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PREFACE 

On January 28, 1980, Mahukona Properties, a limited partnership, submitted a request 
for a General Plan change from "Agriculture" to "Resort/Urban" for eight non­
contiguous parcels which it owns comprising 1,043 acres of land just south of Lapakahi 
State Historic Park in North Kohala, Hawaii. Upon review of the request, the Hawaii 
County Planning Department concluded that: 

The introduction of a resort community involving 1,045 (sic) acres of land 
and containing 1,500 hotel rooms, 3,500 condominium units, and between 
500 to (sic) 600 single-family residential units into an area which is 
presently uninhabited and into a district with a residential population in 
1977 of 3,500 wiU have significant direct impacts. Additionally, indirect 
effects of a potentiaUy significant scale may be felt on regional and 
islandwide levels. (Hawaii County Planning Department; n.d.: 15-16) 

Based upon this evaluation, the Department determined that a fuH environmental 
impact statement was warranted and so notified the State of Hawaii Environmental 
Quality Commission. Subsequently, an EIS Preparation Notice was published in the 
April 8, 1980 edition of the Environmental QuaJity Commission BuUetin. 

As indicated above, the EIS is being submitted in support of a request for an 
amendment to the Hawaii County General Plan. Such a change is only the fir-st step in 
a lengthy process that wilJ require the developer to obtain the numerous land use 
designation changes and permits listed in Chapter VIII. As a result, the developer's 
plans are extremely conceptual at this time. No site plan has been adopted, for 
example, and no on-site engineering studies have been performed. Hence, detailed 
analyses of on-site impacts, and the mitigation thereof, are not a part of this report. 
Instead, impacts (such as altered topography and drainage, change in wildlife habitat, 
and water quality effects) that depend primarily on the specific land use layout that is 
adopted, and the infrastructure items that are constructed, are treated in a 
generalized fashion. The intent has been to investigate potential solutions sufficiently 
to insure that satisfactory responses to basic design requirements are available • 

The proposed project's hotel rooms, condominiums, and resort residential units would 
attract a sizeable guest population. In addition, the resort would be a major 
employment generator. Most of the employees would reside off-site, and the transient 
population would utilize recreational areas, commercial establishments, and other 
facilities elsewhere in the region. Taken together, these facts suggest that the 
secondary impacts of the proposed project have the potential of being 
significant--perhaps even more substantial than those that would result directly from 
on-site construction and operation of the proposed project. Because of this, and 
because the issues that are most appropriately decided at this early stage in the 
development process have to do with regional growth patterns, a great deal of the 
work conducted for this study focused on secondary impacts. 

Even in the simplest of situations (i.e., when the project being assessed is the only 
major cause of change, when its magnitude is relatively smalJ, and when there exist 
clearly defined governmental plans guiding the rate and location of growth), the 
estimation of secondary impacts is an inherently difficult and uncertain task. This is 
because secondary growth, unlike the initial resort project, is not initiated by a single 
entity working from a long-range master plan. A number of factors surrounding the 
Mahukona Resort project make it a particularly complicated situation. Among the 
more noteworthy: 



o The Mahukona Resort project is only one of four large resort development 
proposals for Kohala that are in varying stages of implementation. The others are 
the Waikoloa Beach Resort, the Mauna Lani Resort project (formerly Mauna Loa 
Land), and the expansion of resort facilities around the Mauna Kea Beach Hotel. 
Moreover , lt is the smallest. 

o Existing County plans do not clearly define where secondary growth, either from 
already-approved resort development or from the proposed Mahukona Resort, will 
be permitted to occur. 

o If resort development proceeds at the rate that developers have indicated, very 
substantial in-migration wiU be required in order to meet its labor-force require­
ments. The character of these in-migrants (i.e., their socio-economic profile and 
place of origin) will play a significant role in determining the impacts of the 
project, but it is difficult to predict what their character wHt be. 

o Development plans change rapidly in response to market pressures. Hence, there 
is considerable chance that the existing plans on which an assessment of impacts 
must be based will be modified, delayed, or abandoned before being implemented. 
The ability of the County to influence development through the permitting 
process is also recognized. 

In order to deal meaningfully with the question of impacts in view of aJl · of the 
uncertainty that exists, this EIS has focused on regional issues that should be 
considered at this stage of project planning. This has resulted in an emphasis on the 
comparison of alternatives rather than on the details of a single development scenario. 
This is in line with recent changes in Federal EIS procedures and enhances the 
usefulness of the EIS as a decision-making guide. Also, because so much of the impact 
wiU depend upon decis ions made by the County regarding the spatial distribution of the 
growth that will be permitted, our analysis explores the implications of different 
locations for this growth. 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

CHAPTER I 
SUMMARY 

The proposed Mahukona Resort site consists of four non-contiguous pairs of parcels 
bisected by the Kawaihae-Mahukona Highway and separated by State-owned lands; the 
parcels stretch along approximately three miles of the western coast of North Kohala • 
The northernmost parcel is eight miles from Hawi, and from the southernmost 
boundary to Kawaihae is six miles. 

The "intermediate resort" proposed for this site would consist of several hotels with a 
total of 1,500 guest rooms, 3,200 medium-density resort condominium units, about 500 
single-family residences, approximately 75,000 square feet of commercial space, two 
eighteen-hole golf courses, and other recreational facilities. To support a resort on 
this site, a new water supply system would be built. Similarly, facHities would be 
constructed on site for drainage and for sewage collection, treatment, and disposal. 
The site would be connected with the island-wide electrical transmission and telephone 
systems. 

The existing land use plans for the area do not indicate such urban/resort type uses for 
the site. The request for a County General Plan amendment from "Agriculture" to 
11Resort/Urban11 led to a determination from the Hawaii County Planning Department 
that an environmental impact statement was required under Chapter 343, Hawaii 
Revised Statutes. If this amendment is approved, a State Land Use District change 
from Agriculture to Urban, and zoning changes would also have to be obtained. 

ASSESSMENT BASIS 

Impacts resulting from the Mahukona Resort may be classified as primary--the effects 
of on-site activities, and as secondary-- the effects resulting from off-site develop­
ment stimulated by the resort. Our ability to assess primary impacts at this time is 
limited by the fact that detailed plans for the resort have not yet been drawn up. 
Similarly, because there are no pJans for the secondary development that would be 
spurred by the project, to assess the secondary impacts a "development scenario" that 
realistically projected the growth that would occur had to be developed. Since the 
impacts of the proposed project must be judged by how future conditions with the 
proposed resort would differ from future conditions without it, both a 11with-project11 

and "without-project" development scenario were created. The "without-project" 
scenario outlines the large-scale growth in the impact area which would result from 
already planned South Kohala resorts. The growth due to the Mahukona Resort is 
added to the "without-project" numbers to create the "with-project" scenario. The 
difficult task of assessing secondary impacts for each of these scenarios was rendered 
even more complex than would otherwise have been the case by the lack of detailed 
government plans regarding the location of this secondary growth. 

PRIMARY IMPACTS 

Population Growth 

The major direct impact of the Mahukona Resort would be to increase both the 
resident and visitor populations of the North/South Kohala region. This increase must 
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be viewed against the larger increases that are already expected as a result of planned 
South Kohala resort development (the without-Mahukona scenario). The projected 
increases in the number of visitors, residents, and households in North and South 
Kohala between now and 2005 resulting from the South Kohala resorts and the 
proposed Mahukona Resort are as follows: 

Visitors (average) 
Residents 
HousehoJds 

South 
Kohala Resorts 

12,600 
14,500 
4,8.50 

Mahukona Resort 

3,800 
3,800 
1,250 

All Development 

16,400 
18,300 
6,100 

This amount of population growth will obviously result in major secondary impacts; 
these are outlined in Table 1-1. The direct impacts of the proposed Mahukona Resort 
are discussed below. 

Physiography and Geology 

Minor changes to the land forms would result from grading for building sites and 
drainage patterns, but no significant adverse impacts are expected. The resort 
location is in the lowest volcanic risk zone of the island. The whole island has a 
Zone 3 earthquake classification, but fewer earthquakes have occurred in the northern 
part of the island than elsewhere on Hawaii. Development for the proposed project 
would be outside the tsunami inundation area. 

Soils 

During construction of the resort a smaU increase in erosion could occur, but once 
landscaping is established t he amount of erosion would probably be decreased in 
comparison wit h present levels. Development of this site wou!d not result tn the loss 
of any valuable agricultural land. 

Biology 

Existing vegetation on the site would be removed and new species would be introduced. 
This is not a significant impact since all the dominant species now on the site are 
common xerophytic exotics. Site clearance would also disrupt the existing wildlife on 
the site, which largely consists of birds . No rare or endangered species would be 
affected. The landscaped resort could support a similar number of birds but the 
species composition would include fewer game birds and would consist mainly of 
species that are adapted to man-made environments. 

Marine Biology 

Development of the resort would not involve any direct physical or c hemical changes 
in the near-shore environment. Since the coral reef ecosystem off the resort site is 
considered highly valuable and has developed as a result of stable environmental 
conditions, significant impacts could result from even minor changes in water quality. 
The only possible cause of this type of change would be increased erosion and 
sedimentation. However, as long as precautions are taken during grading and site 
work, adverse impacts are unlikely. Another impact on marine resources would be the 
result of increased access to the shoreline. Desirable food and commercial species 
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may experience population declines. The waters fronting the Lamaloloa property are 
protected from such exploitation by their inclusion in the Lapakahi Marine Life 
Conservation District. 

Archaeology 

The archaeological resources of the Mahukona Resort site are highly significant for 
their potential to yield information on prehistoric cultural patterns. A limited survey 
has been conducted by the Bishop Museum. Sites on all the parcels have been 
identified but only those on the makai parcels and the mauka Kaiholena parcel have 
been precisely located. The Kaiholena parcels were studied most intensively and all 
sites were placed in a tentative recommendation category--either preservation or 
mitigation. Further research work will be done and the developer will endeavor to 
minimize impacts on archaeological resources. 

Visual Environment 

The location of the resort in the middle of a 20-mile stretch of highway that presently 
has no development along it and the fact that the site lies on both sides of the highway 
mean it will result in a conspicuously altered milieu. The changes the resort woulc! 
cause in the visual environment could be positive or negative depending on the siting 
and design of the buildings and landscaping as well as the viewer's aesthetic values. 

Air Quality 

The most significant direct impacts on air quality would result from construction 
activities raising the levels of particulates in the atmosphere. Some increases in 
pollutants from internal combustion engines would result from resort-related traffic. 

Water Resources 

The construction of wells to supply the resort with potable and brackish water and to 
dispose of excess sewage effluent, will affect the quantity and quality of groundwater 
in the area. The impact should not be adverse because the amount of water pumped 
would not exceed the aquifer's sustainable yield, and since the injection wells would 
only be used to dispose of sewage effluent in the rare cases when the amount of 
effluent exceeded golf course irrigation needs. Using the sewage effluent for 
irrigation would reduce the amount of brackish well water needed for this purpose. 

Economics 

The fiscal impact on the State and County governments should be beneficial as long as 
visitors spend more than the present neighbor island average. The intended quality of 
the resort suggests this will be the case. Employment generated by the Mahukona 
Resort project would result in $20 million in income to Hawaii County residents. 

SECONDARY IMPACTS 

While the on-site impacts of the Mahukona Resort may be assessed by comparisons to 
existing conditions, secondary impacts must be judged not in relation to the present 
situation, but as to how future conditions with the proposed project would differ from 
future conditions without it. The already planned South Kohala resorts wiU cause 
massive changes in the future. The Mahukona Resort would add to these changes, 
generally ln proportion to its size compared to the South Kohala resorts. The major 
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t ransformations wiU result from the great increase in resident and visitor populations, 
which will cause a wide range of secondary impacts. These impacts, broken down by 
particular environmental subsyst e ms, are summarized in Table 1-1. Changes expected 
as part of the without-project scenado are listed on the left, and the additional 
impacts of the Mahukona Resort are discussed in the right hand column; together they 
show the impacts of the with-project scenario. 

RELATIONSHIP TO EXISTING PLANS, POLICIES, AND CONTROLS 

The proposed project is generally consistent with the economic objectives of State and 
County plans and policies and is not in opposition to the objectives relating to the 
environment and public facilities. The proposed project is not in conformance with 
any of the geographically specific land use plans (State Land Use Law or Hawaii 
County General Plan or Zoning.) 

ALTERNATIVES 

Alternatives which were considered in Chapter VII but not evaluated in depth included: 
sale of property, alternative types of urban deveJopment, recreational use, agricultural 
use, and alternative patterns of resort use. The 11No-Project11 and "Reduced-Scale" 
alternatives were examined more thoroughly. 
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Table 1-1. Summary or Secondary Impacts or Without-Mahukona and With-Mahukona Scenarios. 

Area or hn.e_act 

Economic Impacts 

(Employment) 

(Housing) 

Social Impacts 

Physiography and Geology 

Soils 

Biology, Marine Biology, 
Archaeology, Visual Environment 

W i th-Mahukona ~cenar io 

Wnhout- Mahukona Scenario 

Initial phases of South Kohala resorts will provide 
more than enough employment opportunities for 
Kohala's current labor force. Tourism jobs may 
fulfill desire or Kohala residents to keep grown 
children in area. 

Additional lm.e_acts of Mahukona Resort 

Mahukona Resort jobs would fulfill a desire ror 
employment closer to North Kohala residents' 
homes. 

This issue relates to both the without- and with-project scenarios. The extent, type, and location of employee 
housing and other residential growth has not been determined. This ls a major concern of area residents (see Table 
IV-38). Under present income/construction cost relationships it will be difficult to expand the housing supply to 
accommodate the households needed to supply the resort labor force while keeping those units in an affordable 
price range without direct or indirect public or private subsidies. However, ir sufficient housing is not available, 
resorts will not be able to staff their operations and expand as now planned, thereby reducing the demand for 
additional housing. 

Distinguishing between the without- and with-project scenarios is relatively unimportant. Given the near tripling 
(by 2005) o( the existing population due to planned South Kohala resort development, the addition of the Mahukona 
Resort would only marginally increase the magnitude of the social change that may be expected. A plurality of 
present residents of North/South Kohala favor North Kohala resort development. Social impacts are nearly 
impossible to summarii:e, and interested readers should refer to the complete discussion in Chapter JV. 

Minor physiographic changes would result from 
grading lor new house sites. 

Two of the planned South Kohala resorts are in 
relatively high volcanic risk areas. Secondary 
growth could be directed to areas with lowest risk. 

Although all of the island is classified as 2:0ne J for 
earthquakes, fewer have centered in the northern 
par t of the island. 

No significant tsunami hai:ard is foreseen as a result 
or planned South Kohala resort development 

Impacts of planned South Kohala Resorts on soils 
would be quite limited. Water erosion potential is 
small on the flat resort sites. There may be limited 
wind e rosion during construction. Once landscaping 
is installed, erosion will be minimal. None of resort 
sites are on valuable agricultural land. Secondary 
growth should be directed onto lands with low 
agricultural productivity. 

Secondary growth spurred by the South Kohala 
resorts would result in impac ts in these areas, but, 
until the location of this growth is determined, 
impacts cannot be assessed. 

Mahukona Resort would add to the minor 
physiographic changes in the region in proportion to 
its size. 

The site is located in the lowest volcanic risk 2:one. 

The Mahukona Resort probably has the same level 
of risk from earthquakes as the South Kohala 
resorts. 

Structures on the Mahukona Resort site would be 
outside the tsunami inundation 2:one. 

Mahukona Resort's impacts on soils would be 
similarly limited. Although the site is not !lat, good 
soil conservauon practices would be followed. Due 
to this resort as well as others, there is a potential 
for conversion of good agricultural soils to urban 
uses but this is subject to government control. 

Again, until the location of Mahukona Resort­
induced growth is known, impacts cannot be deter­
mined. Generally, Impacts should be in proportion 
to the popula tion growth it induces (20% of all 
growth). 
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Table 1- 1. Summary ol Secondilry Impacts ol Without-Mahukona and With-Mahukona Scenarios. (Continued) 

Area of lmP!Ct 

Sonic Environment 

Transpor1.iuon 

Air Qualuy 

Water Resources 

CJ c:::) C,:j ~ 

With-Mahukona Scenario 

Without~Mahukona Scenario 

Traffic generated by the planneJ South Kohala 
development would mcrease noise levels on land 
adjacent to Queen K111ahumanu Highway, Akoni Pule 
Highway, and the Waimea-Kawaihae Road signifi­
cantly (eight, four, and six decibels, respectively). 
Noise mitigation measures may be necessary to 
bring levels below 65 Ldn for existing residential 
areas immediately adjacent to the highway. 

An additional 6,400 visitor and resident trips 
(resulting from the planned South Kohala resorts) 
through the island's airports would require some 
termmal improvements, probably at Ke. ahole 
Airport. (The runway there is capable of 
accommodating the increased traffic.) 

Visitors would probably not use public transit 
extensively. Residents would probably uul~ze a 
worker shuttle service service 11 it were made 
available. 

The increase in vehicle trips on Queen Ka'ahumanu 
Highway due to the planned South Kohala resorts 
would require expansion of ' that lughway to four 
lanes. The existing Waimea-Kawaihae Road would 
have 10 be replaced. Akoni Pule Highway would 
probably be adequate unless most of the secondary 
growth ls in North Kohala. 

South Kohala resort-related traffic is likely to cause 
violations m State ambient air quality standards 
near major intersections unless highway improve­
ments are made. 

For both scenarios, addiuonal e111issions from gener. 
atmg plants supplymg the required power to the 
resoris and secondary growth would result. Ambient 
air quah t y impacts are 1111poss1ble to assess due to 
dispersed locauons of plants, 

Unless South Kohala resort-related secondary 
growth 1s d1str1bu1ed III ei,;actly the same fashion as 
the available surplus water capacities of planned or 
ex1stmg water sy~tems, there will be a need for new 
source and distribution development. 

c::J c:::> c::; c::J t::::) 

Additional lm_£acts of Mahukona Resort 

Mahukona Resort- induced traffic would add one or 
two decibels to the levels projected without It, 
(This is generally not noticeable to the human ear.) 

c:::) 

The Mahukona Resort would generate about 2,000 
additional resident and visitor trips by airplane. The 
improvements constructed to accommodate the 
without-project scenario would probably be 
adequate to handle this addit1onal increase. 

The Mahukona Resort could further increase the 
service base for a public transit system. Whether 
this would mean greater frequency and more bus 
routes in the Kohalas is partially dependent on 
where secondary growth is located. 

With some South Kohala resort- generated traffic 
using Akoni Pule Highway, the addition of 
Mahukona-related traffic could require upgrading of 
this highway to four lanes by about 2000. 
Development of the Mahukona Resort would mean 
that improvements to Queen Ka'ahumanu and the 
Waimea•Kawalhae Road would have to be made 
earlier, 

If traffic volumes on Akoni Pule Highway exceed its 
capacity, a situation that is likely to occur after 
1995 if the Mahukona Resort and all planned resorts 
are implemented, carbon monoxide levels close to 
the highway would probably exceed the i.tandards. 
However, 1f highway improvements are made or 
resort growth does not develop as planned, air 
quality impacts would be avoided. 

The same proviso applies to Mahukona Resort­
induced secondary growth. 

c::::, 0 c:::i 0 0 c:J :::J 
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Table I• I. Summary of Sccond.iry Impacts of \\'Uhout~Mahukona and Wilh-Mahukona Scenarios. (Continued) 

Area of lm.l!.acl 

Public Facilities, Services 
and Ulllilies 

(Schools) 

fHeallh Care) 

(Recreation) 

(Police) 

(Fire) 

(Electrical Power) 

(Solid Waste) 

(Sewage) 

With-Mahukona Scenario 

Withou1-Mahuko11a Scenario 

Although the population growth projected for the 
region due to the South Kohala resorts cannot be 
directly correlated lo the rise in school-age popula­
tion, it seems clear that substantial new educauonal 
facilities will be required, either by e1tpansion of 
existing schools or construction of entirely new 
schools. 

The expected population growth would probably 
necessitate the construct ion of a new acute care 
hospital in North or South Kohala. The future 
population could support more specialists in the 
Kohalas. 

To meet recommended standards, 21' more acres of 
parks would be re<Juired 10 serve the future without­
Mahukona population. Some of this (about 70 acres) 
can be developed through the County Park 
Dedication Ordinance. Increase population growth 
under both scenarios might have a beneficial impact 
on existing and planned historic parks in the 
Kohalas. 

Increases in staffing would be required; level is not 
determined. 

New resort and residential development will require 
the upgrading of existing fire stations and/or new 
facilities. 

Meeting the needs of resort and secondary develop­
ment will require the construction of significant 
new generating facilities. It may be possible to 
utilize geothermal, wind, or OTEC energy. 

South Kohala resorts and related growth would add 
42 tons per day of solid waste to the amount now 
generated in North and South Kohala. Two addi­
tional employees would probably be needed al the 
Waimea landhll. 

Impacts oo the County would be minimal as 
developers would be required to install sewage col­
lection and treatmenl systems in all new subdivi­
sions. Problems might occur as these systems age. 

Additional lme_acts of Mahukona Resort 

The growth in school-age population due to the 
Mahukona Resort would likely be in proportion to its 
size, and thus would induce some construction of 
new school facilities. 

Development ol the Mahukona Resort would 
probably mean that such a facility would have to be 
built earlier than would otherwise have been the 
case. 

To serve the Mahukona Resort-related secondary 
growth, j7 additional acres of parks would be 
required. Nineteen of these acres can be developed 
as subdivision/neighborhood parks through the 
County Park Dedication Ordinance. 

Police staffing increases due to the Mahukona 
Resort would be in proportion to its size. 

Since the Mahukooa Resort is so far from existing 
and planned developmenl, the developer/operators 
may need to provide on-site fire protection. 

Development of the Mahukona Resort would require 
the upgrading of the existing transmission line to 
North Kohala as well as a new spur line to the resort 
site. Electricity consumption by the Mahukona 
Resort and its secondary growth would be a third of 
that required by the South Kohala resorts and 
related growth. 

With che Mahukona Resort, l'I additional tons per 
day of solid waste would have to be handled al the 
County landfill in Waimea. Staffing would probably 
1101 have to be increased any more than under the 
without-Mahukona scenario. 

Impacts would not differ substanlially from without+ 
project scenario. 
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PROJECT SITE 

CHAPTER U 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The proposed Mahukona Resort site is composed of eight non-contiguous parcels spread 
along approximately three miles of the North Kohala coastline on the island of Hawaii 
(see Figures 11-1, 11-2 and 11-3). The northernmost parcel is two miles south of 
Mahukona Harbor and eight miles from Hawi, the district's largest town. From the 
boundary of the southernmost parcel to the port of Kawaihae is six miles. 

