: Mr. Daniel Orodenker (808) 587-3822 
  State of Hawaiʻi, Land Use Commission,  
  Department of Business, Economic Development and Tourism, 
  P.O. Box 2359, Honolulu, HI 96804-2359 
 
From:  Richard “Dick” Mayer   dickmayer@earthlink.net                                   March 28, 2016 
   1111 Lower Kimo Dr. 
  Kula, Maui   HI 96790 
 
RE:    Waikapū Country Town Draft-EIS – SUPPLEMENTAL COMMENTS / ISSUES 
 
Initial Comment:  This letter is a supplement to the letter dealing with the Waikapū Country 
Town population issue which was previously sent.  It contains a number of issues/concerns that 
will need to be addressed in the Waikapū Country Town Final-EIS. 
 
1.  More information is needed with regard to the County requirements for constructing 
affordable “workforce housing”: 

A.   Where in this Waikapu community will the affordable housing be built?  Mauka or 
makai? Near the center of town? Or on the periphery?  As single-family units?  Or only as 
smaller sized units in the multi-family buildings?  Will space be available for larger families 
who are also low-income? 
B.   What types of units will be built?  For home ownership? Or as rental units?  Will units be 
given “affordable and workforce” status in-perpetuity? 
C.   What will be the phasing of the affordable units? Will they have to wait for the entire 
mauka phase area to be completed before they are built?   That would not be good. 
D.   Since at least 20-25% of the units must be in the affordable category, at no time shall 
there be more than 80% of the completed units in the “market-priced” category.   
E.   Describe the process by which local “workforce-housing” families will be selected to 
purchase the affordable homes.  Signups?  Raffle drawings?  Priority lists? 

The Final-EIS should clarify these important social issues. 
 
2.  Traffic is probably the most problematic issue for this project. The TIAR traffic study mentions 
many of the other projects that will be built in the vicinity of the Waikapu Country Town.  
However, the traffic study has provided no explanation on how the proposed development of the 
other projects will be phased during the next 10 to 20 years.  What will be their probable rate of 
implementation?  In the same 10 year period as Waikapu Country Town is to be completed? 
    Potentially, the 1,500 – 1,800 units being proposed in Waikapu Country Town are in addition to 
the 2,550 Waiale area units; 600 - 800 units in Puunani; and 1,000 to 2,000 units in Kehalani and 
Maui Lani. 
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    It is absolutely necessary that a Central Maui Transportation Master Plan be completed that 
will integrate the traffic impacts and needs of all of these communities since at present the 
environmental documents for each project do not adequately include the cumulative impacts from 
the other projects.   
     Waikapu Country Town should offer to pay its fair share to have a Central Maui Transportation 
Master Plan prepared.  The Central Maui Transportation Master Plan should include three 
components: 

A.    A detailed description of the needed roads and intersections in Central Maui 
B.    Cost estimates to construct the needed roads and intersections; and 
C.    A fair allocation of the construction costs to be paid by: 
           each of the major residential developments; the State DOT; and Maui County.  This  
           would probably include the designation of particular traffic projects to a specific party. 
 

3.  Describe in greater detail the effects on the Waikapu aquafer of drawing water not only by the 
five Waikapu Country Town wells, but also from other wells that are now and in the future going 
to take water from the Waikapu aquifer.  Will the sustainable yield be exceeded?  
 
 4.  Parking    There needs to be a more comprehensive discussion of the parking situation near 
the Town Center and especially on Main Street where there will be many stores and residences 
above the stores.  The picture of Main Street leaves the impression that there will be inadequate 
parking for a commercial area.  The major problems that present-day Wailuku has with 
inadequate parking may be replicated here. 
 