The tax map numbers of the parcels (moving from north to south), as well as their 
approximate acreages, and the name of the ahupua'a in which each is located, are as 
follows: 

Approximate Location Relative 
TMK No. Acreage Ahupua'a To Akoni Pule Hwy. 

5-7-01:20 36 Lamaloloa makai 
5-7-01:23 45 Lamaloloa mauka 
5-8-01: 11 266 Kaiholena makai 
5-8-01:16 262 Kaiholena mauka 
5-8-01: 10 63 Kaupalaoa makai 
5-8-01: 17 45 Kaupalaoa mauka 
5-8-01:9 166 Kehena 2 makai 
5-8-01: 18 160 Kehena 2 mauka 

TOTAL 1,043 

As can be seen from the above list, the parcels are in pairs that are bisected by the 
Akoni Pule Highway (Kawaihae-Mahukona Highway). The portions of the four 
ahupua'a mauka of the Mahukona parcels are owned by Richard Smart, from whom 
Mahukona Properties purchased the resort site. The land north of the Lamaloloa 
parcels is owned by the State of Hawaii as are the lands between the four pairs of 
parcels. Land south of the Kehena 2 parcels is owned by the B.P. Bishop Estate. 

The parcels are situated on the lower portion of the Kohala Mountain. The average 
slope is about eight to ten percent, but steeper areas are present on the sides of the 
numerous erosional gullies that transect the site. Elevations range from sea level to 
just over 400 feet, and the Akoni Pule Highway averages about 200 feet above sea 
level. Largely because of the semi-arid climate (average annual rainfall is less than 
ten inches), the predominant vegetation type is open scrub grassland. Kiawe trees are 
widely scattered throughout the grasslands. They are more abundant along the 
coastline and in the numerous gullies. 

PROPOSED ON-SITE DEVELOPMENT 

Mahukona Properties, Ltd., is proposing the development of an "intermediate resort" 
on the project site. Referred to throughout this report as the Mahukona Resort, the 
project would consist of several hotels containing a total of 1,500 guest rooms, 
approximately 3,200 medium-density resort condominium apartments, and about 500 
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single-family detached residential units. In addition, it would include numerous 
amenities normally associated with a high-quality resort development. These include 
commercial services and facilities, an eighteen-hole golf course, tennis courts, 
swimming pools, and trails for horseback riding and hiking. Present plans call for the 
construction of the project to be spread over a period of 20 years beginning in 1985. A 
summary of the preliminary development program is presented in Table U-1; the 
distribution of the units between the various ahupua'a is shown in Table ll-2. In 
general, it is expected that development would begin in the Kalholena ahupua'a since it 
is the largest. However, it ls quite likely that development would eventually be 
underway in more than one of the ahupua'a simultaneously. · 

At this time, no definitive site plan has been prepared. It is expected that this, as well 
as the preliminary engineering studies on which it would be partially based, would be 
finalized if the Hawaii County General Plan amendment now being sought is approved. 
In the absence of such a site plan, it ls possible to deal only with the more general 
aspects of the proposed project. 

Access 

Access to each of the parcels from Akoni Pule Highway would be limited to one 
roadway (possibly two for the largest parcels). The access points for mauka and makai 
parcels in each ahupua'a would be opposite one another, and each pair would be a 
minimum of 1,500 feet apart. Channelized intersections with acceleration/ 
deceleration and left-turn storage Janes would be provided. Street lights would also be 
provided as necessary. Internal roadways would be to County standards. 

Water Supply 

At present, the domestic water systems nearest to the proposed Mahukona Resort 
project are miles away, and none of them has sufficient excess capacity to make their 
extension to the Mahukona Resort site feasible. Because of this, it will be necessary 
to develop a new water supply system for the proposed resort. 

Based on the unit counts shown in Table 11-1, and the average water use rates 
summarized in Table 11-3, it is estimated that, upon its completion, the proposed 
Mahukona Resort project would require 2.25 million gallons per day (MGD) of potable 
water at 100-percent occupancy. Because the actual occupancy rate would be much 
lower, average water use would be much less. An additional 0.75 MGD of brackish 
water, fresh water, or treated sewage effluent would be required for golf course 
irrigation. 

A water system feasibility study for the proposed project (Belt, Collins & Associates, 
January 1980: 1) and further analyses have shown that the two most promising water 
supply alternatives are: 

o Deep wells located at elevation 1,200 feet immediately inland from the proposed 
site; or 

o Deep wells at Kokoiki, near Hawi, combined with a long transmission line to the 
Mahukona Resort site. 
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Table 11-1 . Preliminary Phasing Plan for the Proposed Mahukona Resort Project. 

Development Type 

Hotel Rooms 

Med.-Density Condo. 
Apartments 

Single-Family Homes 

Commercial 

Serving HoteJs2 

Serving Condos. &. 
Residential Development3 

1986-19901 

400 

300 

100 

Number of Units By Time Period 

1991· 1995 

450 

600 

100 

1996-2000 

350 

1,000 

150 

2001-2005 

.300 

1,300 

150 

Square Feet of Commercial Development by Time Period 

10,000 

4,000 

11,250 

7,000 

8,750 

11,500 

7,500 

14,500 

Total Commercial = 

Total Units 

1,500 

3,200 

500 

Total 

37,500 

37,1000 

74,500 

1 Construction of the first hotel and golf course, the first condominium project, and the first residential increment is 
projected to begin in 1985 and be completed in 1987. 

2 Estimated on the basis of 25 square feet of retail space per hotel room. 

3 Estimated on the basis of 10 square feet of retail space per condominium unit and single-family home. 

Source: Mahukona Properties and Hastings, Martin, Hallstrom and Chew, Ltd, (September 1980). 
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Table 11-2. Geographic Distribution of Development in the Proposed Mahukona Resort Project. 

Ahu.e_ua•al 

Lamaloloa Kaiholena Kauealaoa Kehena 2 Total 

Develo.e,ment Acres Units Acres Units Acres Units Acres Units Units 

Resort Hotel 5 150 35 1,200 5 150 1,500 

Med.-Density Condo. 135 1,600 80 1,600 3,200 

Med.-Density 46 265 265 
Single Family 

Low-Density 60 235 235 
Single Family 

Ranch Lots 76 20 20 

1 See Figure 11-3 for location of ahupua'a. 

Source: Belt, Collins &: Associates. 
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Table 11-3. Estimated Average Potable Water Use and Sewage Generation Rates. 

Estimated Average Estimated Sewage 
Water Use Generation Rates 

(in gallons/day/ On gallons/day/ 
Type of Use occupied unit) occupied unit) 

Resort Hotel 350/guest room 245/guest room 

Med.-Density Condominium 400/unit 280/unit 

Single Famlly 500/unit 350/unit 

Recreational 4,000/acre 2,800/acre 

Commercial 3,000/acre 2,100/acre 

Ranch Lots 3,000/ac re 2,100/acre 

Source; Belt, Collins &: Associates. 

Of the two, the first is preferred by the developer because it entails the lowest 
construction costs, and minimizes land and easements needed for off-site transmission 
facilities. However, until a test well is drilled and pumped, this source must be 
considered unproven. The water supply situation is discussed in more detail in 
Chapter V. 

Sewage Treatment and Disposal 

Currently, there is no sanitary sewerage system in the vicinity of the proposed project. 
Hence, it will be necessary for the development to provide its own sewage collection, 
treatment, and disposal facilities. Thus far, no detailed sewerage plans have been 
developed. However, results of a preliminary analysis make it possible to sketch the 
broad outline of the system that would most probably be used. 

Based on estimated sewage generation rates shown in Table 11-3, it is projected that at 
100-percent occupancy the proposed project would generate approximately 1.6 million 
gallons per day of sewage effluent when it has been completed. This sewage would be 
collected by a series of gravity and force mains serving each of the sites. It would 
then be carried to a single conventional activated-sludge treatment plant. No site has 
been selected for the sewage treatment plant as yet, but the eight to ten acres that 
are needed would probably be situated in Kaiholena (the largest parcel) fairly close to 
Akoni Pule Highway and within the golf course. Such a location would make it possible 
to use the golf course as a buff er zone, and it would simplify use of the treated 
effluent for golf course irrigation. Activated sludge has been chosen because it has 
proven more economical than extended aeration when effluent volumes are in 
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excess of 0.5 MGD. InstaUation of mains between parcels in different ahupua•a would 
require easements from the State of Hawaii, owner of the intervening land. 

Treated effluent would be disposed of in one of two ways depending upon the results of 
further testing and discussions with the County of Hawaii and the State Department of 
Health. The first, and most desirable, is for the effluent to be used for golf course 
irrigation; the second is for subsurface disposal via injection weUs. The State 
Department of Health has informally agreed that these two disposal options could be 
acceptable providing aU statutory requirements are met (Ulep, July 1980). Final 
approval must await preparation of the necessary design plans and necessary soil and 
hydrologic testing. 

Drainage 

The sloping nature of the terrain and presence of existing gullies insures that drainage 
of the project site will present no special problems. No engineering has been 
undertaken at this time, but conceptual plans call for runoff to be intercepted by a 
system of catchbasins and swales and channeled to the ocean via the gullies that cross 
the site. Efforts will be made to retard runoff and increase percolation, but the 
steepness of the terrain will probably limit the effectiveness of measures taken 
towards this end. 

Utilities 

The on-site telecommunications, electrical, and natural gas systems would be designed 
in accordance with standards established by the various utillty companies. In general, 
most utility Jines would be underground. Electrical power would be drawn from the 
Hawaii Electric Light Company's system as outlined in more detail in Chapter V of this 
report. 

PROJECT RATIONALE: MARKET DEMAND 

Hawaii County Visitors 

The consulting firm of Hastings, Martin, Hallstrom and Chew, Ltd. has prepared an 
analysis of the demand for resort units in the North/South Kohala study area (January 
1979; June 1979). Results of that study were reviewed as part of the economic impact 
analysis of the proposed Mahukona Resort project prepared by the same firm 
(November 1980: 83-87). The conclusion of aJl three reports is that there will be a 
strong demand for resort units within the North/South Kohala study area over the next 
25 years. 

The Hastings, Martin, Hallstrom and Chew resort unit demand estimates are based on 
the growth rate projections officially adopted for planning purposes by the State 
Department of Planning and Economic Development (March l, 1978) and their own 
assumptions regarding Hawaii County's capture rate. They are summarized in 
Table 11-4. These visitor projections indicate that by the year 2005, there will be 
about 3,500,000 visitors per year to Hawaii Island; this means that nearly half of the 
persons visiting the State in that year will spend at least one night on the Big Island. 

II-9 



Table 11-4. Tourism Estimates and Forecasts for Hawaii County: 1965-2005. 

Year Westbound Eastboundl Both Directions2 

Percent of Estimated Percent of Estimated 
State Visitors State Visitors Estimated Visitors 

Past 

1965 35.8 203,000 n.a. n.a. 
1970 37 .1 511,000 n.a. n.a. 
1975 37.3 823,000 28 174,000 997,000 

Forecast 

1980 35.0 1,015,000 25 275,000 1,290,000 
1985 40.0 1,480,000 30 480,000 1,960,000 
1990 43.0 1,978 ,ooo 35 700,000 2,678,000 
1995 44.0 2,288,000 38 874,000 3,162,000 
2000 45.0 2,475,000 40 1, 000,000 3,475,000 
2005 45 . 0 2,500,000 40 1,000,000 3,500,000 

1 Estimates based upon surveys of Japanese visitors. Not estimated prior to 1973. 

0 
0 
0 
0 

□ 
0 
0 

□ 
□ 
0 

2 Westbound only until 1973. a 
Source: Compiled by Hastings, Martin, Hallstrom and Chew, Ltd. from data in the Hawaii a 

Visitor Bureau's Annual Research Reports and Japanese Visitor Opinion Surveys. 
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Forecast of Demand for Transient Accommodations: Hawaii County 

The visitor arrival estimates in Table 11-l/- were translated into forecasted demand for 
transient accommodation by applying market-segment-specific estimates of average 
length of stay, average party size, and average occupancy. The resulting projections 
are presented in Table 11-5. They indicate (assuming the 70 percent average 
occupancy rate generally accepted as the break-even point is realized), that the 
demand for hotel rooms will rise from 6,600 in 1980 to 15,200 in 1990 and 22,800 in the 
year 2005. The rate of increase is expected to peak at an average of about 900 units 
per year between 1985 and 1990. 

Estimates have also been made of the locational distribution of the demand for resort 
facilities (Hastings, Martin, HaHstrom and Chew, Ltd., June 1979:6). These are 
summarized in Table 11-6. They assume that both Hilo and Kona's share of the market 
wiJJ decline over the next ten years. However, due to the expected increase in the 
total amount of visitors arriving on the island, the absolute number of visitors ls 
projected to increase over the same period--by 120 percent for Hilo and 130 for Kona, 
respectively. 

Forecast of Demand for Transient Accommodations: North and South Kohala 

Hastings, Martin, Hallstrom and Chew, Ltd. (January 1979; June 1979:7-8) concluded 
that the Kohala Coast Resort Region will continue to capture 70 to 90 percent of the 
transient accommodation demand projected for areas outside Hllo and Kona. They 
further estimate that 7.5 percent of the transient accommodation demand is for hotel 
units and 25 percent is for resort condominium units. Table 11-7 presents transient 
accommodation demand projections based on these assumptions. It also summarizes 
residential condominium demand estimates developed using empirical hotel room to 
condominium unit ratios and combines these with the figures for transient accom­
modations to arrive at an overall hotel room and condominium unit demand projection. 

A comparison of the total demand for the North/South Kohala study area with the 
planned and proposed supply in the region, including the Mahukona Resort, is shown in 
Table 11-8. It indicates that the planned and proposed hotel development in the 
North/South Kohala study area could exceed the projected demand for the year 2005 
by l,l/-80 rooms without the proposed Mahukona Resort project and by 1,500 rooms 
more with it. The situation with respect to condominiums is quite different--for 
these, demand is forecasted to exceed supply by 2,260 to 5,780 units by 2005 if the 
Mahukona Resort is not constructed. If the proposed Mahukona Resort project is 
developed as planned, the undersupply of condominium units could be eliminated. The 
implication of the projected oversupply situation is that the rate of development in 
other resorts would be slower than presented in Table ll-8. If their developers falled 
to make appropriate adjustments in their development schedules, this could have an 
adverse impact on their profitability. 

ll-l l 



Table 11-,. Forecast of Transient Accommodation Demand in Hawaii County: 1980 - 200,.1 

1980 198.5 1990 199' 2000 200, 
WestbOIJlld 
Visitors 1,01.5,000 1,480,000 1,978,000 2,288,000 2,41,,000 2,,00,000 
Average S~y, Days 2 • .5 2,8 ).0 ).) ) • .5 3 • .5 
Visitor Days 2,.538,000 4 , 144,000 ,,934,000 7,,.50,000 8,662,000 8,7'0,000 
Average Party Size 1,8 l .8 1.8 1, 8 1. 8 1.8 
Occupied Rooms 3,900 6,.300 9,000 11,.500 13,200 13,300 
Total Rooms Required2 .5,600 '1,000 12, '100 16,400 18, '100 1'1 , 000 

Eastbound 
V1.ntors 21,,000 480,000 700,000 874,000 1,000,000 1,010,000 
Average Stay, Days 0.8 0 . 9 1.0 I.I 1.2 1.2 
Visitor Days 220,000 432,000 700 ,000 %1,000 1,200,000 1, 212,000 
Average Party Size l. 7 I . 7 1.7 I . 7 I. 7 1.7 
Occupied Rooms 400 700 1,100 1,.500 I, '100 2,000 
TotaJ Rooms Required2 600 1,000 1,600 2, 100 2,700 2,800 

Local 
VISitors 144,000 178,000 227,000 280,000 330,000 33.5,000 
Average Stay, Days l • .5 I . .5 1..5 I • .5 1..5 1..5 
Visitor Days 216,000 28, ,ooo 363,000 420,000 49,,ooo .500 ,000 
Average Party Size 1. 7 J.8 1. 9 1.9 1.9 1. 9 
Occupied Rooms 300 400 500 600 700 700 
Total Rooms Required2 400 600 700 900 1,000 1,000 

TotaJ3 
Visitors 1,434,000 2,138,000 2,90.5,000 3,442,000 3, 80.5,000 3,84.5,000 
Average Stay, Days 2.1 2. 3 2.4 2.6 2.7 2. 7 
Visitor Days 2,974,000 4,861,000 6,997,000 8,931.,000 10,3.59,000 10,376,000 
Average Party Size 1.8 1.8 1. 8 1. 8 1.8 1.8 
Occupied Rooms 4,600 7, 400 10,600 1.3 ,600 l.5 ,800 16 ,000 
Total Rooms Required2 6 , 600 10,600 1.5,200 19,400 22,600 22 ,800 

lnterperiod Change 4,000 4,600 4,200 3 , 200 0 

AU numbers are rounded. 

2 On the average, it is expected that only 70 percent of the available hotel rooms will be occupied. Hence, the total 
number of hotel rooms necessary to accommodate the specified level of demand is: (occupied rooms) x (1/0.7) = Total 
Rooms Required. 

3 The figures in the "Total" rows are the sum of the components derived under "Westbound", "Eastbound", and "Local." 
The figures in the "Average Party Size" row under "Total" are rounded; they are not weighted averages. 

Source: Hastings, Martin, Hallstrom and Chew, Ltd. (June 1979:,) for 1980-2000. Estimates for 200.5 assume a further 
one percent increase in demand. 
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Table 11-6. Distribution of Occupied Transient Accommodations in Hawaii County: 1965-2005. 

Hilo Kona Other County Total 1 
% of 96 of 96 of 

Year Units County Units County Units County Units 

1965 293 28.4 693 67.3 44 4.3 1,030 

1970 928 39.0 1,183 49.7 270 11.3 2,381 

1975 1,242 34.4 2,030 56.2 338 9.4 3,610 

Forecast: 

1980 1,1.50 25.0 2,760 60.0 690 1.5.0 4,600 

198.5 1,480 22.0 3,700 .50.0 2,070 28.0 7,400 

1990 1,910 18 .0 4,240 40.0 4,450 42.0 10,600 

199.5 2,310 17 .o .5,440 40 .0 5,850 43.0 13,600 

2000 2,530 16 .o 6,320 40.0 6,950 44.0 15,800 

2005 2,560 16.0 6,400 40.0 7,050 44.0 16,000 

1 From Table 11-5. Forecasts for the "County Total" are rounded. 

Source: Hawaii Visitors Bureau, Annual Research Reports. Forecasts by Hastings, Martin, 
Hallstrom and Chew, Ltd. (June 1979). 
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Table 11-7. Hotel Room and Condominium Unit Demand Projections for the Kohala Coast Resort Region: 1980-200.5. 

Time Period Cumulative Demand for Transient Accommodationsl Residential 
Condominium Condominium Total Condo 

Hotel Units2 Units.3 Total Units Unitsl Units Total Units 

1980-1985 1,510- 1,930 590. 750 2,100-2,680 1, 180- 2,040 1,770- 2,790 3,280- 4,720 

1986· 1990 3,070-3,920 1, 190-1,530 4,260-5,450 3,380- 5,250 4,570- 6,780 7,640-10,700 

1991-1995 4, 120-5,270 1,600-2,050 5,720-7,320 5,530- 8,120 7,130-10,170 11,250-15,440 

1996-2000 4,940-6,330 l,920-2,460 6,860-8,790 7,610-10,520 9,530-12,980 14,470- 19,3 l 0 

2001- 200.5 .5,.540-7,090 2,1.50-2,760 7,690-9,8.50 7,610-10,520 9,760-13,280 15,300-20,370 

Range shown is based on the assumption that 70 to 90 percent of the demand outside Hilo and Kona would be in the North/South 
Kohala study area. 

2 Based on 7.5 percent of projected t ransient accommodation demand and 70-percent average occupancy. 

3 Based on 25 percent of protected transient accommodation demand and 60-percent average occupancy. 

Source: Hastings, Martin, Hallstrom and Chew, Ltd. (November 1980:8lf) . 
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Tole 11-8. Comparison ol Planned and Proposed Resnrl Developmenl with Projected Demand in North/Sooth Kohala: 1980-200,. 

Five-Year Period Ending in Cumulative 

198' 1990 199) 2000 ~ Tolal 

Hotel Units 

Projected Hotel Unit Oemancf I 1,)10 - 1,930 l,'60 - 1,990 1,050 • l,U0 120 - 1,060 600 - 760 ,,,40 - 7,090 

Planned Holel Unit Supply l,0J0 2,130 2,IJ0 1,730 0 7,020 
w/o Mahul<ona2 

Projected Hotel Unit Deficit 410 - 900 h70l - 0-0I (1,080) • ( 780) (910) - (670) 600 • 760 11,4801 - 70 
(Oversupply) w/o Mahukona Resort 

Holel Units Proposed at Mahukona 0 400 -,o J)0 JOO 1,,00 
Resort.l 

Projecled tlotel Unit Oeflcll 480 • 900 (970) • 040) (l,'30) • (1,230) (1,260) • (1,020) )00 • 400 (2,9801 • (1,4301 
(Oversupply) !:!!h Mahukona Resort 

Cumulative Unmet Demand (Oversupplyl "80 - 900 (90) - 7(,0 (J,170) - (20) (2,080) • (690) (1,1110) . 70 (l,"801 - 70 
w/o Mahukona Resorl 

Cumutalive Unmet Demand (Oversupply) 480 - 900 14901 - )60 (2,020) - (8701 () ,2110) • (1,890) (2,980) • (I ,4JOJ (2,910) • (1,430) 
!:'.!!!! Mahukona Resort 

Condominium Units 

Projected Condominium Unit Demand2 1,770 • 2,790 2,800 • J, 990 2,)60 • ),390 2,400 • 2,SIO 230 - JOO 9,760 - IJ,280 

Planned Condominium Supply 1,uo 2,140 2,130 1,880 0 7,500 
w/o Mahukona2 

Projecled Condominium Unil Delicll 420 - 1,440 660 • 1,8'0 4)0- 1,260 ,20 • 930 230 - JOO 2,260- .5,780 
w/o Mahukona Resort 

Condominium Units Proposed at 0 JOO 600 1,000 !,JOO J,200 
Mahukona Resorl J 

Projected Condominium Unit Deficit 420 • 1,440 J60 • l,.5S0 11701 - 660 (4801 - (701 11,070) • (1,000) (940) • 2 ,,so 
(Oversupply) wilh Mahukona Resorl 

Cumulalive Unmel Demand (Oversupply) 420 • 1,440 1,080 • J,290 1,,10 • ,,,,,o ,2,0)0 • ,,uo 2,260 - ,., 80 2,260 • .5,780 
w/o Mahukona Resort 

Cumulalive Unmet Oemand (Oversupplyl 420 . 1,440 710 - 2,990 6IO. J,6.50 IJ0 . J,580 (940) • 2,580 (940) • 2,'80 
with Mahukona Rcsorl 

Total Unils 

Cumulat ive Unmet Demand (Oversul'(lly) 900 . 2,no 990 - ti,o,o )40 - 4, .5)0 (50) • 4,790 1&0 - ,.s~o 780 - ,,MO 
w/o Mahukona Resort 

Cumulative Unmet Demand COvcrsupply) 900 • 2,)40 290 . J,J)O (1,410)- 2,780 o, i,oJ - 1,690 o,no>- 1,uo (J,9201 -· 1,1,0 
!:'.!!!! Mahukona Resort 

From Table 11-7. 