5.  Elevation differences and bicycle routes     Will there be considerable difficulty in riding 
bicycles in a makai to mauka direction?  The Draft-EIS indicates that there will be an elevation 
difference of 400 feet or the equivalent of a 40-story building. Is it reasonable to expect that for an 
average resident there will be bicycle traffic going uphill?  For example, how many people in 
Wailuku could cycle up Main Street from the bridge over Waiale Road to the Baldwin House 
museum or higher?  It is doubtful that elementary school children will ever be able to get to their 
mauka home from the elementary school and nearby park 
 
6.  Clarify in the Final-EIS exactly where all of the storm water from the built up environment will 
end up.  
 
7.  It seems clear that, sooner rather than later, a wastewater treatment plant will need to be 
built. Indicate in the Final-EIS where that proposed wastewater treatment plant will be 
constructed.  On-site?  Or off-site?   And are there any environmental impacts from this very large 
(over $50 million) facility?  Almost certainly: yes. 
 
8.  The Draft-EIS has an extremely aggressive timetable for completion.  It indicates two 5 
year phases which seems highly unrealistic given the experiences of the other multi-decade, 
residential communities in Central Maui: Kahului, Maui Lani, and Kehalani.  What are the 
implications (financial, management, infrastructure, etc.) if the project timetable is lengthened? 
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Stacy stated that he would contact Craig to discuss the study and inform our wastewater sub-
consultant of the subject work. 

Paul M. noted that he would be preparing a memorandum of understanding detailing the scope 
of work and cost required to construct the infrastructure necessary to accommodate the 1st 650 
units at the Kahului Wastewater Treatment Plant. 

Michael S. confirmed that the project’s 1st 650 units could be accommodated by the KWTP, but 
that subsequent units would need to be treated by the new Central Maui Plant.  Michael asked 
if the WCT could obtain a credit for money invested into the infrastructure to expand the lines 
to the KWTP. 

Scott R. and Kyle noted that receiving a credit would probably be reasonable. Scott noted that 
eventually tying the entire project into the Central Maui Plant would be desirable in order to 
free up capacity for infill and redevelopment. Kyle concurred with this. 

Mike S. asked if commercial and other supporting civic uses could be added to the 650 units to 
be serviced by the KWTP.  Scott said no. 

Paul asked Stacy if the cost to install the expanded transmission capacity to the KWTP was $2 
million.  Stacy noted that that was only a very rough estimate based on linear feet of pipe.  He 
noted that it could be significantly more but that we would need a survey of Lower Main Street 
to confirm the cost.  It was agreed that Stacy would request Kirk Tanaka, or another suitable 
surveyor, to conduct the survey. 

Paul noted that the memorandum of understanding would document the steps to be taken by 
Waikapu Properties to produce an estimate of the cost to improve the subject infrastructure. 
Paul would then prepare a development agreement between the County and Waikapu 
Properties. 
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Ref. No.P-14789

June 24,2015

Mr. Michael J. Sulnmers, President

Plalming Consultants Hawaii LLC

2331 W. Main Street

Wailuku, Hawaii 96793

Dear Mr. Summers:

Subject:
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Chapter 343, HRS Environmental Impact Statement Preparation Notice .-=-

LUC Docket No. At5-798                                   o

Waikapu Country Town

TMK: (2) 3-6-004: Portion of 003; (2) 3-6-005: Portion ofT; (2) 3-6-002:

of 3; (2) 3-6-004:006; and (2) 3-6-005:007

Wailuku, Maui, Hawaii

Portion

Thank you for the opportunity to review the subject Enviromllental Impact Statement

Preparation Notice (EISPN) for Waikapu Country Town. The proposed project encompasses

1,576 acres, of which approximately 485 acres would be reclassified from the State Agricultural

District to the State Urban District and State Rural District. Approximately 1,077 acres of the

Petition Area would remain in the State Agricultural District, of which approximately 800 acres

would be permanently protected by the Petitioner through a conservation easement or similar

mechanism. The remaining 14 acres of the Petition Area are already classified in the State Land

Use Urban District and are utilized by the Maui Tropical Plantation. The Urban and Rural

components of the project will include 1,433 residential units, 146 Ohana units, neighborhood

retail, commercial, a school, parks, and open space.

The Office of Plalming (OP) offers the following comments.

. The majority of the Petition Area lies within the State Agricultural District. The proposal

will require that the subject property be reclassified to the State Urban District and State

Rural District through the Land Use Commission (LUC). OP represents the State as a

mandatory party in proceedings before the LUC. In developing its position, OP evaluates

whether the project meets the LUC decision-making criteria in HRS § 205-17, as well as

its conformance with Coastal Zone Management objectives and policies in

HRS § 205-A-2.



Mr. Michael J. Smnmers

June 24, 2015

Page 2

Attached for your consideration is a document entitled "Issues of Concern in District

Boundary Amendment Proceedings Based on LUC Decision-Making Criteria." The

Draft Envirolmaental hnpact Statelnent (DEIS) should address these issues and criteria -

particularly the areas of State concern in this document and best practices that could or

will be incorporated in the proposed project to address State priority guidelines for

sustainability. A short list of resources related to best practices can be found at the OP

website at http://hawaii.gov/dbedt/op/lalad use.htm.

We also strongly recommend that petitioners consult with affected State agencies early in

the project formulation process; and that they continue to do so in the preparation of any

environmental compliance docmnents required under HRS Chapter 343, so that potential

impacts to resources, facilities, and services lnanaged or provided by the State and

appropriate mitigation lneasures are identified in petitions and their environmental

compliance documents.

, We understand that several significant studies, including the Archaeological Inventory

Survey, the Cultural Impact Assessment, the Traffic Impact Analysis Report (TIAR), the

Preliminary Drainage Report, and the Preliminary Engineering Report (for water and

wastewater), are still being prepared for this project and tlms OP is unable to commelat on

them at this time. These studies, or the results of these studies, should be included in the

DEIS.

. The proposed project would result in the urbanization of approximately 485 acres of land

rated "Prime" by the Agricultural Lands of hnportance to the State of Hawaii (ALISH)

rating system. We recognize, however, the Petitioner's efforts to raitigate this loss by

including approximately 1,100 acres of mostly "Prime" agricultural land within the

Petition Area, of which 800 acres would be permanently protected through a conservation

easement. The DEIS should identify the accepting agency or organization of the

conservation easement and discuss how the conservation easement is to be implemented

and managed.

. We tmderstand the DEIS will include a more thorough analysis of the impact of the

proposed project on area schools. This discussion should include the following:

a.  Projected population increase for the Wailuku-Kahului region

b. Whether the Petitioner will be required to establish an Education Contribution

Agreement with the State Depm'tment of Education

c. How the Petitioner intends to coordinate with the Waiale project for the

development of the elementary or intermediate school as indicated in the EISPN.
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, The EISPN indicates that the proposed project will be implememed in two five year

phases through 2026. In the DEIS, please provide a schedule of development for each

phase of the total project and a map showing the location and timing of each phase of

development. Regarding infrastructure (e.g., highway improvements), the Petitioner

sh'ould discuss how improvements will be completed to ensure that mitigation coincides

with the impact created by the proposed project.

° In the DEIS, please include a map of existing uses within the Petition Area as well as on

adjacent properties.

.

°

°

Several of the 1Tlaps and figures in the EISPN were difficult to read and should be revised

as follows:

a.  All maps should be consistently formatted to include a north arrow, scale, and

legend.

b.  The resolution and clarity of some of the maps is poor and should be improved,

specifically the Community Plan Map on page 52, the Petition Area Soils map on

page 58, and the Character and Context map on page 74.

c. The Petition Area boundaries on several of the maps are unclear or missing and

should be made more prominent, specifically the Maui Island Plan Directed

Growth map on page 30, the Wailuku-Kahului Plalmed Growth Areas map on

page 31, and the Community Plan Map on page 52.

Chapter 3, Section A, of the EISPN states that the Project will require amendments to the

conditions placed upon the 14 acres of currently urbanized lands (p. 98). Please clarify in

the DEIS the permit approval being referred to, which conditions will require

amendlnents, and how the conditions will be amended.