-- 2 from Table 111- 1. 
I - J From Table 11- 1. VI 

~n11rc-r: rmnpilrd hr l\rlt, rnllit1, tr /\ssoriatr• 11sh1r. prnjrrtinn, m;,d<, hy lta,tinr.•, 1,1,;wtin, 11.>llstrnm ;itHI r.hrw. I hi. 11,onr , '17'Jl. 
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INTRODUCTION 

General Approach 

CHAPTER ill 
ASSESSMENT BASIS 

For a number of reasons, assessing the impact of a major project such as the proposed 
Mahukona Resort is an extremely compJex undertaking. First, it is necessary to 
consider the effects both of the "primary" on-site activities that are proposed by the 
deveJoper and of the "secondary" off-site development by other parties which the 
resort would stimulate. Since there are presently no plans for this secondary growth, 
this requires the creation for this EIS of a realistic "development scenario" that 
defines the direction which the secondary development wouJd probably take. Second, 
since the impact of a proposed project must be measured by the extent to which future 
conditions with it would differ from future conditions without it, the analysis must 
begin by projecting future conditions in the region without the Mahukona Resort but 
with all of the other development that is likely to occur. In view of the large-scaJe 
resort development that has already been planned for South Kohala, this in itself 
becomes a formidable task. Finally, the generation of long-range development 
scenarios is further complicated by the absence of any well-defined governmental 
policies with regard to the places where secondary growth will be allowed to occur. 

The analysis presented in the remainder of this environmental impact statement is 
based on two basic development scenarios, The first assumes that the Mahukona 
Resort is not implemented but that other currently planned resort growth would be 
constructed. This is referred to as the "without-Mahukona" or "no-project" scenario. 
The second alternative examined is the "with-Mahukona" or "with-project" scenario. It 
assumes that both the Mahukona Resort and other planned resort projects are 
implemented. This assumption makes it a kind of "worst-case" analysis in that it does 
not account for the possibility that the resort facilities at Mahukona might simply 
capture visitors from other planned resorts rather than attract new (i.e., additional) 
ones. 

The two development scenarios outlined above define the amount of resident and 
visitor growth that is likely to occur. The effects of this growth are also dependent 
upon such things as the geographic location of the secondary growth that is allowed 
and the origin and type of persons who fill the resort-related jobs that will be created. 
The number of possible combinations of these and other variables is too great for us to 
incorporate them into discrete scenarios. However, the implications of different 
values for each of the major variables have been explored and are discussed in 
Chapters IV and V of this report. In Chapter VI the implications of different 
geographic distribution patterns of secondary growth are examined in more detail. 

As a final comment before proceeding, it should be noted that the development of the 
growth scenarios that are presented here and in subsequent sections of this EIS 
required numerous calculations. Each of these, in turn, is based on estimates, 
generation factors, and assumptions derived from available data. Most of the 
estimates involve at least a modicum of qualitative judgement. These judgements, and 
the detailed information and reasoning on which they are based, are critical deter­
minants of the conclusions that are reached. Therefore, we have made these 
judgments explicit in the text, tables, and Appendix A. 
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Definition of the Primary Impact Area 

All of the physical deve Jopment proposed as part of the Mahukona Resor t project 
would occur in the North Kohala District. However, because the project could draw 
employees from other parts of the island and attract guests who would make 
excursions outside North Kohala, it would affect other areas as well. For the purposes 
of this re ort the rimar im act area has been defined as encom ass in the North 
Kohala census tract 218 and South Kohala census tract 217 Districts of the Island of 
Hawaii. The boundaries of the area are shown in Figure 11-2. Resort development in 
the Kohalas would undoubtedly have an effect on the remainder of the island, but an 
analysjs of the island's existing population distribution and likely development pat terns 
indicates that the magnitude of these impacts is comparatively small. Moreover, our 
abiHty to accurately predict them is severely limited. For these reasons, impacts 
outside the Kohalas will only be treated qualitatively. 

PROJECTED PRIMARY SECTOR GROWTH WITHOUT THE PROPOSED MAHUKONA 
RESORT 

As stated in the introduction to this chapter a decision not to allow the proposed 
Mahukona Resort does not mean that the North/South Kohala area wiU remain 
unchanged through the next twenty-five years. On the contrary, both State and 
County governments have already made major commitments to large-scale resort 
development along the South Kohala coast. Assuming the market is capable of 
supporting them, which the market analysis previously described indicates it would, it 
seems likely that these planned resorts would be developed over the next twenty years 
and that this will result in a dramatic change in the physical, economic, and cultural 
character of the region. The remainder of this section contains a rough sketch of the 
economic development that is Jikely t o occur if the proposed Mahukona Resort is not 
constructed. It is the basis of the no-project scenario. It does not discuss the impacts 
that this growth could produce; rather, it sets the stage for the detailed analysis of 
such effects that is contained in subsequent chapters of this report . 

At present, the only significant resort development in either North or South Kohala is 
the Mauna Kea Beach HoteJ (MKBH) complex located about three miles south of 
Kawaihae Harbor (see Figure IJ-2). The owner of the MKBH, r..-launa Kea Properties, 
Inc., has also proposed resort use for over a thousand acres of adjacent land which it 
controls. Mauna Lani Resort, Inc. has received overall County approval for, and begun 
work on, a major destination resort at Kalahuipua'a just south of Puako. A third 
major Kohala Coast destination resort is under construction at Anaeho'omalu Bay. If 
constructed at the densities now envisioned, these three projects would increase the 
number of hotel and condominium units available in South Kohala by over 13,000, or 
about 32 times. Brief descriptions of t hese three projects are presented below. 

Mauna Kea Properties, Inc. 

The existing Mauna Kea Beach Hotel and its associated recreational facilities are part 
of a much !arger planned resort/reslden~ial community. The site, which ls leased 
from the Parker Ranch, fronts the ocean at Kauna1oa Bay and extends approximately 
one mile inland (see Figure 11-2). It includes a bout 7,500 feet of shoreline. Features of 
the resort site include an excellent white sand beach at Kauna'oa Bay, an 18-hole golf 
course and about 75 acres of land being used for the f\'1auna Kea Fairways single-family 
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residential development. Immediately to the south is Hapuna Beach State Park, while 
to the north are more beaches, coves, and historical heiau sites. The resort lands were 
originally arid, consisting of native grasses, kiawe trees and lava flows. Using 
imported soil and extensive irrigation, the dry land has been transformed into a lush, 
garden-like environment. 

The Mauna Kea Beach Hotel complex was begun before the adoption of the State EIS 
laws, and it has evolved slowly ever since. As a result, there has never been a need to 
develop a long-range phasing plan for the resort. The most recent printed information 
is contained in the Revised Environmental Impact Statement for the Lalamilo Water 
System (Hawaii, State of, Department of Land and Natural Resources, March 1980). It 
contains a phasing plan for the years 1982 through 1992 that was supplied by the 
developers. Representatives of Mauna Kea Properties, Inc. were contacted as part of 
this study and supplied slightly lower ten-year development estimates than are 
contained in the Lalamilo EIS. These more conservative figures have been used in this 
report. Mauna Kea Properties, Inc. has not developed firm phasing plans beyond 1990. 
However, because it is considered unlikely that development will be halted if demand 
remains strong, we assumed that some additional construction would occur in the 
1990-1995 period. These assumptions have been incorporated into the projected 
development schedule shown in Table Ill-1. 

Mauna Lani Resort, Inc. 

The proposed Mauna Lani Resort site is situated in Kalahuipua'a along the South 
Kohala shoreline between Pauoa and Honoka'ope Bays. It consists of approximately 
770 acres of land that was formerly owned by Francis l'i Brown. The resort site is 
approximately 25 miles north of Kailua-Kona and about 20 miles from the regional 
airport at Keahole Point. Waimea is 12 miles to the northeast and Kawaihae Harbor is 
approximately six miles due north. Queen Ka'ahumanu Highway marks the inland edge 
of the resort, and it is about four miles west of the Waikoloa Village and golf course. 
Special site features include extensive a'a and pahoehoe lava fields, the KaJahuipua'a 
fish ponds, and the white sand beaches at Makaiwa Bay. 

Present plans for the f,..\auna Lani Resort call for the construction of 3,000 hotel rooms 
and 3,200 condominium units over the next 25 years (see Table Ill-1 ). The first hotel is 
in the final design stages at the present time and is scheduled for completion in late 
1982. Construction of the first golf course is already well underway. 

Transcontinental Corporation 

The Waikoloa Beach Resort (WBR) is planned as the major employment center for the 
31,000-acre Waikoloa Community that is being developed by the Transcontinental 
Corporation. The resort site encompasses approximately 1,360 acres of land between 
Queen Ka'ahumanu Highway and the ocean. Of that total, 500 acres are within the 
Phase I development area for which County zoning has already been obtained. The 
WBR is approximately 17 miles southwest of Waimea and 24 miles north of Kailua­
Kona. It is immediately south of the proposed Mauna Lani Resort and about ten miles 
from Kawaihae. Significant site features include a white sand beach at Anaeho'omalu 
Bay and extensive lava fields. Two ancient Hawaiian fish ponds, Kahapapa and 
Ku'uali'i are situated immediately mauka of the sandy beach. Petroglyphs, burial 
caves, a segment of the King's Trail, and other remnants of ancient Hawaiian culture 
are located throughout the site. 

111-3 



= -I 
~ 

(::J c:::::J 

Table 111- I, Summary of Resort Development Planned for North and South Kohala Excluding the Proposed Mahukona Resort; 1981-20001. 

f"!i.inned Develo~ Trf!e of Unit 1981- 1985 1986-1990 1991- 199.5 1996-2000 
No. Added No. Added Cum. Total No. Added Cum, Total No. Added Cum. Total 

Waikoloa Beach Resort 1-tot~I 460 880 I ,340 880 2,220 880 3,100 
Condominium 420 730 I, 1.50 72.5 1,87.5 725 2,600 
Commercial 1.5 . 7 29 .3 4.5.0 29.3 74 .3 29. 2 103 • .5 
(in 1,000 s.l ,) 

Mauna Lam Resort, Inc. Hotel 4'.iO 850 1,300 8.50 2,1'.iO uo 3,000 
Condominium 4~ 910 1,360 90.5 2,26.5 90.5 3,170 
Commercial 1, .s 30 .3 46.1 30.3 76 . 4 30.3 106,7 
(m 1,000 s.f .) 

Mauna Kea Properties, liotel 120 400 520 400 920 -- 920 
Inc. Condominium 230 250 480 2.50 730 -- 730 

Commercial 5.3 12.5 17 .8 12 • .5 30.] -- 30 . 3 
(in 1,000 s,f) 

Other Developers Condominium 250 250 .500 250 7.50 2.50 1,000 

All Resort [)evclopment Hotel 1,030 2, 1)0 3,160 2,130 .5,290 1,730 7,020 
Condominiurn I , 350 2,140 3,490 2,130 5,620 1,880 7,.500 
Commercial 36. 8 72.1 108.9 72. I 181.0 .59.5 2ti0 • .5 
(in 1,000 s.f .) 

I Present plans call for all development to be completed by the year 2000. 

Source: Transcontinental Corp. (Waikoloa); Mauna Lani Resort, Inc,; Mauna Kea Properties, Inc.; Hastings, Martin, Hallstrom and Chew, Ltd.; 
Seit, Collins & Associates, 
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There are six hotel-zoned parcels ranging in size from 11 acres to 19 acres. All have 
ocean and/or lagoon frontage. Four of the hotel sites are clustered around the ancient 
fish ponds; these will be maintained as salt water pools and will be surrounded by 
tropical gardens. Recreational facilities available to all sites include a new 18-hole 
golf course designed by Robert Trent Jones that is now being constructed immediately 
mauka of the hotel sites. 

The Waikoloa Beach Resort master plan includes about 3,100 hotel rooms and about 
2,600 condominiums. Current development is limited to the 460-room Sheraton Royal 
Waikoloa Hotel, which is now under construction, and the golf course and club house. 
These will aJJ open between June and September 1981. A phasing plan for the WBR is 
shown in Table 111-1. 

Other Planned KohaJa Development 

In addition to the three major resort developers discussed above, other landowners 
have also proposed visitor-oriented accommodations in the region. Approximately 400 
condominium units are now planned and have received preliminary approvals in the 
Puako area, Another condominium project, the 550-unit Kohala Makai, has been 
proposed on the ocean at Waikea on the North/South Kohala boundary. Present zoning 
would aJJow a further 600 condominium apartment units in the Puako/Kawaihae area. 
Altogether, there are about 1,500 resort-oriented condominium units in small projects 
that could be developed over the next 15 to 20 years if the market demand is there. 
Since many of these may not be built and others may be used as residential units, we 
will assume that only two-thirds, i.e., 1,000 will actually be constructed for the visitor 
market, and that these will be completed at an average rate of 50 per year. 

The visitor industry is not the only potential source of additional primary employment 
in the Kohalas, but it is by far the most important. Agriculture may expand 
somewhat, and it is even conceivable that a few relatively small manufacturing 
enterprises may become established. We do not believe this employment base will 
grow at a rate greater than 10 to 15 workers per year, or about 300 workers between 
now and 2004. Other employment increases will be in secondary industries that depend 
on incomes generated by the primary sectors. 

PROJECTED PRIMARY SECTOR GROWTH WITH THE PROPOSED MAHUKONA 
RESORT --

As previously stated, the assumption incorporated into this analysis is that the 
proposed Mahukona Resort would not affect the plans that have already been 
formulated by South Kohala resort developers. Hence, the with-Mahukona scenario for 
primary development consists of the sum of the development just discussed under the 
without-Mahukona scenario and the development that is proposed for the Mahukona 
Resort site (see Chapter II). This is a "conservative" assumption in that it results in 
the greatest impact estimates. To the extent that the availability of rooms, 
condominium units, and other facilities at the Mahukona Resort simply results in the 
shifting of some visitor activity from South Kohala's planned resorts to the Mahukona 
Resort site in North Kohala, the proposed project would have a much more limited 
effect on the regional growth rate. 

Table m-2 summarizes the amount of resort development that is projected between 
the present and the year 2005 at the planned South KohaJa resorts, the amount that is 
planned for the Mahukona Resort project, and the total for aU projects over the next 
25 years. As can be seen from the information contained in that table, while the 
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Table 111-2. Summary of Planned and Proposed Resort Development in North and South Kohalat 1981 - 200,. 

Planned and rro~sed 
Oeve~ 

All Planned 
Development I 

Proposed Mahukona 
Resort2 

Total Development 

From Table 111-1 

2 From Table 11-1 

~ of Uni_! 

Hotel 
Condominium 
Commercial 
(in 1,000 s.(.) 

Hotel 
Comdominium 
Residential 
Commercial 
(in 1,000 s.r .) 

Hotel 
Condominium 
Residential 
Commercial 
(in 1,000 s.r .) 

1981-198.:5 
No. Added 

l,0J0 
l,J)0 
J6.8 

------

I ,0J0 
I ,J.50 .. 
)6 . 8 

1986- 1990 1991- 199, 
No. Added Cum, Total No. Added Cum. Total 

2,130 J, 160 2, IJ0 ,,290 
2,140 J,490 2,130 .5,620 

72.1 108. 9 72. I 181.0 

400 400 4.50 850 
JOO JOO 600 900 
100 100 100 200 

14 . 0 14.0 18,J 32,J 

2,,J0 ),.560 2,.580 6,140 
2,440 J,790 2,730 6,.520 

JOO 100 100 200 
86.1 122.9 90.4 213.3 

1996-2000 2001-200.5 
No. Acided C_um. Te>tal NQ~ Added Cum. Total 

l,7J0 7,020 -· 7,020 
1,880 7,.500 -- 7,.500 

.59 • .5 2r,o., -- 240 • .5 

J.50 1,200 JOO I ,.500 
1,000 1,900 l,J00 J,200 

1.50 J.50 1.50 .500 
20.2 ,2., 22 74 • .5 

2,080 8,220 JOO 8,.520 
2,880 9,400 1,300 10,700 

1.50 ).50 1.50 .500 
79.7 29).0 22 J 1.5 .o 

Source: Mahukona Properties; Hastings, Martin, Hallstrom and Chew, Ltd.; Transcontinental Corp. (Waikoloa); Mauna Lani Resort, Inc.; Mauna Kea Properties, Inc.; 
Belt, Collins & Associates. 
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Mahukona Resort is a relatively large project, it represents only a smaH fract ion of 
the total that is expected. In 199 5, for example, Mahukona would account for only 14 
percent of both the new hotel rooms and new condominium units that are now planned. 
Comparable figures for 2005, when all presently planned projects are scheduled to be 
completed, are 18 and 30 percent respectively. 
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CHAPTER IV 

SOCIO-ECONOMIC IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

INTRODUCTION 

As previously noted, the "impact" of an action is measured by the extent to which it 
alters the future. This, in turn, means that in order to determine the impact of the 
proposed Mahukona Resort we must predict what development and change is likely to 
occur without the project, estimate changes that can be expected if it is 
implemented, and, finally, measure the difference between the two futures. By using 
the growth scenarios developed in the previous chapter, we are in a position to 
attempt just that. Before beginning, however, a number of explanatory remarks are in 
order. 

The first aspect of the problem that needs to be understood by readers is that such 
factors as the long time period that is involved (25 years), the uncertainty of the 
visitor market, the absence of specific public land use policies for accommodating and 
guiding resort-related secondary growth, and the lack of concrete plans for expansion 
of utilities, public facilities, and public services needed to support the projected 
growth make any attempt at impact assessment highly speculative. T.his does not 
mean that this analysis of impacts is untimely or incapable of providing useful 
information. It does, however, mean that the projections should be treated as gross 
approximations useful in the formulation of appropriate public policy rather than as 
precise estimates on which specific program or construction decisions should be based. 

In this respect, it may be useful to re-emphasize a point made in the preface to this 
document. The primary purpose of this EIS as defined by the "accepting authority", 
i.e., the Hawaii C~unty Planning Department, is to examine the major regional growth 
issues that are raised by the proposed Mahukona Resort project, to determine what 
effects the project would have on the achievement of public goals, and to identify 
mitigation measures that could be used to minimize any adverse environmental 
impacts. Because the physical development plans for the proposed resort project are 
at the conceptual stage, detailed site plans and engineering studies have not yet been 
undertaken. Similarly, specific plans for the accommodation of secondary growth have 
not been formulated by either the public or private sectors. In the absence of more 
concrete plans, site-specific impacts resulting from both the Mahukona Resort itself 
and associated secondary growth have been dealt with in only a generalized fashion in 
this report. Should the Hawaii County General Plan amendment allowing development 
of the Mahukona Resort that is now being sought be approved, either in whole or in 
part, more detailed site planning and engineering will be undertaken. Environmental 
studies based on these site-specific plans will be conducted and supplemental environ­
mental impact assessments or statements prepared as deemed necessary by responsible 
County and/or State agencies. 

The two regional growth scenarios described in the preceding chapter were formulated 
in order to provide a practical framework for impact analysis. While they go a 
considerable ways towards defining the probable future of the North/South Kohala 
impact area both with and without the proposed Mahukona Resort project, they do not 
specify the following two aspects of the projected change that will be very important 
in determining its socio-economic and physical impacts: 
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o the location and nature of the residences, businesses, and public support facilities 
(schools, utility systems, libraries, etc.) that constitute the resort-related 
secondary growth; and 

o the demographic characteristics (including place of origin) of the persons and 
families that will migrate into the region to fill the jobs that are created. 

These two factors are far too variable to predict with any certainty at this point in 
time; on the other hand, they are far too important to neglect. Therefore, while we do 
not deal with these factors in discussions of the two regional growth scenarios, the 
impacts of the secondary growth that are dependent upon the geographic distribution 
of in-migrants are discussed in Chapter VI of this report. 
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EXISTING SOCl~ECONOMIC CONDIDONS 

KOHALA COMMUNITIES (Refer to Figure II-2) 

The North/South Kohala impact area ls relatively sparsely populated, and physical, 
economic, and social circumstances, both present and historical, have resulted in the 
development of a number of distinct communities, each with its own peculiar set of 
social and economic characteristics. A brief review of the major factors influencing 
this development provides a useful background against which the impact of alternative 
development scenarios can be measured. 

North Kohala 

The Kohala Volcano or Mountain (also referred to as the Kohala Mountains) divides 
North Kohala into wet and dry sides. Orographic precipitation, produced as the moist 
northeast tradewinds rise to clear the 5,000-foot high mountain, keeps the windward 
side of the mountain covered with lush vegetation while cutting deep stream valleys 
into the basaltic lavas that make up the volcano. The southwestern side of the 
mountain (as well as the northern tip where orographic influences are small) is much 
drier. The pre-contact Hawaiians utilized the resources of both sides of the mountain, 
but, until very recently, twentieth century residents of the region focused almost all 
of their economic and social activities on the "wet side." The dry, leeward coastal 
areas were largely ignored by agriculturalists. Instead a number of ranches (Parker, 
Kahua, etc.) use it for low-intensity grazing. 

The region's land transportation system has been another important determinant of 
social interaction in North Kohala. North of Honoka'a on the Big Island's windward 
coast, the Kohala Mountain has been deeply eroded to form the vaJJeys of Waipio, 
Waimanu, Honokane, and Polulu (see Figure 11-2}. So wide, steep-sided, and deep as to 
be virtuaUy impassable, they forced engineers building the Hawaii Belt Highway (the 
principal circum-island road) to bypass the area •by turning inland at Honoka'a and 
crossing the island through the Waimea Saddle rather than via North Kohala's Upolu 
Point. Thus, while the town of Waimea had direct access to the population centers of 
Hilo and Kona, the only road access to North Kohala was the winding, 22-mile long 
Kohala Mountain Road linking Waimea with Hawi. Until the construction of the Akoni 
Pule Highway (Kawaihae-Mahukona Road) in 1966, the only penetration into the dry 
coastal areas of North Kohala was the seven-mile long roadway from Hawi to 
Mahukona Harbor, where sugar from the district's plantations was shipped. In all 
respects, North Kohala formed an "end of the road" community which had little 
contact with the outside. 