OP provides technical assistance to state and county agencies in administering the

statewide plaiming system in Hawaii Revised Statutes (HRS) Chapter 226, the Hawaii

State Plan. The Hawaii State Plan provides goals, objectives, priorities, and priority

guidelines for growth, development, and the allocation of resources throughout the State.

The Hawaii State Plan includes diverse policies and objectives of state interest including

but not limited to the economy, agriculture, the visitor industry, federal expenditure, the

physical enviromnent, facility systems, socio-cultural advancement, climate change

adaptation, and sustainability.

We acknowledge that the EISPN document has identified the need to address the Hawaii

State Plan. The Draft EIS should include an analysis that addresses whether the proposed

project conforms or is in conflict with the objectives, policies, and priority guidelines

listed in the Hawaii State Plan.
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10. The coastal zone management area is defined as "all lands of the State and the area

extending seaward fi'om the shoreline to the limit of the State's police power and

management authority, including the U.S. territorial sea" see HRS § 205A-1 (definition

of "coastid zone managenaent area").

We acknowledge that the EISPN document has identified the need to address the

enforceable policies of the Hawaii Coastal Zone Management Program. HRS Chapter

205A requires all State and county agencies to enforce the coastal zone management

(CZM) objectives and policies. The Draft EIS should include an assessment as to how

the proposed project conforms to the CZM objectives and its supporting policies set forth

in HRS § 205A-2. The assessment on compliance with HRS Chapter 205A is an

important component for satisfying the requirements of HRS Chapter 343. These

objectives and policies include: recreational resources, historic resources, scenic and open

space resources, coastal ecosystems, economic uses, coastal hazards, managing

development, public participation, beach protection, and marine resources.

11. According to the EISPN, pg. 96, the Draft EIS will contain a Drainage Report that will

analyze drainage patterns, existing development, runoff totals, and analyze anticipated

changes to stormwater runoff. Additionally, according to the review material, this project

will need a National Pollmant Discharge Elimination System permit for construction

activity to safeguard against erosion and sediment loss. In order to ensure the coastal

waters of Kahului Bay and the nearshore waters of West Maui remain protected, the

negative effects of both natural processes such as stormwater runoff and a wide range of

human activities should be considered and mitigated. The Draft EIS should summarize

the area's classification in the State Land Use Districts, its relation to wetlands aud

perennial streams, the tsunami evacuation zone, and flood zone. These items, as well as

the nearshore water quality classification, should be considered when developing

mitigation measures to protect the coastal ecosystem.

OP has a number of resources available to assist in the developmem of projects which

ensure sediment and stormwater control on land, thus protecting the nearshore

enviromnent. OP recommends consulting these guidance documents and storlnwater

evaluative tools when developing strategies to address pollmed runoff. They offer useful

techniques to keep soil and sediment in place and prevent contaminating nearshore

waters, while considering the practices best suited for each project. These three

evaluative tools that should be used during the design process include:

Hawaii Watershed Guidance provides direction on site-appropriate methods to

safeguard Hawaii's watersheds and implelnelat watershed plans

http://files.hawaii.gov/dbedt/op/czm/initiative/laonpoint/HI Watershed

Guidance Final.pdf
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Stormwater hnpact Assessments can be used to identify and evaluate

information on hydrology, stressors, sensitivity of aquatic and riparian

resources, and management measures to control runoff, as well as consider

secondary and cumulative impacts to the area

http://files.hawaii.ÿov/dbedt/op/czna/initiative/stomwater imapct/final storln

water impact assesslnents_guidance.pdf

Low Impact Development (LID), A Practitioners Guide covers a range of

structural best management practices (BMP's) for stormwater control

management, roadway deve!opment, and urban layout that minimizes negative

environmental impacts

http ://files.hawaii. gov/dbedt/op/czm/initiative/lid/lid guide 2006.pdf

The responsiveness of the project and proposed petition to concerns identified in the

envirolmaental review process will strongly influence OP's evaluation and development of the