North Kohala's isolation began to be eroded in the 1960s. A deep-draft harbor was 
blasted out of the coral at Kawaihae to provide an improved port for West Hawaii, and 
the Akoni Pule Highway was constructed to provide North Kohala's sugar mill 
improved access to the new harbor facilities. The highway also made it possible for 
North Kohala residents to commute to resort jobs at the newly-opened Mauna Kea 
Beach Hotel--an effect which at the time was thought to be incidental. 

Developing, as it did, under the influence of a single dominant economic enterprise 
(sugar), and geographically isolated from the major forces of change, North Kohala's 
history for the past century paralleled the history of many rural Hawaiian plantation 
locales. In the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, the characteristic waves 
of immigrants were brought in to work the land. Settlements were in small, ethnically 
segregated "camps" around mill sites. Plantation managers, mingling paternalism and 
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authoritarianism, controlled virtuaJly all social and economk aspects of life in the 
district until mid-century. 

In 1946 the International Longshoremen and Warehousers Union (IL WU) successfully 
organized the workers, thereby increasing their social autonomy. For the first time in 
the modern era, workers had gained an effective voice in many of the decisions which 
affected them most directly. At the same time, unionization raised the labor costs of 
the plantations. Sugar yields from the North Kohala fieJds had always been relatively 
low, meaning that the plantations ran on narrow margins, and plantations in the area 
periodically closed or consolidated over the next 20 years until only one, Castle and 
Cooke's Koha)a Sugar Company, remained. By 1971, the economic squeeze on the 
company produced by the combination of low sugar yields and chronically low world 
sugar prices Jed Castle and Cooke to announce that all sugar operations in Kohala 
wouJd be phased out and the mill cJosed at the end of the 1973 growing year. 
Government persuasion and a temporary rise in world sugar prices deJayed the 
shutdown by two years, but in 1975 the plantation dosed for good. 

As a result of the dominant position that the sugar company held in the local economy 
through the first seven decades of the twentieth century, North KohaJa residents today 
are still overwhelmingly concentrated in the wet-side villages rather than along the 
dry southwestern coast (see Table IV-1 and Figure 11-2). Of the six major villages that 
developed during the plantation era--Hawi, Kapa'au, Hala'ula, MakapaJa, Halawa, and 
Niuli'i--most of the population now lives in those closest to the "dry" side--and, thus, 
dosest to the tourism industry now developing on the "dry" side. The mills at or near 
Makapala, Halawa, and Niuli'i were closed before 1940, and these communities long 
since dwindled in population. Since all commercial activities in North Kohala are to 
be found in Hawi, Kapa'au, or Hala'ula, it may be said that all of North Kohala is an 
integrated community in one sense. But in another sense, Hawi-Kapa'au-Hala'ula 
represents the comparatively urban part of North Kohala, and Makapala-Halawa-Niuli'i 
is the truly rural district of the region. 

South Kohala 

South Kohala stretches from the crest of the Kohala Mountain south onto the Waimea 
Saddle and the lower, leeward slopes of the Kohala Mountain and Mauna Kea. Rainfall 
on the saddle area near Waimea is moderate, but most of the remainder of the district 
ls arid, thereby preduding intensive agricultural use of the land. The dominant 
economic activity was (and to some extent still is) cattle ranching. Parker Ranch, the 
largest privately-owned ranch in the nation, resembled the sugar plantations in its 
paternalistic provision of basic human services such as housing and health care, and 
several of the smaller ranches in the area are modeled on the same pattern. However, 
the ranches did not import different ethnic groups to the same extent as did the 
plantations, so that South Kohala1s ethnic composition historically has been more 
heavily weighted toward part-Hawaiian paniolos and Caucasians. Furthermore, the 
ranches were never unionized, and ranch owners and managers have maintained much 
of their social and economic supremacy in the region. 

Unlike North Kohala, most of whose residents have generally similar backgrounds and 
where differences in the social makeup of adjoining set tlements are not great, South 
Kohala's low base population (only 1,500 in l 960) and relatively larger amount of 
recent development (2,300-person increase in the population between 1970 and 1980) 
have resulted in the emergence of rather distinct residential communities in Waimea, 
Kawaihae Village, Puako, and Waikoloa ViUage (see Tables IV-land IV-2 and Figure 
11-2). 
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Table IV- 1. Principal Comm uni ties of North and South Kohala. 

Community 

North Kohala 

Hawi­
Kapa'au­
Hala1ula 

Makapala­
Halawa­
Niuli'i 

South Kohala 

Waimea 
( 11Kamuela11 ) 

Waikoloa 

Kawaihae 

Puako 

Capsule Description 

Adjacent former sugar towns; con­
tains most population and all com­
mercial activity and government 
services. 

Sugar activities long abandoned 
here; population low; rural setting. 

Commercial and population center 
for both South and North Kohala. 

Resort/residential community; 
homes built on some 200 of total 
l ,000 lots; 218 condominium units. 

Most of population in the Kawaihae 
Village subdivision; a few homes in 
"old" area near harbor. 

Strip of vacation homes along 
single dead-end street. 

< Source: Community Resources (September 1980). 
I 

VI 

Major Economic Activities 

Small retail outlets; nursery opera­
tion; small-scale industrial activi­
ties (e.g., kim chee factory, heavy 
equipment repair shop, etc.). 

Only agriculture or 
activities; no 
businesses. 

subsistence 
commercial 

Parker Ranch headquarters and 
Shopping Center; telescope base 
camp; two large private schools; 
professional offices; restaurants 
and minor tourist attractions. 

Project development; golf course; 
clubhouse; a few convenience 
stores. 

Harbor and warehouses; one gas 
station, one store, one restaurant; 
wood-chipping plant. 

No stores; one condominium apart­
ment-hotel. 

,r--} ,_ 
C7 [._ _) r--1-

Characteristics of Population 

Longtime residents tend to be 
aging, relatively less educated, 
former plantation workers; an 
unknown proportion consists of 
relatively younger in-migrants 
from the Mainland. 

Relatively more part-Hawaiian. 

Longtime residents of paniolo tra­
dition; influx of newcomers of 
professional class; many Oahu resi­
dents keep vacation homes here, 

About 40% retirees (mostly Main­
land) and 60% younger, working 
people (mostly local). 

Kawaihae Village intended as 
employee housing for Mauna Kea 
Hotel, but most residents are 
working elsewhere. 

Retirees or young people renting 
old cottages; little interaction witfi 
other Kohala communities. 
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Table IV-2. Geographical and Historical Factors Shaping Present-Day Kohala. 

Factors Affecting All Kohala 

o Geographical division into "dry" and "wet" sides by Kohala Mountaln affects settlement 
patterns through interaction with economic activities; from mid-nineteenth century, agricul­
tural activities predominate and most human activity is concentrated on "wet" side: sugar at 
lower elevations and caule grazing in more mauka areas. 

o Blasting of deep-draft harbor at Kawaihae 0960s and early 1970s) creates potential for 
industrial activities and employment there; this potential remains largely unfulfilled. 

o Early tourism development (mid 1960s and early 1970s) at Mauna Kea Beach Hotel and 
Waikoloa provides new jobs, reaJ estate configurations, and small settlements (Waikoloa and 
Kawaihae Village) on "dry side •. " 

o Opening of Queen Ka'ahumanu Highway (197.5) connects Kohala to Kailua-Kona and Ke-ahole 
Airport by two-lane, high-speed road. 

o Lalamilo Water System (1980) opens door for new and expanded resort development in South 
Kohala coastal areas from Kawaihae to Honoka'ope Bay. 

Factors Primarily Affecting North Kohala 

o Sugar plantation history: waves of immigrants settling in ethnically segregated "camps;" 
social organization determined first by paternalistic system and tater by interplay of 
management and union; concentration of most social and economic activity on "wet side." 

o "End-of-road" community--decades of physical isolation from rest of island and limited 
access to "dry-side" land. 

o Early closure of sugar miUs in \takapala, Halawa, and Niuli'i, so that these areas have had 
sharply reduced population in recent years; most remam1ng population has been m Hawi, 
Kapa'au, or Hala'ula (nearer to "dry side"). 

o Opening of Kawaihae-Mahukona Highway (1966) permits some residents (mostly women) to 
commute to work at Mauna Kea Beach Hotel. 

o Plantation sale of houselots and old plantation homes to workers at very low prices (1960s) 
leads to high home-ownership rate but aging and limited stock of housing. 

o Closure of all Kohala Sugar Co. activ1t1es in 197', following 1971 announcement; failure of 
Kohala Task Force to generate many new agriculture-based industries; lease of most old 
sugar lands to ranchers and macadamia nut growers, employing few people; government 
employment programs at Lapakahi State Historic Park and elsewhere to ease economic 
transition. 

o Population shifts in mid 1970s: out-migration of young and of some old plantation families; 
in-migration of some young Mainlanders; total effect 1s slight population Joss between 1970 
and 1980. 

factors Primarily Affecting South Kohala 

o Cattle ranching history: social organization also developed along paternalistic Jines, but 
different ethnic composition of population; Parker Ranch remains in business today but is 
consolidating operations and making lands available to lessees or purchasers for development. 

o Principal community is Waimea {Kamuela), straddling "wet" and "dry" sides and situated on 
major route between Hilo and Kona. 

o Dry coastal area becomes weekend refuge for East Hawaii recreauonalists, leading to 
development of Pl!ako community in late 19.50s and early 1960s. 

o Waimea becomes attract ive as second-home area for affluent Oahu residents in iate 1960s 
and 1970s; begins growing more on "dry side" of town. 

o Establishment of international telescope operation base camp and a second large private 
school contributes to population boom of 1970s, which is marked by large increases in 
numbers of professional~lass residents m Wa1mea. 

Source: Community Resources (September 1980). 
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Waimea. The South Kohala community of Waimea (sometimes called Kamuela) is 
situated in the cool, mauka grasslands on the southern flank of the Kohala Mountain. 
The town is headquarters of the Parker Ranch and, as a result of its location on the 
major crossroads of the area's highway network, the major commercial center of the 
region as well. 

Kawaihae Village. The developers of the Mauna Kea Beach Hotel and the Hawaii 
Housing Authority originally constructed this project for hotel employee housing. But 
when units went on sale in 1971, it became apparent that few of the current hotel 
employees needed and/or wanted homes in the dry, warm subdivision overlooking 
Kawaihae Harbor. Buyback provisions on the leasehold single-family units were then 
dropped, and resale values for the townhouse units (on 99-year leasehold from Queen's 
Medical Center) have risen sharply in recent years. According to the president of the 
Kawaihae ViUage Association (personal communication), of the 51 leasehold units, 
about 30 are inhabited by owner-occupants and the other 21 by renters paying about 
$500 per month for three-bedroom units. There are also 16 apartment units still 
owned by Mauna Kea Beach Hotel and rented to employees (or others when there is no 
employee interest in them). Most Kawaihae VHlage residents are working people, but 
about a third of the owner-occupied units are taken by Mainland retirees. 

Kawaihae Harbor. Prior to the construction of the Kawaihae Village development, the 
settlement of Kawaihae consisted of a gas station, two stores (one of which is now 
closed), the harbor, and a few scattered houses. A wood-chipping plant (and a few 
other industrial activities), are now located nearby, and the Department of Hawaiian 
Home Lands is contemplating construction of both an expanded industrial park site and 
some Homesteads housing (minimum 25 units by 1982--possibly many more if the 
industrial park becomes a reality). There is also a small restaurant near the harbor. 
Kawaihae's future could also be affected by expansion of the Kawaihae Village 
development. Mauna Kea Properties, Inc. has most of the required zoning and permits 
to construct another 157 units there, and the general area is suitable for even further 
expansion in the future. 

Waikoloa Village. This is part of the development originally proposed by Boise Cascade 
for 31,000 acres of South Kohala land in the late 1960s. Jt grew very slowly in the 
early '70s. Houses have been built on some 200 of the 1,000 lots, and 101 condominium 
units were completed as of October 1980, with 117 more nearly completed. As of 
spring 1980, according to the president of the Waikoloa Village Association, the 
village's population was somewhere between 400 and 500, including approximately 100 
children. Roughly 40 percent of the population is now thought to consist of retirees 
(predominantly from the Mainland) and the other 60 percent of younger people with 
jobs (many of these employed at Waikoloa itself). For some years, Waikoloa land 
prices were among the cheapest in South Kohala, but recent price surges suggest that 
Waikoloa's future population growth may be weighted more heavily toward relatively 
affluent retirees. Waikoloa has a golf course and clubhouse restaurant, plus a few 
small convenience stores, but residents still rely on the shopping facilities in Waimea 
for most needs. 

Puako. Puako consists of a single street along the coast. Formerly Territorial land, it 
was subdivided and auctioned off by the State in the late 1950s to Hawaii residents, 
who were required to build some structure within three years. Most purchasers were 
Hilo residents who built small, plain beach cottages. The Puako population today is 
257, according to preliminary 1980 census figures . Homes on the makai side have been 
somewhat improved and house a number of owner-occupants, but the mauka lots still 
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predominantly hold the originaJ rough cottages--many of which are rented to young 
people. One condominium development containing 48 units has already been con­
structed. Socially and polit icaJly, the Puako community today remains isolated from 
other communities in the region. 

EXISTING RESORT DEVELOPMENT 

While the South Kohala coast has been touted as a possible major resort area since the 
1960s, there has been relatively little development there to-date. As of October 1980, 
in fact, the North/South Kohala impact area contained only 487 visitor units, one 
quarter of them condominiums (see Table IV-3). Over 85 percent of the region's 362 
hotel rooms were at one facility, the luxurious Mauna Kea Beach Hotel (MKBH). The 
scale of resort development is so small and the units have been developed over such an 
extended length of time (even the relatively large MKBH was constructed in three 
phases over a period of more than ten years) that they have attracted mostly long­
time residents as workers. 

Because the number of existing units is so smaU, relative to that which is proposed, we 
have excluded them from our calculations. However, readers should be cognizant of 
their presence and of the tendency for this prior experience with visitors to smooth 
the way for the additional development that is planned and proposed. 

EXISTING ECONOMIC AND DEMOGRAPHIC CONDffiONS 

Population 

The most recent comprehensive demographic data for the study area is from the U.S. 
Census Bureau's 1970 Decennial Census. Final data on county-wide population from 
the 1980 Census has just become available, but more detailed statistics have not been 
released as yet. The 1975 Census Update Survey (Community Services Administration, 
September 1976) combined North Kohala and South Kohala with the North Hilo and 
Hamakua Districts. While breakouts by individual census tracts are available from the 
computer tapes, the sample size for these smaller geographic units is so smaU that the 
figures are not statistically reliable. Because of this, they have not been used here. 

Although the comprehensive data that ls available from the 1960 and 1970 Censuses is 
now somewhat dated, it does provide general background information and an indication 
of the historical characteristics of the region. Furthermore, the information is helpful 
in identifying distinctions between the two districts. Table IV-4 summarizes demo­
graphic data for the two districts and for Hawaii County for 1960 and 1970. 

North Kohala's primary dependence on the sugar industry is reflected in the decline in 
the district's population from 3,386 in 1960 to 3,326 in 1970. This was principally the 
result of both increased mechanization in the cultivation and processing of sugar cane 
and the lack of a more broadly-based, diversified regional economy capable of making 
up for this shift in labor requirements. In fact, Hawaii County's resident population 
increase of only 2,136, or 3.5 percent, between 1960 and 1970 is, in part, a testimony 
to the Big Island's heavy dependence upon the relatively stagnant sugar industry 
through the 1960s. The lack of growth of the North Kohala communities is further 
reflected in the low incidence of in-migration and a higher incidence of persons in the 
older age groups. 

IV-8 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
u 
0 
0 
o· 
·o 
u 
a 
0 
0 
[I 

Q 



[ 

r 
C 
( 

l 
C 

f 

l 
0 
G 
[ 

u 
C 
[ 

Q 
\. 

~ 

Table IV-3. Existing North/South Kohala Hotel and Resort Condominium Units: 
October 1980. 

Name of Facility Location No. of Units ~ 

Kamuela Inn Kamuela 19 Hotel 

Luke's Hotel Hawi 23 Hotel 

Mauna Kea Beach Hotel Kaunaoa Bay 310 Hotel 

Paniolo Club Waikoloa 24 Condo 

Puako Beach Apartments Puako 24 Condo 

The Lodge Kamuela 10 Hotel 

Waikoloa Village Waikoloa 22 Condo 

Waikoloa Villas Waikoloa 55 Condo 

Total Hotel Rooms 362 

Total Condo Units 125 

Total Units 487 

Source: Hawaii Visitors Bureau (October 1980). 
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Table IV-4. Gcn~ral Population Characterlstics £or the North and South Kohala Districts: 1960 and 1970. 

- -
Horth Kohala District , CT 218 - South Kohala District, CT 217 Hawaii CouutJ 

1960 1970 1960 1970 1960 1970 
Number Percent ~Ullber Percent Number ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ Percent 

Total Nu11be1· of Per sons 3,386 100. 07, 3,326 100. 01 1,538 JOO.OT, 2,310 100.oi 6 I, 332 100. 0'l 63,468 100 . 0T, 
Hale 1,855 54.8 I, 746 52 . 5 807 52 . 5 1,205 52 . 2 32,927 53 . 7 32,898 51 . 8 
Female 1,531 45 . 2 1,580 47 . 5 731 47.5 1,105 47 .8 28,405 46.3 30,570 48 . 2 

Age Distr ibution 
Under 5 Years Old l,20 12.47. 333 10.0T, 184 12 .01 215 9 .Ji 6,971 11. 4'1 5,446 8 .6T, 

5 - 19 Years Old 1,075 31. 7 1,059 31.8 507 33 . 0 694 30.0 19,767 32.2 19 , 756 31. I 
20 - 61, Years Old 1,626 48. 1 1,619 48.7 756 49. I 1,254 54 . 3 30,007 48.9 32,428 51.1 
65 Years and Older 265 7.8 315 9.5 91 5.9 147 6 .4 4,587 7 .5 5,838 9.2 

Ethnic Croup 
Caucasian 851 25 .6\ 906 39 .21 18,298 28. 81 
Japanese Not 793 23. 8 Not 564 24.4 Not 23,817 37.5 
Chinese Avai Jab le 142 t, _3 Available JO 1.3 Available 1, 84 I 2.9 
Filipino 972 29 . 3 152 6.6 10,454 16.5 
Hawaiian/Part Hawaiian 510 15 , 3 611 26.5 7,809 12 . 3 
Other 58 1.7 47 2 .0 1,249 2.0 

Education of Person~ 25 Years 
and Older 

Eight YearR or Less 1,185 65. 4'1 784 44. 3'L 368 50 ,97. 297 24 . l't 17,725 55.3'L 12,820 37.2'L 
So111e High !lt-hool ( I t o 3 yrs . ) 260 14 . 4 259 14.6 118 16.3 225 18 . 2 4,662 14 .5 5,539 16. I 
Completed High School 309 17 . I 531 30 .0 169 23.3 422 34.2 6,981 21.8 10,903 31.6 
Some College (1 l o 3 yrs.) 24 1.3 93 5.2 16 2.2 128 10.4 1,135 3.5 2,638 7. 6 
4 Years or Hore College 32 I.II 105 S.9 SJ 7. 3 161 13.1 1,571 4.9 2,601 7.5 

Residence Five Years Earlier 
(Population five Years or Older) 

Same House 2,325 76. 27. 1,525 49 . 8'1, 676 58.4'1 927 45 . 1i 34, 785 64 . 0't 36,242 62 .5'1 
Different House, 11 .. wall County 592 19 . 4 1,023 33.5 416 36. 0 382 18.8 15,906 29.3 12,243 21. I 
Differl"nt County, State of Hawaii 37 1.2 78 2.6 17 1.5 273 13.4 1,743 3.2 3,215 5.5 
Different Stall" or Country 87 2 . 8 315 10 . 3 43 3 . 7 408 20. I 1,745 3 . 2 4,173 7. 2 
Hoved, Kot Reported 12 0.4 116 3.8 5 0 . 4 41 2.0 182 O.J 2,128 3.7 

- - --
Source : U. S . llureau of lhl" Census, Censua of Population and lluus l ng , 1960 and 1970. 

< t -0 

c::::J c:: 0 c::. c::::J. c:=. c::::=, c::li 0 Qt C:::· 0 O· r::=l c:1 o-- c:, c:::; C:J 



C 
r 
[ 
[ 

l 
0 
[ 

0 
0 
0 
( 

u 
l 
0 
l 
l. 
L 

The data shown in Table IV-4 indicate that, demographically, North Kohala is very 
similar to the average for the entire Big Island. In contrast, the ethnic mix, average 
educational attainment levels, and resident mobility of South Kohala's population aU 
vary significantly from the County-wide average. The ethnic mix is heavily weighted 
toward Caucasians, Hawaiians, and part-Hawaiians. This mix traces its history back to 
the ranching operations that dominated the Kamuela area. South Kohala experienced 
a population increase of over .50 percent betweeen 1960 and 1970. 

Based upon very preliminary results of the 1980 Census, North Kohala's resident 
population in the spring of 1980 was about 3,2.50 (Cavanaugh, August 1980). This is 
two percent less than the 3,32.5 persons who were reported as residing there in 1970, 
The decline appears to be the result of very limited new employment opportunities 
combined with the closing of the Kohala Sugar Company. In contrast, the preliminary 
1980 Census estimates show that the resident population of the entire island rose from 
63,.500 in 1970 to 92,200 in 1980, an increase of 4.5 percent. Population in the South 
Kohala District grew from 2,300 in 1970 to 4-,600 in 1980, a 100-percent increase. On 
the Big Island, only the North Kona District underwent a more dramatic change. 

Housing 

Housing data for the North/South Kohala impact area is given in Table IV-.5 for 1960 
and 1970. 1980 Census information on housing is not yet available. Due to the very 
outdated nature of the 1970 data, detailed analyses would be of little value and were 
not undertaken. However, it is worth noting that the statistics show the Kohalas to be 
fairly typical of rural environments. Residential housing units tend to be almost 
exclusively single-family structures. Average household size tends to be relatively 
high. Between 1960 and 1970, employee housing appears to have been a very 
important part of the housing supply in both North and South Kohala, judging by the 
high percentage of renter-occupied units and the high percentage of these renters who 
paid no cash rent, The maturity of the North Kohala District relative to South Kohala 
is again apparent in the housing age statistics. As of 1970, over 63 percent of North 
Kohala's housing units were 31 years of age or older while the corresponding figure for 
South Kohala was only 23 percent. Therefore, it is not surprising that the value of 
owner-occupied housing in North Kohala in 1970 was generally weighted toward the 
lower end of the value range while that of South Kohala's housing was weighted toward 
the higher end. Recent sale prices of homes in North and South Kohala are 
summarized in Appendix E, 

The most recent housing data for the Big Island is shown in Table IV-6; the figures are 
believed to be accurate through December 1976. As shown, North Kohala's housing 
growth during the six-year period from 1970 to 1976 was only 1.7 percent per year. 
Housing by 1976 was still overwhelmingly single-family; in that year only 14 units were 
duplexes and none were in multi-family structures. South Kohala's housing supply 
during this same period more than doubled from 793 units in 1970 to 1,609 units in 
1976. Also, by the end of 1976, multi-family housing comprised almost one-fifth of 
the total housing supply in South Kohala. 