State's position on the proposed petition to ensure conformance with Chapter 205, HRS.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this project. If you have any questions please

call either Katie Mineo of our Land Use Division at (808) 587-2883 or Josh Hekekia of our

Coastal Zone Management Program at 587-2845.

c:/(Land Use Commission

Sincerely,

Leo R. Asuncion

Acting Director

Enclosure









Issues of Concern in District Boundary Amendment Proceedings

Based on LUC Decision-MalOng Criteria

The following issues are commonly discussed and analyzed for project proposals in petitions and theh"

supporting environmental assessments (EAs) or envh'onmental impact statements (EISs) prepared pursuant to

Hawaii Revised Statutes (HRS) Chapter 343. This list reflects the range of issues the State Land Use Colmnission

(LUC) must take into consideration in its decision-making under HRS Chapter 205, and Hawaii Administrative

Rules (HAR) Chapter 15-15. This list is not exhaustive or complete.

, Water Resources. Groundwater and surface water resource protection and water quality are

critical State issues. A thorough evaluation of these resources includes identifying and discussing:

(a) estimated water demand by types of land use; (b) proposed potable and non-potable water

sources to be used for the project and measures to reduce water demand and promote water reuse

in the project; (c) whether the proposed project is within a designated Water Management Area;

(d) the impact of the project on the sustainable yield and water quality of affected aquifers and

surface water sources; (e) permits or other approvals required for proposed water source use; and

(f) the consistency of the project and ilnpact of the project in terms of proposed water use and

system improvements and priorities contained in the county water use and development plan,

prepared pursuant to the State Water Code, HRS Chapter 174C.

2, Agricultural Lands. Article XI, Section 3, of the Hawaii State Constitution provides that "[t]he

State shall conserve and protect agricultural lands, promote diversified agriculture, increase

agricultural self-sufficiency, and assure the availability of agriculturally suitable lands."

Protecting agriculture is a policy objective in the Hawaii State Plan, HRS Chapter 226, and in the

State Administa'ation's New Day Comprehensive Plan, which is available at

http://hawaii.gov/gov/about/a-new-day. Agricultural activity inthe vicinity of the proposed

project should be identified, and the ilnpact of urban use or conversion of project lands on existing

and future agTicultural use and the viability Of agricultural use of adjoining agricultural lands

needs to be examined. Please discuss how the proposed project meets policy objectives to

promote and protect agriculture, pmÿticularly in cases where the lands have high agricultural value.

, Affordable Housing. Increasing the supply of affordable housing is a critical State and county

issue. Eveÿ2¢ county has an affordable housing policy and both the Hawaii State Plan, HRS

Chapter 226, and the State Administration's New Day Comprehensive Plan identify affordable

housing as a policy priority. If applicable, please discuss specifically how the proposed project

will meet State and county affordable housing policy objectives, to include a discussion of how

the project's proposed residential product types will be allocated among the market and various

affordable housing target populations, and the expected price ranges for the different product

types.

. Coastal Zone Management (CZM). The Office of Planning is the lead agency for the Hawaii

CZM Program, which is a Federal-State pmntnership for protecting, restoring, and responsibly

developing coastal conununities and resources. The coastal zone is defined as all lands of the

State and the area extending seaward fi'om the shoreline to the limit of the State's police power

and management authority, including the United States territorial sea (HRS § 205A-1). EA/EISs

should reference this definition of the coastal zone. State agency actions must be consistent with

the CZM program objectives and policies under HRS § 205A-2. The EA/EIS needs to discuss the

project in terms of its consistency with the following CZM objective areas.