Employment 

Impact area employment data for the 1960 and 1970 Census periods is presented in 
Table IV-7. Again, the usefulness of the data in terms of making meaningful 
comparisons or identifying relevant trends is quite limited because of its age. This is 
particularly true of North Kohala since the major economic dislocations associated 
with the closing of the Kohala Sugar Company did not fully manifest themselves until 
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T•ble IV•S, Selected Hou•iQS Characteristics for the North and South Kabala Districts: 1960 .tnd 1970. 

-~Orth Ko~la District South Kob&la District D 1960 1970 1960 1970 
Number Percent Number Percent ~ Percent Number ~ 

Total Hou•ing Unlts l,020 100.0'I, 941 100. 0'I, 644 100. 0'I, 798 100.0'I, 0 Owner Occupied 205 20.1 585 62.2 189 :!.9.4 317 )9 . 7 
Renter Occupi.ed 700 68.6 294 31.2 205 31.8 333 41.8 
Vac~nt, Available 39 3.8 17 1.8 IS 2 . 3 16 2. 0 
Other Vacant 76 7.5 45 4 . 8 235 36.5 132 16. 5 

PersoQ• Per Houaebold 3. 72 3. 75 3 .84 J.S> lJ 
A1e of Housing 0 0 - 10 yrs. old 64 6 . 2'1, :us 23 , 0'I, 272 44 .2'1. 322 37. l'I, 

u - 20 yrs. old 53 5.2 64 6.8 !06 17.2 230 26.4 
2t • 30 yn. old 912(1) 88.6 64 6 . 8 238(1) 38. 6 115 13.2 
31 yrs. a11d older 600 63. 4 203 23.3 

Persons Per Ro.,., fJ Occupied Unit.s 905 100 ,0'I, 879 100. 0'I, 394 100.0'1, 650 100.0\ 
t.OO or Less 732 80.9 659 74.9 3)8 80.7 sos 77 .6 
1.01 to 1.50 173(2) 19. 1 135 15.4 76(2) 19 . 3 92 14. 2 

0 1.51 or mar" 85 9.7 53 8 . 2 

Units !..-.eking Some or All 
Pl umbing Facilities 611 59 ,'n 15$ 16.St :eo 44 . 4t 100 12-5'1, 

o· Units to Stn,t;t.uN 
I ~74 95 . 0'I, 883 93 . 4'1, &00 96.6\ 770 91,1: 
2 46 4.5 18 1.9 6 1.0 10 1.3 
3 and 4 s o.s 24 2.5 15 2. 4 s 0.6 0 5 • 49 21 2.2 8 1.0 
SO or 010re 

Gross Rent, Specified 

0 Renter Occupied Units 
Under 540 344 47. 8'1, 33 14 .0\ lZ 16. 9\ -- 'I, 
5 40 to $ 59 l07 28.8 65 27 . 7 ll 6.3 11 ) .2 
$ 60 to $ 79 48 6.7 39 16, 6 s 4,2 4 1.2 
$ 80 to $ 99 32 lJ . 6 s 2 .6 J3 9 .5 
$100 to $149 8 l.l t4 ;; , o 39 u . 2 O' S150 to $199 58 16.7 
$200 to $249 JS 10. 1 
5250 or more 13 3. 7 
!lo Cash Rent 112 l~.6 ~2 .u. ! lll 10.0 154 .. 4.4 

Value , Specified Owner u OccQpied Units 
Le•• Than S5, 000 44 30. 1'4 23 4.3\ 25 18.1\ 2 0.8'1, 
$ 5,000 - S 9,999 so 34.2 82 15 .4 37 26 . 8 17 6.4 

0 s10,000 - 514,999 36 24.7 126 23.6 16 11.6 22 8.3 
515,000 - $19,999 16 11.0 128 24 .0 20 14 .5 33 12.4 
$20,.000 • 524 ,999 93 17 .4 20 14.5 32 12.0 
$25 ,000 • 534,999 54 10 . l 20(3) 14. 5 40 15 . 0 
$35,000 • 549,999 19 3.6 S9 ~2 ~2 
550,000 or .ere 8 l.S cl 22 . 9 l1 

(1) 21 years and oL~r-

(2) 1.01 or i,,ore. 0 (3) S25,000 or lllore . 

Source.:. U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Po2uhtion .lOd Hous10s, 1960 and 1970. 0 
0 
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Table IV-6. Number of Housing Units by District in Hawaii County: 1970 and 1976. 

1970 Census December 1976 
District Total Single Duplex Multi Total Single Duplex Multi --

Puna 1,811 I, 707 28 76 3,060 2,997 6 57 

South Hilo 9,273 8,248 376 649 12,751 10,018 452 2,281 

North Hilo 578 493 72 13 566 5.32 .34 

Hamakua 1,419 1,296 60 63 1,605 1,544 22 .39 

North Kohala 946 883 18 45 1,045 1,031 14 

South Kohala 79.3 770 10 1J 1,609 1,.311 8 290 

North Kona 1,977 1,360 75 542 4,451 2,856 96 1,499 

South Kona 1,129 991 106 32 l,565 1,493 24 48 

Ka•u 1,007 952 22 3.3 1,291 _!_,,140 22 129 

County Total 18,933 16,700 767 1,466 27,943 22,922 678 4,.343 

Note: December 1976 information includes units in boarding homes, dormitories, guest homes, military barracks, etc., and is 
not strictly comparable to the 1970 information. 

Source: County of Hawaii, Planning Department, in County of Hawaii, Department of Research and Development 1979 Data 
Book. 
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Table IV-7. Selected North and South Kobala Employment Characteristics by Place of Residence : 1960 and 1970. D 
North Kohala Dhtrict South Kobala District 0 1960 1970 1960 1970 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 
~lo:t!!!nt Status 

0 Civilian Labor Force 1,216(1)100. 0'l, 1,355(2)100.0'l, 565(1) 100 . 0'l, 95 l (2) 100. 07, 

Hale 987 81.2 856 63 . 2 401 71.0 624 65.6 
Female 229 18 . 8 499 36.8 164 29.0 327 34 . 4 0 Eaployed l, 148 94.4 1,330 98.2 526 93 . l 912 95.9 
Uneaployed 68 5.6 25 J . 8 39 6.9 39 4.1 

Employment By Industry 0 
A1riculture 353 30.77, (3) -- ,. 259 49.27. (3} -- ,. 
Construction 45 3.9 34 2.6 25 4.8 124 13.6 

0 Manufacturing 468 40.8 389 29 . 2 8 1.5 21 2.3 
Transportation, c-un-

icati ons, Utilities & 
Sanitary Services 28 2.4 18 1.4 12 2 . 3 37 4 . 1 

Wholesale Trade 4 0.3 10 0 . 8 9 1.7 8 0 . 9 

0 Retail Trade 46 4 . 0 39 2 . 9 69 13 . l 145 15 . 9 
Finance, Insurance, 

and Real Estate (3) 15 l. 1 ( 3) 32 3 .5 
Business and Repair 

Service 16 1.4 4 0.8 14 1.5 0 Personal Services 43 3.7 344 25 . 9 33 6.3 163 17.9 
Health Services 41 3.6 58 4 . 4 4 0.8 18 2.0 
Educational Services 57 5.0 114 8.6 57 10.8 92 10.1 
Other Services 12 1.0 23 1. 7 0 0.0 17 1.9 
Public Administration 19 1. 7 73 5.5 25 4 . 8 28 3 . 1 a Other Industries 16 1.4 213 16 . 0 21 4.0 213 23.4 

Emelof!!!ent Bv Occueatioo n· Professional and 
Technical 73 6.47, 164 12.3 38 7 .27, 99 10 . 91 

Managers and Adminia-
trators (Non-fan,) 30 2 . 6 29 2.2 24 4.6 94 10.3 0 Sales Workers 20 1.7 14 1.1 28 5. 3 63 6.9 

Clerical 76 6.6 92 6 . 9 39 7.4 90 9.9 
Crafta■en and Foremen 202 17 . 6 236 17.7 36 6.8 150 16.4 
Operatives (Non-Transport) 243 21.2 139 10 . 5 46 8 . 7 56 6.1 

0 Transport Operatives 71 5 . 3 17 1.9 
Laborers (Non-Fann) 38 3.3 64 4.8 42 8 . 0 47 5 . 2 
Fan, Workers 345 30 . 1 176 13.2 228 43.3 151 16.6 
Service Workers 86 7 .5 328 24 . 7 19 3. 6 126 13 . 8 
Private Household Workers 23 2 . 0 17 1.3 21 4.0 19 2.1 u Not Reported 12 1.0 5 1.0 

(1) 14 years and older. 

0 (2) 16 years and older. 

(3) Repoi-ted elsewhere. 

Source : U.S . Bureau of the Cenaus, Census of Poeuhtion and Housing, 1960 and 1970 . D 
0 
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after 1970. Less comprehensive employment data for the impact area, as compiled by 
the State Department of Labor and Industrial Relations (DUR), is presented in Table 
IV-8. This data is presented for qualitative purposes only. 

The numbers do provide evidence of the region's strong agricultural heritage. In 1960, 
over 30 percent of North Kohala's employea labor force was in the agricultural sector. 
Most of the employment in the manufacturing sector, which accounted for forty 
percent of the total, was associated with sugar cane processing operations and was, 
therefore, directly related to agriculture. In the same year, almost .50 percent of the 
jobs in South Kohala were in agriculture (including ranching). 

By 1970, the South Kohala economy had undergone considerable change. Although 
diversified agriculture still remained strong, other sectors of the economy were 
beginning to exhibit significant growth patterns in terms of other types of employ­
ment. South Kohala's retail base kept pace with population growth between 1960 and 
1970, and the construction, and service industries also grew substantially. In 1970, the 
retail, construction, and service industries employed about 60 percent of the work 
force in South Kohala. Meanwhile, North Kohala workers remained heavily dependent 
upon the sugar industry. Given the two districts' dissimilar economic structures in 
1970 and the fate of the North Kohala sugar industry, it is not surprising that North 
Kohala's internal growth since that time has been minimal, while South Kohala's 
growth has exceeded the County-wide average. 

Income 

Family income data is presented in Table IV-9. As indicated by the figures, gross 
family income levels in 1969 for North and South Kohala were not radicaHy different 
from one another even though there was a significant difference in employmeut mix 
between the two districts. 

lV-1.5 



Table IV-8. Estimates of North and South Kohala Labor Force Distribution by Place of 
Employment: 1975. 

North Kohala South Kohala 

Category Number Percent Number Percent 

Agriculture & Forestry 203 32.396 142 9.296 

Manufacturing 178 28.3 29 1.9 

Transportation, Communication, 67 4.3 
and Public Utilities 

Wholesale Trade 31 4.9 15 1.0 

Retail Trade 77 12.3 303 19.6 

Finance, Insurance and 14 2.2 34 2.2 
Real Estate 

Services 17 2.7 803 51.9 

Government 

Federal 7 1.1 5 0.3 

State 102 16.2 66 4.2 

Local 84 5.4 

Total 629 100.096 1,548 100.096 --

Source: State Department of Labor and Industrial Relations, Labor Force Distribution by 
Employer Site and Industry Category (March 1978). 
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Table IV-9. Annual Income of Families and Individuals Residing in North and South Kohala: 1959 and 1969. 

All Families 
Less than $5,000 
$ 5,000-$ 6,999 
$ 7,000-$ 9,999 
$10, 000-$ 14,999 
$ 15, 000-$211, 999 
$25,000 or more 

Median Income 
Mean Income 

Families and Individuals 

Median Income 
Hean Income 

Individuals 

Median Income 
Hean Income 

North Kohala District 
1959 

Number, 

738 
462 
135 

911 
25 
18 ,, 

$4,363 
NA 

NA 

$3,730 
NJ\ 

NA 

NA 
NA 

Percent 

100 .0% 
62.7 
18.3 
12.7 
3.4 
2.4 
0.5 

1%9 
Number 

758 
133 
138 
141 
214 
105 
27 

$ 9,421 
10,431 

1,047 

$ 7,007 
8,687 

289 

$ 4,051 
4,113 

Percent 

100 .0% 
17 .5 
18.2 
18.6 
28 .2 
13.9 
3.6 

South Kohala District 
1959 

Number 

314 
186 

59 
29 
24 
16 
0 

$4,554 
NA 

NA 

$4,045 
NA 

NA 

NA 
NA 

Percent 

100 .0% 
59.3 
18.8 
9.2 
7.6 
5.1 
0.0 

1969 
Number 

562 
130 
69 

118 
123 

97 
25 

$ 9,182 
11,200 

710 

$ 7,754 
9,808 

148 

$ 2,882 
4,522 

Percent 

100.0% 
23 . 1 
12.3 
21.0 
21.9 
17.3 
4.4 

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Population and Housing, 1960 and 1970. 



PROJECTED LABOR FORCE REQUIREMENTS AND POPULATION IMPACTS OF 
PLANNED AND PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 

WITHOUT-MAHUKONA SCENARIO 

Labor Force Requirements Generated by Planned Resort Development 

TabJe III-1 summarizes the known visitor-related development plans (excluding the 
Mahukona Resort ) for the impact area. As can be seen from the table, impending 
development, represented by projects under construction or with existing deveJopment 
agreements, will have the most immediate impact. Projects in this category incJude 
the 460-room Sheraton RoyaJ Waikoloa Hotel that is now under construction at the 
Waikoloa Beach Resort, the 450-room luxury hotel planned as the flagship of the 
Mauna Lani Resort, and the 120-room expansion of the Mauna Kea Beach Hotel. 

Altogether, developers' present plans call for the completion of an additional 3,160 
hotel rooms, 3,490 resort condominium units, and 109,000 square feet of resort 
commercial space by the end of 1990. By the year 2000, it is expected that the totals 
will be 7,020 hotel rooms, 7,500 resort condominium units, and 240,000 square feet of 
resort-oriented commercial space. 

The resort development projections shown in Table III- I were used to estimate the 
labor force requirements of the region over the next twenty years. These are shown in 
Table IV-10. The derivation of these estimates involves numerous extrapolations and 
assumptions, an explanation of which may be found in Appendix A. The peak 
employment impact of the already planned resort development would occur in the year 
2000 when all but the last units are operational and the construction work force is still 
employed on the last projects. Long-term employment (i.e., not including construction 
jobs) would be 8,255 when the resort projects are completely operational. 

Population Impact of the Planned Resort Development 

Visitor Population. The visitor population that would be attracted to the region by the 
projected resort growth has been calculated using the factors derived in Appendix A 
and the development scenario outlined in Table 111-1. The results for the years 1990 
and 2000 are summarized in Table IV-11. They indicate that the average visitor 
census for 1990 and 2000 would be 5,700 and 12,600 respectively. The average visitor 
census for the peak month for those years is estimated at 9,600 and 21,000, or about 
65 percent higher. 

Resident Population. Resort projects can affect the size of the resident population in 
two ways. First , jobs that they supply can support workers and their famil ies. Second, 
resort residential units can attract retirees and/or independently wealthy persons who 
do not need jobs, at least in the tradit ional sense of the word. For the purposes of this 
report, we have neglected the latter influence because the availabte data indicates 
that retirees and other non-working persons form a small proportion of the total 
population in such areas. 

As discussed in Appendix A, it is expected that there will be a 2.2-person populat ion 
increase for each additional person employed. However, it is extremely unlikely that 
aU of the workers and their families would relocate to the North/South Kohala study 
area. Since employment mobility is generally greater than residence mobility, a lag 
between the creation of new jobs and employment-induced resettlement is expected. 
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Table IV- 10. Projected Employment Due to Construction and Operation of Planned South Kohala Resort Facilities: 198,.200.5.l 

1985 1990 1995 2000 

~ Oper. Total Cons. Oper. Total Cons. Oper. Total Cons. ~ 

Waikoloa Beach Resort 

On-Site 120 490 610 215 1,290 1,.50.5 21.S 2,090 2,30.5 215 2,890 

OH-Site 20 100 120 JO 260 290 30 lf20 4.50 30 .580 
Total Ji,o .590 ----,;a zii3 r.m r,m 2U 2,°fflJ r,m 2U Piffi 

Mauna Lani Resort 

On-Site 12.5 lfU 610 24.5 1,29.5 1,51io 24.5 2, 10.5 2,3.50 2U 2,91.5 
Off-Site 20 9.5 11.5 3.5 2.5.5 290 J.5 415 4.50 ).5 .575 
Total 743 .580 7'f5 280 r,J3o 1,830 280 2,.520 2,800 280 3,490 

Mauna Kea Properties , Inc. 

On-Site .5.5 13.5 190 85 .'35 620 8.5 89.5 980 0 895 
Off-Site JO 2, 3.5 15 10.5 120 I.S 180 195 0 180 
Total 61 -rm ----m 700 7'iio 71io 7iffi I ,on r.m --a l,on 

Other Develo~ 

On-Sile .50 40 90 ,o 90 140 .50 IJ0 180 .50 180 
Off-SIie 10 10 20 10 20 JO 10 JO 40 JO 40 
Total '"""60 ----;a 7Tii '"""60 ----no 170 '"""60 -.-ro 220 '"""60 220 

ALL PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 

On-Site 3.50 I, 1.50 1 , .500 .59-' 3,210 J,80.5 -'9.5 .5,220 .5,81' .510 6,880 
Off-Site 60 230 290 90 6t,O 730 90 1,g"~ 1,1~ 7.5 j , 37~ 
Total 7iTii r,ffli l,790 6!J J,850 ii';'IB 6i3 ' • 7B ' 

..---,, 

Total 

3, l0.5 
610 

r,m 

3,160 
610 

3,770 

89-' 
180 

i,on 

230 
.50 

280 

7,390 

••;'g 
' 

I All figures are for "persons employed" and lake Into account persons holding multiple jobs. Dates are as of January I of the year noted. 

C) C) 

200.5 
Cons. Oper. 

0 2,890 
0 .580 

--0 3,470 

0 2,915 
0 -'75 

--0 J,490 

0 89.5 
0 l80 

--0 l,on 

0 180 
0 40 

--0 220 

0 6,880 
0 1,37-' 

--ii 8,25.5 

Source: Compiled by Belt, Collins & Associates based on projected development shown in Table 111-1 and employment generation factors descr ibed in Appendix /\ . 

~ :----

Total 

2,890 
.580 

3,470 

2,91.5 
57.5 

3,490 

89-' 
180 

1,07' 

180 
40 

220 

6,880 
1,37' 
8 , 25.5 



Table IV-11. Estimated Visitor Poyulation Resulting from Planned South Kohala Resort 
Development: I 990..2000. 

Visitors Present2 

1990 199S 2000 

Average Peak Average Peak Average ~ 

Resort Hotels 4,000 S ,400 6,6SO 9. o,o 8,8'0 12,000 

Resort Condominiums ~ 4,200 2,800 ~ 3,7.50 2iQQQ 

TOTAL , ~1,0 9,600 9,4.50 IS,800 12,600 21,000 

All figures are as of January I of the year noted. 

2 Based on factors developed in Appendix A (see Table A-2) and development scenario 
summarized in Table 111-1, Rounded to nearest fifty (SO). 

Source: Compiled by Belt, CoUlns <5' Associates based on sources referenced in footnotes above. 

Table IV-12. Estimated Additional North/South Kohala Resident Population by Supported Planned 
South Kohala Resort Development. I 

Cumulative Increase in Resident 
Population2 

Percent of Persons Residing in 
NJS. KohaJa Study Area3 

Additional Resident Population 
Residing in Study Area 

Growth (Dedine~ Over Preceding 
Five Years (in persons) 

Cumulative Increase in Resident 
Households-' 

1985 

3,9.50 

80 

3, ISO 

3,ISO 

1,0.50 

AH figures are rounded to the nearest f ifty. 

1990 

10,000 

80 

8,000 

4,s,o 

2,6S0 

199.5 

lS,300 

80 

12,2.50 

4,2.50 

4,100 

80 

1.5 , .S.50 

3,300 

5,200 

200.5 

18,150 

80 

14,.500 

(1,0.50)4 

4,850 

2 Based on employment estimates for both construction and opera tional employment that are 
given in Table IV-10 and employment to population relationships discussed in Appendix A. 

3 Percentage estimate is discussed in text. Any error is probably in the direction of over­
estimating the percent that would reside within the study area. 

4 Decline is due to end of construction. 

.5 Based on an assumed average of 3.0 persons per household. 

Source: Compiled by Belt, Collins de Associates based on sources referenced in footnotes 
above. 
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Furthermore, the ability of the work force to actually move into the study area 
depends upon the availability of adequate supplies of affordable housing. In view of 
the housing development outlook for the region and possible commute patterns from 
outside the North/South Kohala study area, it is estimated that from 60 to 80 percent 
of the population supported by the planned and proposed resort development would 
reside within the region. This ls admittedly a broad range, but, at the present time it 
is impossible to be more exact. To avoid underestimating the probable impacts of 
expected development, this report assumes that 80 percent of the growth will take 
place in North/South Kohala. As a result, it may overestimate the extent of the 
secondary growth which will occur there. 

Applying these factors to the employment estimates given in Table IV-10 results in the 
population projections shown in Table IV-12. These indicate that employment gener­
ated by the proposed resort projects and related secondary development could support 
an increase in the resident population of North/South Kohala of 8,000 by 1990 and 
14,500 by 2005. Based on Hastings, Martin, Hallstrom and Chew, Ltd.'s (September 
1980:32) estimate of labor force growth brought about by natural increase (see Table 
IV-13), at least 65 to 75 percent of this increase in the resident population would have 
to come from in-migration. 

There are two ways of assessing the population impacts of the planned South Kohala 
resorts. As Table IV-13 shows, the projected "natural increase" of the North/South 
Kohala population is expected to be 5,000 by the year 2005. Counting these 5,000 
persons as a population impact of the resorts assumes that if resort employment was 
not available, they would out-migrate rather than go on welfare and unemployment 
roles. However, if it is assumed that these 5,000 persons would remain in the area 
regardless of the presence or absence of job opportunities, then the year 2005 
population impact in the North/South Kohala study area attributable to the planned 
resorts would be 9,500, or 5,000 less than the 14,500 projected under the first 
assumption. 

Comparison of Projected Labor Force Requirements with Forecast Availability 

In order to understand the implications of the labor force requirements described 
above, it is necessary to compare them with projections of labor force availability in 
the impact area and elsewhere on the Big Island. This has been done for this study by 
Hastings, Martin, Hallstrom and Chew, Ltd. (September 1980), using a mod if led 
cohort-survival projection technique. 

The ·cohort-survival technique is a population projection model which recognizes and 
incorporates three components of change. These components are: (l) change 
attributable to natural increase (i.e., the net effect of births minus deaths), (2) change 
attributable to non-economically induced net migration, and (3) change attributable to 
economically induced net migration. A comprehensive cohort-survival model measures 
each of the components on as detailed an age and sex basis as is possible and projects 
the combined effect of these components on a specified base population to a given 
future date. 

For this analysis the 1970 Hawaii County population census delineation was carried 
forward in two flve-year periods to 1980 using the comprehensive cohort-survival 
technique; the resulting estimates were then compared to preliminary 1980 census 
data. The overall County projections for this ten-year period are nearly identical to 
those contained in the State Tourism Study (Hawaii, State of, Department of Planning 
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Table IV· 13 . Population and Lahar Fore~ Estimates Based Upon Modified Cohort- survival Projection for Hawaii Island : 1980- 2005 . 

Po[!ulotion 
Five-Year Ten- Year 15- Year 20- Year 

Base Year Projection Projection Project ton Projection 
Region J 1980)( I) (1985) (1990) (1995) (2000) 

North and South 
Kohala Districts 7,800 8,800 9,900 10,900 11,900 

North Kona District 13,800 15,500 17,400 19,200 21 ,ooo 

South Kona Distric t 5 ,900 ~ -1.,1!!! _____!!_,1.!!!! _ 8-z._900 

West Hawaii Subtotal (2) 27,500 30,800 34,600 38,200 41,800 

Jlamakua and North 
Hilo Districts 6,800 7,500 8,300 9,100 9,800 

South Hilo District 40,300 4'4,500 48,900 53,500 58,000 

Puna bistri ct 11,700 13,200 14,900 16,500 18, l00 

Ka'u Distri ct J , 700 ~ ~ _i, 900 ~ 

Hawaii County 90 ,000 100,100 111 , 200 122,200 133, 000 

(1) Preliminary 1980 census data, rounded to nearest IOO persons, A111111st 19110. 

(2) North and South Kohal a, i>lld North and South Kona. 

Source, Ha stings , Marlin, Hallslrom and Chrw, Ltd. (September 1980: 24}. 
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Labor Force 
25-Year Five-Year Ten-Year 15-Year 20-Year 

Projection Base Year Projection Projection Projection Projection 
(2005) ( 1980) (1985) (1 990) (1995) ~~ 

12,800 J,400 J,800 4,300 4,700 5,100 

22,600 6,300 7, JOO 7,900 8,600 9,500 

~ 2 , soo 2 , 900 -1.t..!!!Q 3 , 500 --1.,800 

'45,000 12,200 13,800 15,300 16,800 18,400 

J0,300 2,800 3 ,100 3,500 3,800 t. , JOO 

62,300 17 ,ooo 19,000 20,800 22,700 24,600 

19,500 5,200 5,800 6,500 7,200 7,900 

_ 5, 600 1, 600 1, 700 2, 000 2, 100 2 , 300 

142,700 38,800 43,400 48,100 52,600 57,300 

Final census count for Hawaii County could reach 92,000 persons, 

0 c::, c::i 0 = ~ c:, c:, 

25-Year 
Projection 

(2005) 

5,500 

10,200 

4 , 100 

19,800 

4,300 

26,500 

8,500 

2,400 

61,500 
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and Economic Development, 1978); but adjustments were made to reflect the State's 
official 11-F population forecast (Hawaii, State of, Department of Planning and 
Economic Development, March 1978) and the preliminary field counts from the 1980 
census (Cavanaugh, 22 August 1980). Projections over the ten-year period were 
estimated at either individual or combined Big Island district levels. The result was an 
estimated age-and-sex population profile for the individual or combined district 
delineations, one of which corresponds to the North/South Kohala impact area. 

For the 25-year projection period from 1980 to 2005 a modified cohort-survival 
technique was utilized. With the modified approach, only the natural increase and 
non-economically induced migration components are integrated into the projection. 
The third component of economically induced migration is omitted from the analysis. 
By making this adjustment it is possible to derive a rough estimate of what the change 
in population would be if the base population were to remain fixed in location and 
allowed to age naturally; non-economically induced migration, which in this analysis is 
represented by a positive net increase, is also treated as a natural, though exogenous, 
element. Deleting the economically induced migration component allows for an 
estimate of potentially available new labor force prior to such migration. Comparison 
of this potential labor force vis-a-vis the forecasted new employment needs yields an 
approximation of the direction and magnitude of likely economically induced migra­
tion. 

Projections for various sub-regions of the Big Island, made using the modified cohort­
survival approach, are presented in Table IV-13. These figures represent a 25-year 
aging of an immobile resident population. They indicate that the majority of growth 
(in absolute terms) would be focused in the existing major population centers, i.e., the 
South Hilo District of East Hawaii and the North Kona District in West Hawaii. It is 
estimated that South Hilo's population would increase from approximately 40,300 
residents in 1980 to 48,900 in 1990 and to 62,300 by 2005 under this "natural aging" 
scenario. Using the same assumptions, North Kona's population is projected to 
increase from 13,800 in 1980 to 17,400 in 1990 and 22,600 in 2005. 

Under the "natural aging" scenario the resident population in the North/South Kohala 
impact area is projected to increase from a 1980 base year estimate of 7,800, to 8,800 
by 1985, 9,900 by 1990 and 12,800 by 2005 (see Table IV-13). Applying average Hawaii 
County age- and sex-specific labor force participation rates to the projected 
population profiles yields the estimates for potentially available additional labor force 
in the impact area shown in Table IV-14. Because the unemployment rate in the 
North/South Kohala study area is essentially the same as that for the island as a 
whole, it has been assumed that the·proposed projects would not result in a significant 
reduction in the unemployment rate among current resident~ If the opposite were 
assumed, (i.e., that new development would draw first and substantially from the ranks 
of the unemployed), then the projected labor force deficit for 1985 would be 
approximately 200 lower than shown in the table. A comparison of the labor force 
expected to be available from natural increase in the impact area with the estimated 
labor needs generated by planned economic development shows that there will be a 
need for significant in-migration during each five-year period in which resort 
expansion is underway. The magnitude of the migration necessary in each five-year 
period ranges from 1,030 to 1,700 workers. The labor force in the impact area ln 2000 
is estimated to be more than two times higher than lt is today. 
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Table IV-ll/-. Comparison of Estimated North/South Kohala Labor Force Needs 
Without the Mahukona Resort with Projections of the Available Work 
Force: 1985-2005. 

Estimated Cumulative Increase (in eersons) 

1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 

Available Work Force l/-00 900 1,300 1,700 2,100 
Over 1980 Level 1 

Resort-Related Employment 
of N./S. Kohala Residents2, 3 

1,l/-30 3,630 5,560 7,070 6,600 

Labor Force Surplus (Deficit) (1,030 )4 (2,730) ( li-,260) (5,370) (4,500) 

Surplus (Deficit)Arising During (1,030) (1,700 ) (1,530) (1,110) 870 
Five-Year Period 

2 

Calculated by subtracting the "Base Year (1980)" labor force in North and ·south 
Kohala from the projected labor force (see Table lV-13) for each future year (1985, 
1990, etc.). In interpreting these figures, it is important to remember that they 
assume that all of the projected labor force increase is "available" for resort­
related employment. To the extent that this is not the case, the projected labor 
force deficit would be higher. 

Assumes that eighty percent of the needed work force (see Table IV-10) will reside 
in the North/South Kohala study area. 

3 The number of additional jobs not related to resort employment that might occur in 
the North/South KohaJa impact area was estimated at less than 150 by the year 
2000. Because of the small size of this component, non-resort-related employment 
was not included in this table. 

li- The present unemployment rate in the Kohalas is essentially the same as the 
islandwide average. Hence, we have assumed that the projected developments 
would not provide jobs for a significant number of those now unemployed, and this 
assumption is reflected in this figure. 

Source: Hastings, Martin, HalJstrom and Chew, Ltd.; Belt, Collins & Associates. 
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Possible Sources of In-Migrating Labor Force 

The source of the workers needed to make up the projected labor force deficit is a 
very important determinant of the projected resort developments' impact, but it is 
difficult to forecast with any accuracy. The modified cohort survival population and 
labor force projections, together with available information on potential sectors of 
economic growth, does indicate that some regions of the Big Island are likely to 
experience significant labor force surpluses in the coming years. This, in turn, 
suggests that persons from such areas would be in a position to move to areas with 
greater employment potential. It does not, of course, prove that workers who cannot 
find jobs in their present districts would choose to migrate to the Kohalas and/or 
accept resort-related employment. 

The East Hawaii region stretching from Hamakua to Ka'u and centered around South 
Hilo appears to be such a possible labor surplus area. Based upon the modified cohort­
survival projection, unabated "natural aging" would result in a resident population of 
69,300 persons by 1985 and 76,600 persons by 1990. Corresponding labor force 
estimates total 29,600 persons and 32,800 persons by 1985 and 1990, respectively. 
Over this time period, East Hawaii's share of total Big Island employment ls forecast 
by DPED to decline from approximately 72 percent in 1980 to 68 percent in 1985 and 
63.5 percent in 1990. The declining capture rate reflects the relatively faster growth 
rate anticipated for West Hawaii (North Kohala to South Kona) as result of planned 
visitor industry growth. Utilizing the DPED's ll-F employment forecast for the Big 
Island results in a total East Hawaii employment forecast of 27,700 jobs by 1985 and 
29,000 jobs by 1990. 

These figures indicate that the growth in the labor force will outpace the increase in 
job opportunities. Either high unemployment or out-migration is likely to result. With 
limited alternatives available to them, it is quite possible that a substantial portion of 
the out-migrants would be attracted to resort-related jobs in the Kohalas. At the 
same time, experience with other Neighbor Island areas that have experienced rapid, 
large-scale resort growth indicates that a sizeable portion of the necessary labor force 
will consist of persons now residing off the island. 

WITH-MAHUKONA SCENARIO 

Mahukona Resort Project Labor Force Requirements 

Labor force requirements for the proposed Mahukona Resort project have been 
estimated using the phasing plan presented in Table ll-1 and the ~mployment factors 
derived in Appendix A. These projections, which are summarized in Table IV-15 
indicate that the proposed development would generate approximately 1,265 new jobs 
by 1995. By 2005, when the resort is completed, it will have added a total of 2,165 
new jobs. 

Total Labor Force Requirements 

Table IV-15 also combines the labor force requirements projected for the Mahukona 
Resort with those forecast for other planned developments to arrive at an estimate of 
the region's total labor force requirements. These figures show that by 2005, when all 
of the projects are expected to have been completed, the work force for the planned 
and proposed resorts will be over 10,000 persons. It is expected that 80 percent of this 
work force will reside in the North/South Kohala impact area. 
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Table IV• 1'. Projected Employment Due to Construction and Operation of the Proposed Mahukona Resort and Planned South Kohala Resort Facllities1 198.5-200.5.1 

198.5 1990 199.5 2000 200.5 
Cons. Oper. Total Cons. Oper. Total Cons. Oper. Total Cons, Oper. Total ~ Oper, Total 

Mahukona Resort2 

On-Site -- -- -- 120 420 .540 185 87.5 1,060 260 1,330 1,.590 0 1,80.5 1,80.5 
Olf+Site -- -- -- 20 8.5 10.5 30 17.5 20.5 40 26.5 30.5 0 360 360 
Total -- - - 71iii 7o3 ~ 211 T,o3ij r,m JOO T";"393 .;m --0 2,163 2, 16.5 

Other Proi ects3 

On-Site 3.50 I, 1.50 1,.500 .59.5 3,210 3,80.5 .59.5 .5,220 .5,815 .510 6,880 7,390 0 6,880 6,880 
Off-Site 60 230 290 90 6110 730 90 1,og !,ill 7.5 i:~~j I ,4i~ 0 +.IB --1.,_fil 
Total 7iTii r,Jso 1,790 68'3 3,8.50 .5,435 6i3 ' 6,9.50 ,u 8, - 0 

' ' 8,255 

All Prolects 

On-Site 3.50 I, 1.50 1,.500 71.5 3,630 4,34.5 780 6,095 6,87.5 770 8,210 8,980 0 8,68.5 8,68.5 
OH-Site 60 230 290 110 72.5 83.5 120 I 1220 1,3~0 11.5 I 161/0 ~ 0 ~ _hill 
Total 7iTo 1,380 1,790 82.5 4,3'.5 .5,180 900 7,31.5 ' 883 9 ,8.50 , --0 

' IO,lf20 

Mahukona Resort o.o 0.0 0.0 17. 0 JI . 6 12 • .5 2) .9 14.4 1.5.11 33 . 9 16. 2 17.7 0. 0 20.8 20. 8 
as% of all 
Development 

--
All figures are for "persons employed" and take Into account persons holding multiple jobs. Dates are as of January I of the year shown. 

2 From Table 11, Hastings, Martin, Hallstrom and Chew, Ltd. (September 1980122). 

3 From Table IV-10. 

Source: Compiled by Belt , Collins&: Associates from sources referenced in footnotes above, 
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Table IV-15 also shows the Mahukona Resort's effect on employment as a percent of 
total employment increase in the study area. When measured in this light, it is 
apparent that the project's impact on employment is moderate, with it accounting for 
approximately one-fifth of the projected 2005 total for the impact area. 

Expected Population Impact of the Proposed Mahukona Resort 

Visitor Population. The visitor population that would be attracted to the North/South 
Kohala impact area by the Mahukona Resort was calculated using the factors derived 
in Appendix A and the development phasing plan shown in Table 11-1. The results are 
summarized in Table IV-16; they indicate that the average visitor census for the years 
1994 and 2004 (i.e., the mid-point and end-point of the proposed development) would 
be 1,750 and 3,800, respectively. During the busiest months, the average visitor 
census would be from 70 to 90 percent higher. 

Combining the Mahukona Resort project with other planned resort development in the 
study area, it appears that the average visitor population in the North/South Kohala 
impact area would rise to about 11,000 by the beginning of 1995 and to over 16,000 by 
2005. By 2005, it is expected that as many as 28,000 visitors might be in the impact 
area at one time during the peak month. The proposed Mahukona Resort would 
account for about one-quarter of these. 

Resident Population. As shown in Appendix A, calculations indicate that there would 
be a 2.2-person population increase for each additional person employed. Applying this 
factor to the employment estimates given in Table IV-15 and assuming that 80 percent 
of the population generated by the employment opportunities would reside within the 
North/South Kohala study area results in the resident population and household growth 
projections shown in Table IV-17. These projections suggest that employment 
generated directly and indirectly by the proposed Mahukona Resort could support a 
resident population of 2,800 persons by 1995 and 4,750 persons by 2005. Eighty 
percent of these, i.e., 2,250 in 1995 and 3,800 in 2005, would probably reside within the 
North/South Kohala impact area. This amounts to 15 percent of the projected impact 
area total of 14,500 for 1995 and 20 percent of the projected impact area total of 
18,300 for 2005. The number of additional households contributed by the Mahukona 
Resort in those same years would be the same proportion of the regional total or about 
750 and 1,250, respectively. 

The population impact of the with-Mahukona scenario can be viewed in two ways. All 
of the 18,300 people supported by the planned and proposed resorts in the year 2005 
could be attributed to these developments. On the other hand, if it is assumed that 
the 5,000-person "natural increase" that has been projected (see Table IV-13) would 
remain in the area whether or not these resort job opportunities exist, then only 13,300 
persons should be counted as the year 2005 population impact of the planned and 
proposed resorts. 

Comparison of Projected Labor Force Requirements With Forecast Availability 

The available labor force resulting from natural increase would be the same under the 
with-Mahukona scenario as it would be under the without-Mahukona scenario (refer to 
Table IV-13). The labor force requirements would, of course, be greater as a result of 
the addition of the proposed Mahukona Resort to the other planned developments (see 
Table IV-18) and this would result in a further increase in the labor force deficit. The 
projected North/South Kohala labor force deficit by 1990, for example, would rise 
from 2,750 without the Mahukona Resort, to 3,250 with it. The deficit in the year 
2000 would increase from 5,350 to 6,850. 

IV-27 



Table IV-16. Estimat ed Visitor Population Resulting From the Proposed Mahukona Resort and 
Planned South Kohala Resort Development: 1995-2005.l 

Visitors Present 

1995 2000 2005 

Average Peak Average Peak Average Peak 

Mahukona Resort2 

Resort Hotels t ,200 1,600 1,500 2,050 1,900 2,550 
Resort Condominiums 450 1,100 950 2,300 1,600 3,8.50 
Resort-Residential 4 100 300 200 500 300 750 

Subtotal 1,750 3,000 2,650 4,850 3,800 7,150 

Other Planned Develoement3 

Resort Hotels 6,700 9,050 8,850 12,000 8,850 12,000 
Resort Condominiums 2,800 6,750 3,750 9,000 3,750 9,000 
Resort Residential4 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Subtotal 9,500 13 ,800 12,600 21 ,000 12,600 21,000 

All Develoement 

Resort Hotels 7,900 10,650 10,350 14,050 10,750 14,550 
Resort Condominiums 3,250 7,850 4,700 11,300 5,350 12,850 
Resort Residential4 100 300 200 500 300 750 

Total 11,250 18,800 15,250 25,850 16,400 28,150 

Mahukona Resort as % 
of AH Development 15.6 16.0 17.4 18.8 23.2 25.4 

1 AH figures are based on units completed as of December 31 of the preceding year. 

2 Based on factors developed in Appendix A (see Table A-2) and development phasing plan 
contained in Table II-1. Rounded to nearest fifty (50). 

3 From Table IV-11. 

4 The proposed single-family units in this category are assumed to be rented out to visitors. If 
they were to be occupied instead by permanent residents, their contribution to the visitor 
population would be lessened. 

Source: Compiled by Belt, Collins & Associates from sources referenced in footnotes above. 
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Table IV-17. Estimated Additional North/South Kohala Resident Population Supported by 
the Proposed Mahukona Resort and Planned South Kohala Resort 
Development: 198.5-2005.l 

Mahukona Resort2 

Additional Resident 
Population 

Additional Resident 
Households 

Growth (Dec.line) in No. of 
Persons Over Prec:edlng 
.5 Years 

Other Planned Resorts3 

Additional Resident 
Population 

Additional Resident 
Households 

Growth (Dec.line) in No. of 
Persons Over Prec:eding 
.5 Years 

All Development 

Additional Resident 
Population 

Additional Resident 
Households 

Growth(Decline)inNo.of 
Persons Over Prec:eding 
.5 Years 

Mahukona Resort as % of 
all Development 

Estimated Cumulative Increase (in oersons exc:ept as noted) 
~ ~ .J.22L 2000 200.5 

1,1,0 

750 1,100 1,2.50 

1,1.so 1,100 1,100 4.50 

8,000 12,2.50 1.5 ,.550 14,500 

1,050 2,6.50 4,100 .5,200 4,850 

4,8.50 4,2.50 .3,.300 (1,050) 

3,150 9,1.50 14,.500 18,900 l&,300 

1,0,0 3,0.50 4,850 6,300 6,100 

3, l.SO 6,000 4,400 (600) 

0.0 12.6 15 • .5 17 .7 20.8 

l All figures are rounded to the nearest fifty (.50). 

2 Based on employment estimates given in Table IV-1.5 times 2.2 persons per worker 
(fac:tor derived in Appendix A) and assumption that 80 percent reside within the 
North/South Kohala study area. 

3 From Table IV-12. 

Sourc:e: Compiled by Belt, Collins l! Associates from sources referenced in footnotes 
above. 
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Table IV-18. Comparison of Estimated North/South Kohala Labor Force Needs With 
the Proposed Mahukona Resort with Projections of the Available Work 
Force: 1985-2005.1 

Estimated Cumulative Increase (in eersons) 
1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 -- --

Available Work Force 400 900 1,300 1,700 2,100 
Over 1980 Level 2 

Employment of North/South 1,450 .3,650 5,550 7,050 6,600 
KohaJa Residents Not Related 
to the Mahukona Resort 2 

Employment of North/South 500 1,000 1,500 1,750 
KohaJa Residents Resulting 
from the Mahukona Resort 3 

Total Employment 1,450 4, 150 6,550 8,550 8,350 

Labor Force Surplus (Deficit) (1,050)4 (3,250) (5,250) (6,850) (6,250) 

Project ed Surplus (Deficit) (1,050) (2,200) (2,000) (1,600) 600 
Arising Dur ing Five-Year 
Period 

1 All figures are rounded to the nearest fifty (50). 

2 From Table IV-14-. In interpreting these figures, it is important to remember that 
they assume that all of the projected Jaber force increase is "available" for resort­
related employment. To the extent that this is not the case, the projected labor 
force deficit will be higher. 

3 Based on employment estimates given in Table IV-15 and the assumption that 80 
percent of the needed work force will reside within the North/South Kohala study 
area. 

4- The present unemployment rate in the Kohalas is essentially the same as the 
islandwide average. Hence, we have assumed that the projected developments would 
not provide jobs for a significant number of those now unemployed, and this 
assumption is reflected in this figure. 

Source: Compiled by Belt, Collins & Associates from sources referenced in footnotes 
above. 
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IMPACTS ON HOUSING 

INTRODUCTION 

The employment-related population increase that will accompany implementation both 
of planned resort projects in South Kohala and of the proposed Mahukona Resort 
project will greatly increase the demand for housing within the study area. This 
section discusses the magnitude of the expected increase in the number of housing 
units that are needed and explores some of the more important implications of this 
increase. 

DEMAND FOR ADDITIONAL HOUSING 

In 1970, there were a total of 1,739 dwelling units in Kohala (793 in South Kohala and 
946 in North Kohala). By 1976, the total had jumped over fifty percent to 2,654. Most 
of the increase (816 or 90 percent) was in South Kohala. Based on preliminary 
population estimates from the 1980 census and other data, it is estimated that in 1980 
there were approximately 1,700 dwelling units in South Kohala and 1,100 dwelling units 
in North Kohala, a total of 2,800 for the entire study area. 

The number of additional households that would reside in Kohala with and without the 
proposed Mahukona Resort has already been calculated (see Tables IV-17 and IV-12, 
respectively). Table IV-19 translates these figures into housing demand estimates for 
the next 25 years. 