Coastal and Ocean Resources. The State has an interest ha protecting coastal and marine

ecosystems and resources, as well as coastal and marine water quality. The EA/EIS should

identify any coastal and marine resources and ecosystems that may be impacted by the

proposed project, and the potential for nonpoint sources of pollution fi'om the project to

adversely affect coastal and marine water quality. Project flnpacts on existing site and offsite

hydrology and measures to manage stormwater and runoff need to be discussed. The Office

of Planning recommends the use of low impact development (LID) techniques and other best
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management practices (BMPs) that promote onsite infiltration and minimize runoff fi'om

storm events. More inforlnation on LID and stormwater BMPs can be found at

http://hawaii.gov/dbedt/cmrdinitiative/lid.php.

b. Coastal and Other Hazards. The EA/EIS should describe any hazard risks that are relevant

to the site and describe the measures that are proposed to mitigate any hazard impacts, such as

fi'om tsunami, hurricane, wind, storm wave, sea level rise, flood, erosion, volcanic activity,

earthquake, landslide, subsidence, and point and nonpoint source pollution. This should

include a discussion of any wildfire hazard and any mitigation measm'es that might be

required to address potential threats fi'om wildfires.

C.

5,

The EA/EIS process also provides an opportunity to address the sustainability of proposed

projects in terms of natural hazards and hazard mitigation, and the potential impact of climate

change on the proposed project over time. To this end, OP recommends the final EA/EIS

include a discussion of the proposed project with respect to the State Multi-HazardMitigation

Plan, 2010 Update, adopted in September 2010, available at

http://www, scd.hawaii.gov/documents/HawaiiMultiHazardMitigationPlan2010PUBLIC.pdf,

as well as the respective County Hazard Mitigation Plan.

Coastal-dependent Uses and Beach Protection. If the project is located on or near the

coast, the EA/EIS should discuss why the proposed development needs to be located on the

coast, the economic uses that will be of benefit to the State, as well as potential impacts on

beach access. The discussion should identify measures to protect beach systems and ensure

short- and long-term public access to beaches.

d, Coastal Recreational Resources. If the project is located on the coast, the EA/EIS should

include a description of recreational uses and facilities on or near the project site, and discuss

how the impact of increasing users on coastal and ocean recreational resources and competing

uses will be mitigated and managed during project development and buildout.

e.  Scenic Resources. The EA/EIS should discuss the impact of the proposed project on scenic

views to and fi'oln the coast and along the coast and coastal open space, and how any inlpacts

on these scenic and open space resources will be avoided, mininaized, or mitigated.

Special Management Area (SMA) Permitting. The SMA is defined by the counties and

includes areas in the coastal zone that are particularly sensitive so that it requires special

attention. Please identify whether the proposed project is within the SMA and how SMA

permitting requh'ements pursuant to HRS Chapter 205A, will be satisfied.

For additional resources and information, visit http://hawaii.gov/dbedt/czm.

Cultural, Archaeological, and Historic Resources. Almther CZM objective is to protect,

preserve, and where desirable, restore those natural and manmade historic and prehistoric

resources in the coastal zone that are significant in Hawaiian and American history and culture. If

archaeological or historic properties or artifacts, including native Hawaiian burials, are identified

ha an archaeological inventory survey on the property, the EA/EIS should discuss how the

petitioner has consulted with the State Historic Preservation Division (SHPD), what plans will be

prepared to monitor or protect identified resources, and how the petitioner intends to comply with

HRS Chapter 6E, related to historic preservation, and the CZM objective and policies for historic

resources contained in HRS §§ 205A-2(b) and (c). SHPD has information and guidance available

at http://hawaii.gov/dlnr/hpd!hpgrtg.htm.

The EA!EIS document should identify any cultural resources and cultural practices associated with

the property, including visual landmarks, if applicable, and discuss the impact of the proposed

project on identified cultural resources and practices as well as proposed mitigation measures.

The LUC is obligated under Article XII, Section 7 of the Hawaii State Constitution to protect the
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reasonable exercise of customarily and traditionally exercised native Hawaiian rights. Thus, the

LUC requires information as to the presence of cultural resources and cultural practices associated

with the project site and vicinity for decision-making on petitions.  The State Office of

Envh'omnental Quality Conta'ol (OEQC) provides guidance for preparing a cultural assessment at

http://oeqc.doh.hawaii.gov, at "Enviromnental Assessment PrepKit."

(http://oeqc.doh.hawaii.,ÿov/Shared%20Docmnents/Preparation of Hawaii Environmental Policy

Act Documents/Guidance on Cultural Impact/1997%20Cultural%20hnpacts%20Guidance.pdf)

. Biota. The EA/EIS should include an inventory and assessment of flora and fauna, including

invertebrates, found oll or in proximity to the project site and in any lava tubes and caves on the

property tbat are listed on the federal or State list of endangered or threatened species. Please also

discuss species of concern and candidates for listing. The petitioner should consult with the

Database Manager at the Hawaii Biodiversity and Mapping Program, Center for Conservation

Research and Trahaing, University of Hawaii, (808) 956-8094, as to the potential for the presence

of rare species in the project area. The EA/EIS should discuss measures to be taken to protect

rare, tlu'eatened, or endangered species or ecosystems of concern as required by law. The design

of the biological survey should consider both wet and dry season observations to capture the

fullest range of flora and fauna,                                                i

.

,

10.

8,

Wastewater Treatment and Disposal. The EA/EIS needs to identify the anticipated volume of

wastewater to be generated by type of user, as well as the proposed means of wastewater treatment

and disposal. A discussion of the availability of county wastewater collection and treatment

capacity and its existing service levels, design capacity, and allocated capacity is also needed. The

EA/EIS should also identify whether any facility improvements would be required to

accommodate additional wastewater generated within the service area, including the proposed

prqject. If a private wastewater treatment system is identified as the preferred option, the EA/EIS

should discuss the type of plant to be used, pel"mitting requirements, plans for reuse and/or

disposal of treated effluent and waste solids, and how the private system will be operated and

maintained.

Energy Use and Impacts. The State Hawai'i Clean Energy Initiative has adopted a goal of using

efficiency and renewable energy resources to meet 70 percent of Hawaii's energy demand by

2030, with 30 percent fi'om efficiency measures and 40 percent fi'om locally-generated renewable

sources. The EA/EIS should quantify the projected energy requirements of the project and discuss

measures to be taken to reduce energy demand, promote energy efficiency, and to promote use of

alternative, renewable energy sources. Please discuss how energy efficiency and energy demand

reduction, including reduced transportation energy use will be incorporated in the design of the

project and identify the kinds of gxeen building and sustainable design practices that could be used

to promote energy and resource conservation in the proposed project. Please also identify any

generating or transmission capacity constraints that may arise as a result of the proposed project

and other projects planned for the region.

Impact on State Facilities and Resources. The EA/EIS should quantify the impacts of the

proposed project on State-funded facilities, including schools, highways, harbors, and airports, and

discuss these impacts in terms of existing and planned capacity of the impacted facilities. The

EA/EIS should cite the mitigation measures proposed to be used in the development of the project

and describe efforts to address identified State agency concerns. Regarding transportation

impacts, consider project design options that limit the need to drive, including mixed land uses,

compact site design, walkable neighborhoods, and providing a variety of ta'ansportation choices

(e.g., bikhag, public transit, etc.).

Conservation District. If the proposed project is within the State Conservation District, the

EA/EIS should provide an inventory of conservation resources, and discuss how the loss of these

resources (habitat, watershed area, etc.) will impact the public.
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11. Conformance with County Plan Designations and Urban Growth or Rural Community

Boundaries. Act 26, Session Laws of Hawaii (SLH) 2008, reaffirmed the Land Use

Commission's duty to consider any proposed reclassification with respect to the counties' adopted

general, community, or development plans. If the proposed project is not consistent with the

county plans or lies outside a county urban growth or rural community boundary, the EA/EIS

should provide an analysis and discussion of the following:

a. Alternative Sites Considered. Describe and discuss alternative sites that were considered for

the project, and discuss why the project could not be accommodated on lands within the urban

gq'owth or rm'al community boundary, if the county plan delineates such boundaries, or on

land already designated by the county for similar uses.