Based on the assumptions that have been used, it appears that (assuming supply keeps 
pace with demand) the number of housing units in the study area would rise by 5,100 
from approximately 2,800 at present to nearly 8,000 in 2005 as a result of already 
planned resort development. This is an increase of over 180 percent, or 4.2 percent 
per year compounded annually. If the proposed Mahukona Resort is constructed as 
well, 6,400 additional housing units would be needed between 1980 and 2005. (These 
figures do not include replacement housing which would also be needed). This amounts 
to an increase in the housing stock of over 225 percent in 25 years (4.9 percent/year 
compounded annually). 

A comparison of the construction rates necessary to achieve such an increase in the 
housing stock with the rates that have prevailed on the Big Island in recent years is 
instructive (see Table IV-20), Between 1970 and 1976, the number of housing units in 
North Kohala increased an average of 15 per year; during the same period the number 
of residential units in South Kohala rose an average of 120 per year. The average 
annual increase for the entire study area was 135, which is about double the 
approximately 70 units per year that would be needed as a result of the proposed 
Mahukona Resort. However, when the needs of the Mahukona Resort are combined 
with the demand for additional residential units generated by already-planned resort 
development, the average annual demand increases to the 300 to 4-00 range, two to 
three times the current level. As a basis for comparison, this is about the same as the 
construction rate recorded in the North Kona District during the highly active 1970-
1976 period. 

Achieving such a growth rate will not be simple. First of all, it will require a 
substantial expansion of the construction labor force that is available and of the 
construction equipment as well. When it is realized that the residential construction 
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Table IV-19. Projected Additional Housing Demand in North/South Kohala Study Area.I 

1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 

Planned South Kohala Resorts 

Cumulative Increase in Resident 1 t050 2,650 4,100 5,200 4,850 
Households 2 

Cumulative Increase in Housing Units 3 1,100 2,800 4,300 5,450 5,100 
Change Over Preceding 5 Yrs. +1, 100 + 1,700 + 1,500 + 1, 150 -350 
Average Annual Change Over +220 +350 +300 +230 -70 

Preceding 5 Yrs. 

Proposed Mahukona Resort 

Cumulative Increase in Resident 400 750 1,100 1,250 
Households 4 

Cumulative Increase in Housing Units3 420 800 1,150 1,300 
Change Over Preceding 5 Yrs. +420 +380 +350 +150 
Average Annual Change Over +85 +75 +70 +30 

Preceding 5 Yrs. 

All Planned + Proposed Development 

Cumulative Increase in Resident 1,050 3,050 4,850 6,300 6 , 100 
Households 4 

Cumulative Increase in Housing Units 3 1,100 3,200 5,100 6,600 6 ,400 
Change Over-Preceding 5 Yrs. + 1, 100 +2, 100 + 1,900 + l, 500 -200 
Average Annual Change Over +220 +420 +380 +300 -40 

Preceding 5 Yrs. 

l Estimate of housing units present in North and South Kohala in 1980 is 2,800. This is based on 
preliminary 1980 Census population estimates and Hawaii Count y Depart ment of Research and 
Development (1979) data. 

2 From Table IV-12. 

3 Assumes five percent vacancy rate. 

4 FromTableIV-17. 

Source: Compiled by Belt, CoUins & Associates from sources noted above . 
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Table IV-20. Housing Construction for Selected Areas of Hawaii County: April 1970 
to December 1976. 

District No. of Housing Units Change in Units 
April 1970 December 1976 1970-1976 Avg. Annual 

North Kohala 946 1,04.5 +99 +1.5 

South Kohala 793 1,609 +816 +120 

North Kona 1,977 4,4.51 +2,474 +36.5 

County Total 18,933 27,943 +9,010 +l ,33.5 

Source: County of Hawaii Planning Department as reported in Hawaii, County of, 
Department of Research and Development (1979). 
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will have to compete with the resorts themselves for limited resources, it is evident 
that the possibility of construction delays for low-priority projects will be significant. 

Expansion of the residential housing stock will consume significant amounts of raw 
land. The exact amount is, of course, dependent upon the densities that are achieved, 
a number that is difficult to predict, but a few calculations are sufficient to provide 
an order-of-magnitude estimate that is sufficient for our purposes. 

From Table IV-19 we know that the planned South Kohala resorts and the proposed 
Mahukona Resort will generate a need for 5,100 housing units and 1,300 housing units, 
respectively, by the year 2005, a total increase of 6,400 over the 25-year period. As 
of December 1976, aU of the housing in North Kohala were either single-family 
detached units or duplexes; in South Kohala, only 18 percent of the 1,600 units were 
multi-family. At the other extreme (for Hawaii County) one-third of the units in the 
North Kona District of the island were in multi-family structures. Average densities 
for future single-family development in the Kohalas wiU probably be on the order of 
three to four units per gross acre; for low-rise multi-family units, it will probably be 
on the order of eight to twelve units per gross acre. Combining these figures gives the 
range of estimates for land requirements shown in Table IV-21. These range from a 
minimum of 1,360 acres if densities approximate those achieved in the North Kona 
district during the 1970-1976 period to a maximum of over 1,800 acres if the densities 
are those observed in North KohaJa during the same period. 

A recent inventory of vacant State Urban-designated land in the study area (Belt, 
Collins & Associates, September 1980) indicates that there is relatively little vacant 
land in North Kohala which is zoned by both the State and County for urban use (see 
Table IV-22). Of the 90-some acres in the Hawi-Kapa'au area that have the 
appropriate zoning, approximately 25 are within the Hawaii Housing Authority (HHA) 
Kahei Houselots development and another 15 or so have serious physical constraints on 
development. The remainder are scattered along the fringes of the urban district. 

There is a considerable amount of vacant land in South Kohala that is in the State 
Urban District. The vast majority of this is situated in Waikoloa Village, but land is 
also available in Kawaihae, Puako, and Waimea, However, most of the State Urban 
District land in these three communities does not have County urban zoning or is not 
zoned for residential use. 

A comparison of the projected additional demand for land shown in Table IV-21 with 
the zoning data presented in Tab!es IV- 22 and IV-23 indicates that, either Waikoloa 
will have to absorb the great bulk of the expected population increase or large-scale 
rezoning will be necessary. (The implications of this are discussed elsewhere in this 
chapter and in Chapter VI.) This conclusion leads to another aspect of the housing 
si tuation--housing costs. 

HOUSING COSTS 

Introduction 

As evidenced by Kohala residents• responses to a household survey conducted by the 
Public Affairs Advisory Service (PAAS) in 1980, housing, (the shortage and high price 
of housing--as well as the possibility that further resort development in the region 
might make the situation even worse in the future), is a major concern of area 
residents. (See, for example, the survey results summarized in Table IV-38 of this 
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Table IV-21. Range of Estimates for Amount of Additional Land Required for Housing in 
North/South Kohala Assuming Different Single-Family (SF) to Multi-Family 
(MF) Unit Ratios. 

Assuming SF:MF Ratio No. of Units Land Reguired (in acres)! 
of New Residential Con- SF:MF ~ MF SF MF Total 
struction ls the Same as: 

North Kohala: 197 6 100:0 6,400 0 1,830 0 1,830 

N. & S. Kohala: 1976 89:11 5,700 700 1,630 70 1,700 

Hawaii Island: 1976 84:16 5,380 1,020 1,540 100 1,640 

S. Kohala: 1976 82:18 5,250 1,150 1,500 115 1,615 

N. & S. Kohala Additions: 
1970-76 75:25 4,800 1,600 1,370 160 1,530 

N. Kona: 1976 66:34 4,220 2,180 1,205 220 1,425 

N. Kona Additions: 
1970-76 61:39 3,900 2,500 1, 110 250 1,360 

1 Density assumptions are 3 units/acre for single-family and 10 units/acre for multi­
family. 

Source: Compiled by Belt, CoUins & Associates based on data contained in Hawaii, 
County of, Department of Research and Development (September 1979:229), 
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Table IV-22. Estimate of Major Parcels oi Vacant Urban-Zoned Land in North/South Kohala 0 
Districts. 

Geographical Area Total 

Hawi-Kapa'au 145 

Waimea 239 

Waikoloa 2,575 

Kawaihae Harbor 437 

Kawaihae Village 361 

Source: Belt, Collins & Associates. 

Approximate Area (in acres) of Vacant State Urban 
District Land in Parcels of at Least Three Acres 

County 
County Urban County Unplanned 

Zoning Ag Zoning Zoning 

SF MF Other 

92 53 

49 45 !45 

2, 130 337 108 

1.5 210 72 140 

23 338 ' --
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Table IV-2.3, County Urban Zoning Classification by Zone and Section in North and South Kohala 
Districts: 1978. 

Zoning Designation (in acres) 
Tax Zone Total 

North Kohala +Section Resid. MF Resid. Resort Busin. [ndust. Urban 

Niuli'i .5:2 8.5,7 0.4 86.1 
Hala'ula .5:3 82 • .5 0.7 .56 • .5 1.39.7 
Kapa•au .5:4 209.8 11 • .5 221.3 
Hawi .5:.5 180.7 12.6 2.9 196.2 

Al.l. North Kohala = .5.58.7 2.5.2 .59 ·"' 
643.3 

South Kohala 

Kawaihae Harbor 6:1 2.3.7 24.0 217 ·"' 26.5 .1 
Kawaihae Village/ 

MKBH 6:2 216.9 .57.6 23.3 297.8 
East Waimea 6:4 118 .6 20.2 138,8 
Central Waimea 6:.5 163.0 13. 3 96 .0 272.3 
W. Waimea/N. Puako 6:6 192. l 12.2 30.7 1.5 .9 2.50.9 
S. Waimea 6:7 z,..5 • .5 18.7 6.0 70.2 
Waikoloa 6:8 2,244.7 364 • .3 108.0 2,717.0 
WBR/Mauna Lani 

Resort/Puako 6:9 .59.8 277 • .5 lli.:1 48.3 4 . 6 606 • .5 

ALL South Kohala = 3,040.6 73.5.3 28.3,6 331, l 228 .0 4,618.6 

Total North/South Kohala 3, ..599 .3 73.5.3 283,6 3.56.3 287.4 5,261.9 

North Kohala as% of Total 1.5 • .5 0.0 0.0 7.6 20.7 12.2 

Source: Hawaii, County of, Department of Research and Development (Sept. 1979:80). 
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report.) This section explores some of the implications that the proposed Mahukona 
Resort has for the housing market in the study area. 

General Considerations 

At any point in time, the sales/rental cost of existing housing units in a particular 
geographic area is a function of the balance between two factors: 

o The effective demand, i.e., the amount of money that the population is wiUing and 
abte to spend on housing itself. This, in turn, is determined by the number and 
income/wealth of households residing (or wishing to reside in) the area. 

o The existing supply, i.e., the number, type, and quality of units that owners are 
willing to make available under the prevailing market conditions. 

A third factor, the relative difficulty and cost of constructing and marketing new units 
comes into pJay over the long-term since it determines whether or not an increase in 
the effective demand will result in the construction of new (i.e., additional) housing 
units or wilJ simply produce a rise in prices. If the additional f amilies have the 
financial ability to pay for housing given the prevailing construction costs, if sufficient 
vacant land suitable for development is present, if financing is available, and if 
required government approvals are granted, one would expect that housing wiU be 
developed (i.e., the supply expanded) sufficiently to accommodate the higher popula­
tion. If, on the other hand, wages in the area are so low relative to prevailing 
construction costs that new housing is too expensive, if the amount of vacant 
developable land is severely constrained, if financing is unavailable or too expensive, 
or if public approvals are not readily available, then increased demand for housing such 
as would be generated by the planned South Kohala resorts and/or the proposed 
Mahukona Resort may be expected to produce a sharp increase in housing prices. The 
result will be increased crowding as families double-up, longer commuting times as 
employees try to find less costly housing in adjoining areas, and, quite possibly, a labor 
shortage. 

It should be noted that the burden of these impacts will not fall evenly. Existing 
residents who own their own homes will be largely insulated from the cost impacts, 
although they will be faced with increased property taxes, a burden that can be 
particularly onerous to older families living on fixed incomes. Renters, or at least 
those renters whose landlords have as their primary objective the maximization of 
return on investment, will face increased housing costs almost immediately. Finally, 
effects on the children of present homeowners will be mixed; these persons stand to 
benefit in the long run from the increase value of their parents' estate, but, they, like 
everyone else, must confront higher prices in the meantime. 

Supply/Demand Relationships 

The population projections developed earlier in this chapter make it clear that a very 
significant increase in the number of housing units in the North/South Kohala study 
area will need to occur if the planned and proposed resort developments are 
implemented. In a market with increasing demand, the cost of constructing, 
marketing, and financing new residential construction determines the minimum 
possible cost of housing. So long as builders are able to undertake new projects with a 
reasonable expectation that they can be sold for enough to cover expenses plus profit, 
they will continue to develop additional residential units (assuming land and necessary 
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government approvals are available). If their costs are so high that the selling price 
they would need to ask would place them beyond the financial reach of potential 
buyers, they will not initiate further development and the number of units will remain 
steady. The selling price of existing units will rise to the point where the effective 
demand (i.e., demand backed by money) equals the supply. 

As a very rough estimate, minimum construction costs for low-rise, moderate-density 
housing units are on the order of $40 per square foot, and site acquisition and 
development costs on relatively low-priced land are on the order of $10,000 to $15,000 
per unit. At this rate (and allowing for a low profit of 10 percent), , the minimum cost 
of developing a smallish two- or three- bedroom unit (say 1,000 to 1,200 square feet) is 
on the order of $55,000 to $70,000. The cost could easily be 40 percent higher (i.e., 
$75,000 to $100,000) if additional infrastructure (e.g., water and sewer systems) have 
to be constructed by the developer or if the units are anything besides the bare 
minimum. 

Assuming a mortgage rate of 13.5 percent, a 30-year term, a 20-percent down 
payment, and 20 percent of the monthly payment allocated to insurance, taxes, and 
additional expenses other than principal and interest, monthly payments for the 
purchase of such a minimum home would be on the order of $650 to ~800 per month; 
with a 10 percent down payment they would be $700 to $900 per month. 

Present visitor industry wages average about $10,000 per year, and the great majority 
of jobs pay less than $15,000 per year. With an average of 1.45 workers per household, 
average household income for families with both persons employed in the visitor 
industry would be less than $15,000 per year, too little to break into the housing 
market if we assume that mortgage payments cannot exceed 35 percent of income 
(i.e., about $440 per month). In fact, households would have to earn nearly 50 percent 
above the visitor industry average in order to afford the least expensive monthly 
payment postulated above. For a $70,000 unit and 10 percent down payment, the 
monthly mortgage would be about $900 per month. To afford this, an annual household 
income of over ~30,000 would be necessary or twice the visitor industry average. 

[Note: It must be emphasized that these figures are for discussion purposes 
only. So many factors bear on the equation that it is difficult to 
generalize. However, the basic point remains clear, even under the best of 
situations it will not be easy to expand the housing supply to accommodate 
the households needed to supply the resort labor force while keeping those 
units in an affordable price range unless governmental assistance is made 
available on a fairly large scale . This possibility is discussed under the 
heading of "Mitigation Measures".] 

This conclusion is based on present income/construction cost relationships and on 
prevalllng interest rates on conventional home mortgages. Since it would be altered if 
incomes were to rise more rapidly than construction costs, historic data on income and 
costs were examined for this study. Relevant time-series data on several income and 
cost indicators are presented in Table IV-24. They indicate that housing costs have 
increased at a faster rate than income since 1974, a trend which seems likely to 
continue and which means it has become increasingly difficult for families to enter the 
housing market. It should be noted that the data shown reflects only a small portion of 
the rapid escalation in financing costs that has occurred over the past two years. The 
jump in typical home mortgage interest rates from 9 percent in 1978 to 13.5 percent 
or more today has had the effect of increasing monthly mortgage payments by over 4-0 
percent. In terms of its impact on the housing market, this is even worse than lf 
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Table JV- 24. Select Income and Cost Indices, 

INCOME INDICES COST OF LIVING/HOUSING INDICES 
Pet Capita 
Disposable Consumer 4-Person Family 

Per Capita Income I Income Price Jndex2 Intermediate Budget4 
Hawaii Count)'. 

Vear State($) _$_ % Increase _$_ % Change Index % Increase _$_ % Increase 

1966 3,192 2,756 12. I 2,729 -- 97.3 -- 11,190 --1967 3,447 2,960 10.7 2,938 7.7 100.0 2.8 10,902 13.6) 
1968 3,796 3,113 .5.2 3,188 8 • .5 103. 8 3.8 n.a. -· 1969 4,170 3,28' .5 • .5 3,4.57 8 .4 108 • .5 4 • .5 12,118 , .6 
1970 4,.599 3,78.5 1.5. 2 3,798 9.9 114.2 .5.3 12,776 '·" 1971 4,78' J,836 1.3 4,013 .5.7 118.9 4. 7 IJ, 108 2, 6 
1972 ,,078 ti, 103 7.0 4,177 4.J 122,8 J . J 13,617 3.9 
1973 .5,.529 4,.506 9.8 4,602 10.2 128.3 "·' 14,937 9.7 
1974 6,130 .5,138 14.0 .5,088 10.6 llfl.9 10.6 17 , 019 13,9 
1975 6,711 ,,678 10.7 .5,797 13.9 1.55.0 9. 2 18,694 9.8 

1976 7,134 5,7.58 1.2 6, lllf .5 • .5 162.8 .5.0 19.633 ,.o 
1977 7,669 6,126 6.4 6,.553 7.2 17 I .O .5 ,0 20,883 6.4 
1978 8,46.5 6,687 9.2 7, 1.52 9.1 181. J3 7.7 23,099 10 . 6 
1979 n.a. n.a. n.a. 7,718 7.9 204.6 II.I 2.5,799 11.1 1980 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 227 • .5 ...!.!.:1 n.a. ~ 
Average Annual Increase(%): 

1966 - Most Recent 7.7 8.J 6 . 3 6.6 
1966-1974 8, 1 8. I 4.8 '·" 1974 - Most Recent 6 . 8 7.4 8.2 8.7 

1966-1968 figures from State of Hawaii Data Book, 1977; 1969-1978 figures from State of Hawaii Date Book. 1980. 

2 State of Hawaii Data Book, 1980:27'-6 • 

3 Revised Index beginnng in 1978. 

4 State of Hawaii Data Book, 1980:284. 

.5 Hawaii Countt_ Data Book. 1979:227. 

Source: Compiled by Belt, Collins & Associates from sources noted above. 

CJ CJ c:::J c:::J c=1 = Q c:::::i c::J ~ 

Single-Family Residences 
Construction Cost Index .5 

Index No, % Increase 

9.5.6 4. 6 
100.0 4. 6 
106.7 6. 7 
11.5.2 8.0 
118 ,0 2.4 

12.5.7 6 • .5 
IJ.5, 2 7.6 
1.54, 7 14. 4 
16'1 .6 6.lf 
17'.7 6.7 

193.9 JO.If 
221.2 14 . I 
243, 4 10.0 
266. 2 9.4 

n.a. _!?:!: 

8.2 
7.0 

10. 1 
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housing prices had increased by that amount because its full impact is felt not only by 
persons entering the housing market, but by present homeowners who are changing 
their residences as well. In view of these factors, it appears as though new housing 
may be increasingly costly (both absolutely and relative to income) in the coming years 
rather than less so. 

Thus far we have discussed what would happen to housing costs in the most favorable 
situation, i.e., where new housing is constructed in sufficient quantity to meet the 
expected demand. If this does not occur, i.e., if increased population is not 
accompanied by an equivalent increase in new construction, the higher demand will 
tend to force prices up, individuals and families will "double-up", some of the 
population growth we have projected for the North/South Kohala study area may occur 
in other, lower-priced areas instead, or the necessary labor force may not materialize. 
It is this Jast possibility that makes potential housing shortages largely self-correcting: 
if satisfactory housing is not available within the price range of prospective 
employees, they will be forced to out-migrate (in the case of natural increase) or 
prevented from migrating into the region. If this occurs, resorts will find it impossible 
to staff their full development scheme and, as a consequence, will either cut back on 
their construction plans or increase the wages they pay. A decrease in construction 
will reduce the number of jobs, the extent of the population increase, and the demand 
for housing. An increase in wages will make it possible for employees to secure the 
housing that they could not afford at present salary levels. This self-correcting 
tendency is so reliable that if it were not for the fact that it is effective only for 
existing owners (and their heirs) and that it does not account for the needs of 
additional residents generated by natural increase (i.e., the excess of births over 
deaths), it would prevent any problems. 

In the case of the North/South Kohala impact area, a relatively large percentage of 
the present residents own their own homes. In fact, the 71-percent home ownership 
rate reported in the 1975 OEO Census Update Survey makes it among the highest 
districts in the County in that respect. South Kohala's reported rate of 55 percent was 
considerably lower, but has probably increased somewhat since then as a result of new 
construction. Except for possible increases in property taxes, these homeowners will 
benefit from any increase in home values that may occur. 

Renters are in a much more vulnerable position than are owners. Many of the small 
percentage of North Kohala's present residents who rent their homes have relatively 
stable, Jong-term agreements with their landlords. It is not expected that rents paid 
by these persons would increase sharply even if demand outstrips supply. Hence, only 
the relatively small number of renters who have short-term agreements are likely to 
be seriously affected. In South Kohala, where the proportion of renters is much larger 
and most tenant/landlord relationships more recent and commercial, rents may be 
expected to increase more sharply. Again, the precise amount of increase will depend 
upon a great many factors that cannot be determined at this time, but (with one 
possible mitigating circumstance we will discuss in a moment) will be at least as great 
as the increase in construction costs. 

The potential mitigating factor referred to in the preceding paragraph has to do with 
possible residential use of resort condominiums. Condominium rental rates originally 
bore a strong relationship to the sales price of units, i.e., they were set such that 
income from rentals provided a reasonable return on the owner's investments. As 
condominium sales prices have climbed in recent years, it has become nearly 
impossible for owners to recover their costs through rents, most persons in the rental 
market simply cannot afford to pay $500 per month for a studio apartment, the 
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amount that would be required to cover mortgage payments on a $45,000 to $50,000 
unit. Despite this, the market for such units has remained moderately strong. The 
explanation lies in the fact that investors have switched their emphasis from rental 
income to capital appreciation. Thus, highly leveraged investors find it advantageous 
to accept a negative cash flow for a number of years (which can have tax advantages) 
in return for a large capital gain when the appreciated unit is sold. While the overall 
social benefits of this process are sometimes questioned, its net result is that housing 
is built and rented at below apparent cost, a kind of private rental subsidy program. In 
the long run, of course, the investor expects to recover the subsidy (and some profit as 
well) in the form of capital gains when the unit is sold. 