13.

14.

12.

b.  Impact on Surrounding Lands. Discuss what the impacts of changing the county plan

designation or extending the urban growth or rural conununity boundary would have on the

sun'ounding lands.

c.  Significant Public Benefit. Discuss what, if any, public benefits are provided by the

proposed project above that already required under existing approval and permitting

requirements.

d.  Plan Amendment. Provide a timefi'mne for application for and approval of any required plan

amendment.

Environmental Health Hazards. The EA/EIS should discuss the potential for the project or

project users to generate hazardous materials or release possible contaminants to the ah', soil, or

water, as well as measures to be taken to ensure that enviromnental and public health and safety

will be protected during constxuction and after buildout. The EA/EIS should also identify and

discuss any potential health and envh'onmental flu'eats that may be present due to site-specific

contamination fTonl past or cun'ent use. If contaminants of concern are identified for the project

site, OP recommends that the petitioner consult with the State Department of Health's Hazard

Evaluation and Emergency Response Office as to measures to be taken to address possible or

actual contamination at the site.

Solid Waste Management. The EA/EIS should quantify the volume of solid waste likely to be

generated by the project by types of users, and describe the impact the project will have on the

county's existing and planned capacity for managing solid waste as represented in the county's

solid waste management plan. The EA/EIS should discuss specific mitigation measures to be

taken to reduce solid waste generation and ensure that recycling and reuse are incorporated within

the project area by residential, connnercial, and institutional users.

Sustainability Analysis. OP is hnplementing the sustainability elements of the State

Administration's New Day Comprehensive Plan and Act 181, SLH 2011 (the new sustainability

priority guideline of the Hawai'i State Planning Act) by requesting petitioners to prepare

sustainability plans for their projects in district boundary amendment proceedings before the LUC.

LUC Dockets A06-771, DR Horton-Schuler Homes (Hoopili) and A11-793, Castle & Cooke

Homes (Koa Ridge Makai/Castle & Cooke Waiawa) provide a good point of reference for

sustainability plans. The Koa Ridge Sustainability Plan and Hoopili Sustainability Plan can be

found on the LUC's web site under each respective docket's exhibits.

To address the principles and priority guidelines for sustainability, OP recolmnends that a

sustainability plan or relevant elements thereof be incorporated as part of program and plan

development. The sustainability plan should be included as part of the applicant's submission for

development review and approval, including environmental assessments or in petitions for district

boundary amendment to the State Land Use Commission submitted pursuant to HRS Chapter 205.

See Teclmical Assistance Memoranduln 2013-1 in Planner's Toolbox available online at

http://planning.hawaii.gov.
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The sustainability plan should address the following areas:

a.  Sustainable Development - the development's contribution to creating a high quality of life

and mutual supportive role among envh'omnental, economic, and social equity concerns, as

enumerated in HRS §226-108.

b, Smart Growth and Livability Principles - the prflwiples that promote safety and options

with transportation choices, the promotion of energy-efficient, equitable and affordable

housing choices, the enhancement of economic competitiveness and support to the existing

communities.

C, Resource Conservation - hÿcorporation of energy and water efficiencies, including the

implementation of solid or liquid waste management tlu'ough methods of recycle and reuse,

low impact development with respect to site design considerations and StTUctural best

management practices to increase on-site infiltTation and reduce off-site flows and pollution

fi'om stormwater runoff, and climate change and hazard mitigation and adaptation stxategies.

d.  Green Building Standards - the planned use ofgt'een building and sustainable design

practices.

15. Development Timetable. The LUC requires that projects seeking reclassification be substantially

completed within ten years or seek incremental approvals, pursuant to HAR § 15-15-50. The

EA/EIS and!or petitioner should provide a schedule of development for each phase of the total

project and a map showing the location and timing of each phase or increment of development.

Regarding infi'astructure (e.g., highway improvements), the petitioner should discuss how

improvements will be completed to ensure that mitigation cofllcides with the impact created by the

proposed project.
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