Mitigation Measures 

The effect that additional resort development in the North/South Kohala study area 
would have on housing cost and availability in the North/South Kohala study area can 
be minimized in a number of ways. The first and most obvious is to see that sufficient 
land with appropriate residential zoning is made available to those who are committed 
to developing moderate-cost sale and rental units. This will eliminate premiums that 
might otherwise be extracted by the landowners who control the present limited 
inventory of such land. At the same time, however, it would imply a possible lessening 
of the County's ability to influence development patterns. Clearly, an "anything is o.k. 
anywhere" policy is inadvisable, despite the fact that it would tend to minimize the 
land cost factor. However, it is important to recognize that any restrictions on land 
use tend to limit the supply of developable land and, in the face of increased demand, 
to increase the price of land that is developed. 

Another means of lessening the impact of resort growth on housing costs is to insist 
that resort developers also act as low- and moderate-cost housing developers, or 
arrange for others to do so. This can help insure an adequate flow of venture capital 
even if more lucrative investments are available elsewhere. The problem, of course, is 
in determining how many units should be constructed by each resort developer, where 
they should be located, and what their timing should be relative to the primary 
employment generators which they are intended to support. Unfortunately, there is no 
simple or straightforward answer to these questions. 

The fact is that, one way or another, free-market mechanisms exist that insure that 
there will be a "solution" to the employee housing ,.problem." If sufficient housing that 
is affordable by employees is not available, resorts will be unable to staff their 
operations and will not expand as now planned. This, in turn, wilJ decrease the need 
for new housing. Based on experience elsewhere with areas that have economics based 
largely on a visitor industry, what typically occurs is the development of a labor force 
made up of a disproportionate number of young, transient, one- and two-person 
households who have a higher than average number of workers per household and, 
because they have relatively few children and/or accept a rather communal style of 
living, have lower than average expenses. The community they form typically has a 
high turnover among its members. These characteristics allow the workers to survive 
in a situation where a more typical work force could not. 

Another means of limiting housing cost impacts of the projected resort growth is to 
relax County development standards with respect to such things as roadway cross­
sections, utilities, and lot sizes. There is a relationship between the stringency of 
these standards and the cost to developers. Relaxing them, as was done, for example, 
in the Pa'ala'akai development in Hale'iwa, Oahu, can result in markedly lower 
construction costs without a concomitant decrease in the usefulness or desirability of 
the housing product. 
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Finally, utilization of available governmental housing assistance programs can drastic­
ally lower borrowing costs and, therefore, the monthly mortgage payments that are 
required. Being able to finance a purchase with a "Hula Mae11 loan at 9.5 percent 
annual interest rather than a conventional mortgage loan at a 13.5 percent interest 
rate would reduce the monthly payments by a quarter. Other innovative financing 
arrangements such as graduated payment mortgages, the Hawaii Housing Authority's 
Opportunity Allowance Program, and interest-only mortgages, as well as tax measures 
could also be used to lower housing costs below what they might be on the open 
market. It should be noted, however, that none of these programs is without hidden 
costs. In the case of Hula Mae, the cost is to other borrowers who must compete 
against the State for the limited available capital. In the case of tax measures, the 
cost falls on other taxpayers who must make up the revenues needed to operate the 
government. 
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IMPACT ON INCOME AND RETAIL SPENDING 

Economic activity generated by resort development now planned for South Kohala will 
have a major effect on personal income and ret ail spending in the North/South Kohala 
study area. The proposed Mahukona Resort would result in an even greater increase. 

INCOME 

Table IV-25 contains data on average 1978 wage rates by employment category for 
HawaH County. It indicates that the average wage paid hotel workers was $8,580 per 
year; this average takes into account both full-time and part-time/casual employment. 
The average annual wage for all non-hotel service employment was $8,62l/-. For this 
analysis it was assumed that all employment generated by the planned and proposed 
resort developments would fall into one or another of these two wage categories. 
More specifically, all on-site resort employment was taken to be hotel-related at a 
rate of $8,580 per year and all indirectly generated off-site employment is assumed to 
be non-hotel, service-oriented at a rate of $8,624 per year. (Note that all figures used 
in this analysis are in terms of 1978 dollars.) "Hotel" employment is, in fact, only a 
portion of the on-site employment that would be generated, and many of the off-site 
jobs would be outside the service sector. Since only the retail trade sector had a lower 
wage rate than the service industries, it is almost certain that our estimate is 
conservative, i.e., tends to underestimate the income that would be generated. 

Applying the average annual wage rates shown in Table IV-25 to the employment 
projections presented previously in Tables IV- 15 gives the income estimates sum­
marized in Table JV-26. They indicate that already-planned resort development is 
expected to boost personal income by over $70 million (in 1978 $) by 2005. The 
proposed Mahukona Resort would raise this a further $19 million to a total of $89.5 
million. Eighty percent of this figure would go to residents of the North/South Kohala 
study area. 

RETAIL SPENDING 

For a relatively rural area such as North/South Kohala, actual retail spending is 
expected to amount to approximately 35 percent of gross income (Hastings, 1\:lartin, 
Hallstrom and Chew, Ltd., September l 980: 37). However, a large amount of leakage 
in the form of retail spending outside of the impact area is expected to occur. There 
should be a significant impact on established retail centers located in Kailua-Kona, 
Waimea, Hilo, and off-island (primarily Honolulu). The resident retail expenditures 
anticipated to be retained within the impact area will probably be those purchases 
related to convenience items such as groceries and other selected non-durable goods. 
Since these retail expenditures typically represent about 20 percent of gross income 
(Hastings, Martin, Hallstrom and Chew, Ltd., September l 980: 38), resident retail 
spending within the impact area is expected to be closer to that figure. Retail 
expenditure estimates based on these figures are also summarized in Table IV-26. 

As can be seen from Table IV-26, retail spending under the wlthout-Mahukona scenario 
is expected to rise by about $8 million by 1990 and $14 mlllion in 2005 as a result of 
already-planned development. The proposed Mahukona Resort would boost this by 
about $1 million (12 percent) in 1990 and $3.7 million (25 percent) by 2005. With a 
ratio of about one square foot of retail space per $130 of gross annual sales , by 2005 
the proposed Mahukona Resort is expected to add nearly 30,000 square feet to t he 
109,000 square feet of off-site convenience retail space that would be generated by 
already planned Kohala resorts. It is expected that 80 percent of this retail 
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Table IV-25. Average Wages by Industry in Hawaii County: 1978. 1 

Industry 

Agriculture, Forestry, Fisheries 

Mining and Contract Construction 

Manufacturing 

Transportation 

Communication and Utilities 

Wholesale Trade 

Retail Trade 

Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 

Services 
Hotels, Rooming Houses, etc. 
Non-Hotel 

Government 
Federal 
State 
County 

Average 
Annual Wage 

$10,233 

14,803 

12,952 

13,699 

17,631 

10,506 

7,390 

10, 191 

8,580 
8,624 

N.A. 
13,785 
10,875 

1 Includes only workers covered by the Hawaii Employment Security Law and 
Unemployment Compensation for Federal employees. 

Source: State Department of Labor and Industrial Relations, 1978 Employment 
and Payrolls in Hawaii. 
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Table lV- 26. Ren dent Income and Retail Spending Impact of ProJected Development With and Without the Proposed Mahukona Resoru 1990-200..5. 

1990 2000 200..5 
S. Kohala Mahukona S. Kohala Mahukona S. Kohala Mahukona 
Resorts Resort Total Resorts Resort Total Resorts Resort 

INCOME PROJECTIONS I 

O~rauons-Rclated Em(!lorment 

No. Persons Employed On-Site 3,210 1120 3,630 6,880 1,330 8,210 6,880 1,80..5 
Estimated Annual Income 27 • ..5 3. 6 31. I ..59 .0 II . II 70.4 ..59.0 15 • ..5 

No. Persons Employed Off-Site 640 8..5 72..5 1,375 26..5 1,6ff0 1,375 360 
Estimated Annual Income ..5 • .5 0 . 7 6.2 11.9 2.3 14.2 11.9 3. 1 

Construction-Related Em~ment 

No. Persons Employed On-Sue .59.5 120 71.5 .510 260 770 0 0 
Estimated Annual Income 8.3 1.7 10.0 7. I 3.6 10.8 0 0 

No. Persons Employed Off-Sue 90 20 110 75 ff0 lll 0 0 
Estunated Annual Income o.s 0.2 1.0 0.6 0.3 0.9 0 0 

-- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Total Estimated Annual Income ff2. I 6.2 ti&.) 78.6 17 .6 96 . 3 70.9 18.6 

RESIOENT RETAIL SPENDING I 

llrimary/Convenience Goods OIi-Site 8.ff 1.2 9.6 1.5. 7 3 • ..5 19 . 2 111.2 3.7 
Total Retdil Spending Off-Site 14. 7 2.2 16.9 27 • .5 6.2 33 . 7 24.8 6 • .5 

Off-Site Retail Space Requirements for 6ff,..500 
Prnnary/Convenicnce Goods (m s.f.) 

9,000 73,..500 121,000 27,000 148,000 109,000 28,.500 

~ 

I In millions of 1978 dollar:5,. 

Sourcet Compiled by Belt, Collins & Associates based on Hastings, Marttn, Hallstrom and Chew, Ltd. (September 19110:76-80). 
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8,68.5 
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1,73..5 
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spending and retail space resulting from the planned and proposed resorts would occur 
in the North/South Kohala impact area. This amounts to $14.3 million in retail 
spending for convenience goods, and over 110,000 square feet of retail space for this 
type of good by 200.5. 

In addition to increased resident spending, there will be an increase in retail spending 
associated with the visitor population at the planned and proposed resorts, To serve 
this market, retail space will be incorporated into the design of the proposed hotel 
facilities themselves. A general guideline of 2.5 square feet of commercial space per 
guest room and 10 square feet of commercial space per condominium unit is used to 
estimate on-site retail area. Thus, the proposed Mahukona hotel developments could 
feature approximately 10,000 square feet of on-site commercial space by 1990 to 
serve hotel guests. This total could increase to about 37 ,.500 square feet by 200.5, 
Other retail development on the Mahukona site, serving condominium and residential 
occupants, could total 4,000 square feet in 1990 and up to 37,000 square feet by 200.5. 
lf there is extensive on-site commercial development and if the planned and proposed 
resorts are, in fact, relatively self-contained destinations, the impacts of visitor 
spending on established retail businesses could be limited. 
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FISCAL IMPACT - GOVERNMENTAL BENEFIT:COST ANALYSIS 

COUNTY OF HAWAil FISCAL IMPACT 

The long-term, operational fiscal impact of proposed development in terms of 
governmental revenues and expenditures can be estimated using a benefit-cost 
analysis. The public sector benefit-cost analysis is a systematic comparison of the 
additional government revenues that would be generated by the increase in the visitor 
population and the additional governmental expenditures that would be incurred on 
behalf of these same visitors. In quantitative terms, the comparison is made on a total 
amount of dollars basis. If total additional revenues are greater than total additional 
outlays, the development ls considered to be favorable from a fiscal standpotnt. The 
comparison is expressed in terms of a benefit-to-cost ratio; a ratio in excess of 1.0 
implies a favorable fiscal impact. 

In order to simplify the analysis, the foUowing assumptions and preconditions are 
imposed. Public sector revenues and costs are measured as they relate to the County 
government of the Island of Hawaii. The incremental fiscal analysis encompasses 100 
percent, or all, of the visitors expected to be attracted to the proposed development; 
this is not a critical assumption as long as both revenues and costs are measured on an 
identical basis . The fiscal analysis ls measured in terms of 1977 dollars based upon 
1977 revenue and cost relationships; thls is a critical assumption s ince the proposed 
Mahukona developments are not scheduled for full completion until 2005. However~ in 
lieu of actually forecasting, by detail, government expenditures many years into the 
future, recent historical data provide the most reliable basis for measurement. Data 
from 1977 a lso represent the most recent comprehensive information on visitor 
spending which is a primary component in the revenue calculation. Misrepresentations 
resulting from the use of historical data will also be minimized, from a qualitative 
standpoint, to the extent that future increases in both per capita visitor spending and 
per capita government expenditures might offset one another. 

Revenues 

The basic formula for calculating revenues and expenditures ls patterned after the 
methodology utilized in the public sector benefit-cost analysis of the State Tourism 
~. Increased revenues at the County level are determined by converting t otal 
addffional visitor spending into additional resident income by accounting for leakage 
and multiplier factors. An applicable county-specific, revenue-to-income coefficient 
is then applied to the additional resident income estimate to derive the project ed 
increase in government revenues. The algebraic representation is: 

R = (VE) x (Q) x (R/Y) 

Where: R = increased government revenues 
VE = increased visitor expenditures 
Q = visitor expenditures to resident income conversion factor 
R/Y = revenue t o income ratio. 

Increased visitor spending levels (VE) can be measured on either a daily or annual 
basis. The "Q" conversion factor may be adjusted based upon the desired degree of the 
multiplier effect to be measured. The revenue-income ratio (R/Y) may be adjusted for 
exhibited elasticity over time. For this analysis, VE will be based upon an average 
daily spending estimate subsequently converted into an annual estimate. Two values 
for "Q" are employed: 0.63, which is applicable to the measurement of a direct and 
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indirect multiplier effect, and 0.88, which ls applicable to the measurement of a 
direct, indirect, and- induced multipJler effect (Hawaii, State of, Department of 
Planning and Economic Development, December 197.5). Based on historical data (Tax 
Foundation of Hawaii, 1970-1979) the "R/Y" ratio for Hawall County is estimated by 
Hastings, Martin, Hallstrom and Chew, Ltd. (September 1980:40) at 0.048. 

Hawaii Visitors Bureau data for 1977 indicates that expenditures by visitors staying on 
neighbor islands averaged approximately $.50 per person per day. Because the planned 
and proposed resorts are aimed at the high side of the visitor market, it is expected 
that they would attract persons spending more than the Neighbor Island average, but 
the extent of their superiority in this regard is conjectural. Hence, as a basis for 
comparison, Hastings, Martin, Hallstrom and Chew, Ltd. (September 1980:40) also 
prepared alternative estimates assuming average daily visitor expenditures of $7.5 and 
$100 per person. Using their estimate of .5.2 days for the average length of stay, the 
three alternative spending estimates correspond to expenditures of $260, $390, and 
$.520 per total visit per person (in 1977 dollars). 

Using the factors described above, increased revenue estimates were developed for 
Hawaii County with and without the proposed Mahukona Resort (see Table IV-27). 
They indicate that already-planned development would increase County revenues in 
the year 200.5 by from $6.9 to $19.4 miUion depending on which average daily 
expenditure estimate is used and whether or not induced effects are considered. 

Expenditures 

Governmental costs are measured on an annual per capita basis. County functions 
relating to public safety, highways, health and sanitation, recreation, and capital 
improvements are allocated on a de facto population basis which includes a calculation 
for the average daily visitor census.----XU other functions are allocated on a straight 
resident population basis. The resulting per capita costs for the County of Hawaii in 
1977 are presented in Table IV-28. As shown in the table, annual direct cost per 
visitor is estimated at $282.76, and annual cost per resident is estimated at $472.9.5. 

The direct fiscal cost impact of the proposed developments can be measured by 
multiplying their projected average dally visitor census by the annual cost per visitor 
estimate of $282,76. 

The resulting estimates are shown in Table IV-29. They are generally comparable to 
the revenue projections for a "Q" value of 0.63 shown in Table IV-27. The overall total 
cost impact can be measured by adding on associated resident costs. These are 
calculated by multiplying the estimated number of persons retained or attracted as a 
result of the expected increase in jobs by the average annual cost per resident. With 
this addition, the cost estimate is more comparable to the revenue estimates derived 
through the use of an 0.88 value for "Q.11 

County Government Fiscal Benefit: Cost Ratios 

The benefit-cost estimates presented in Table IV-30 indicate that if the marginal costs 
and revenues of the planned and proposed resort development are the same as their 
present average values, both planned and proposed Kohala Resort developments will 
produce more County government revenues than costs. The only situation where this 
would not be true is lf visitor expenditures remain at their present levels (i.e., $49.97 
per person per day), rather than increasing as expected. 
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Table IV-27. Estimated Increase in County Government Revenues From Projected North and 
South Kohala Development With and Without the Proposed Mahukona Resort: 
1980-2005. 

Avg. Daily Annual Revenues (1977 $)3 
Expenditures 

Avg. Visitor Per Visitor 
Revenue Source Censusl (1977$)2 Q = 0.63 Q = 0.88 

Planned S. Kohala 12,600 49.97 6,950,000 9,708,000 
Development 12,600 75.00 10,431,000 14,570,000 

12,600 100.00 13,907,000 19,426,000 

Proposed Mahukona Resort 3,800 49.97 2,096,000 2,928,000 
3,800 75.00 3,146,000 4,394,000 
3,800 100.00 4,194,000 5,858,000 

AU Development 16,400 49.97 9,046,000 12,636,000 
16,400 75.00 13,577.000 18,965,000 
16,400 100.00 18,101,000 25,284,000 

1 From Table IV-16. 

2 $49.97 is actual 1977 figure. Average daily expenditures of $75 and $100 per day are shown 
to indicate the effects that high-quality resorts such as are being planned would have. 

3 Annual Revenues were calculated using the formula R = VE x Q x R/Y 
where: R = increased government revenues (in 1977 $) 

Source: 

VE = (average daily expenditure per visitor) x (average daily visitor census) x (365 
days/year) 

Q = visitor expenditure to resident income conversion factor (taken as 0.63 for 
direct and indirect effects and 0.88 for direct, indirect, and induced effects) 

R/Y = revenue to income ratio for Hawaii County of 0.048. -

Compiled by Belt, CoUins & Associates based on relationships derived by Hastings, 
Martin, Hallstrom and Chew, Ltd. (September 1980: 38-44). 
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Table IV- 28. Hawaii County Government Annual Per Capita Expenditures: 1977. 

1977 1977 
1977 1977 Population Per Capita Per Capita 

Expenditures 1 Estimates2 Annual Annual 
Function (In $1,000) (Residents/De Facto) Resident Cost Visitor Cost 

General $ .5,605 79,200 $ 70.77 $ --
Government 

Public Safety 11,090 8.5,700 129.40 129.40 

Highways 3,761 8.5,700 43.89 43.89 

Health and 1,20.5 8.5,700 14.06 14.06 
Sanitation 

Public Welfare 506 79,200 6.39 

Public Schools 226 79,200 2.85 

Recreation 3,128 85,700 36 . .50 36 • .50 

Interest 2,122 79,200 26.79 

Bond Redemption 2,247 79,200 28.37 

Pension and 3,330 79,200 42.05 
Retirement 

Cash Capital 5,049 85,700 58.91 58.91 
Improvements 

Miscellaneous 1,027 79,200 12.97 

Totals $39.295 ~472.95 $282.76 

1 Expenditures are for the fiscal year ending in 1977, as reported in Government in Hawaii, 
1979, published by the Tax Foundation of Hawaii, 

2 The larger number represents the de g£!9 population and the smaller number represents the 
resident-only population. The population estimates are as of July 1, 1977, as reported in 
Data Book 1979 of the State of Hawaii's Department of Planning and Economic 
Development, 

Source: Hastings, Martin, Hallstrom and Chew, Ltd. (September 1980:42). 
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Table IV-29. Estimated Hawaii County Expenditures Resulting from the Planned and Proposed 
Resort Developments (in 1977 dollars). 

Projected 
Increase 

Increase in Increase in In County 
Development Increase in Visitor Costs Resid. Costs Expenditures 
Assumptions Resid. Pop. (in $1,000) (in $1,000) (in $1,000) 

Planned South Kohala 
Development 1 

o Assumption A 18,150 3 , 563 8,58ll- 12, 147 
o Assumption B 13, 150 3 , 563 6,219 9,782 

Proposed Mahukona Resort 2 

o Assumption A 4,750 1,074 2,247 3,321 
o Assumption B 4,750 1,074 2,247 3,321 

All Planned and Proposed 
Development 

o Assumption A 22,900 4,637 10,831 15,468 
o Assumption B 17,900 4,637 8,466 13,103 

1 Assumption A supposes that the 18,150 persons supported by South Kohala resort employment 
(see Table IV-12) should aU be considered in calculating fiscal impacts of the planned and 
proposed resorts, because U employment was not available to the 5,000-person projected 
"natural increaseH in North/South Kohala's population (see Table IV-13), these persons would 
out-migrate rather than go on welfare and unemployment roles. Assumption B is that these 
5,000 persons would remain on the island regardless of t he presence or absence of job 
opportunities and should therefore not be considered in calculating fiscal impacts of t he 
planned and proposed resorts. See text for discussion. 

2 Based on employment estimates in Table IV-15 times 2.2 persons per worker. Note that under 
"Assumption B", the South Kohala resorts are assumed to have absorbed aU the labor force 
available from North/South Kohala population's "natural increase." 

Source: Belt, Colllns &. Associates. 
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Table IV-30. Comparison of Projected County Benefit/Cost Ratios With and Without the Proposed 
Mahukona Resort: 200.5. 

(l) (2) (3) (4) 

Situation 
Increased 

~2 Res. Pop.3 

(.5) 
Increased 
Revenues4 
($1,000) 

(6) 
Increased 
Costs.5 
($1,000) 

(7) 
County 
Fiscal 

B/C Ratio6 

Without Mahukona Resort 

WOMR I 49.97 0.63 18, 1.50 6,9.50 3,.563 l .9.5 
WOMR 2 49.97 0.63 13, 1.50 6,9.50 3,.563 l .9.5 
WOMR 3 49.97 0.88 18, 1.50 9,707 12,147 0.80 
WOMR 4 49.97 0.88 13, 1.50 9,707 9,782 0.99 
WOMR .5 7.5.00 0.63 18, 1.50 10,431 3 ,.563 2.93 
WOMR 6 7.5.00 0.63 13, 1.50 10,431 3,.563 2.93 
WOMR 7 7.5.00 0.88 18 ,1,0 14,.570 12,147 l .20 
WOMR 8 7.5.00 0.88 13, 1.50 14 ,.570 9,782 1 .49 
WOMR 9 100.00 0.63 18,l.50 13,907 3,.563 3.90 
WOMR10 100.00 0.63 13, I.SO 13,907 3,.563 3.90 
WOMR 1l 100.00 o.8a 18, I.SO 19,426 12,147 1.60 
WOMR 12 100.00 0.88 13, I.SO 19,426 9,782 1.99 

With Mahukona Resort 

WMRI 49.97 Q.63 22,900 9,04.5 4,637 1. 9.5 
WMR 2 49.97 0.63 17,900 9,04.5 4,637 1.9.5 
WMR3 49.97 0.88 22,900 12,63.5 l.5 ,468 0.82 
WMR4 49.97 0.88 17,900 12,63.5 13, 103 0.96 
WMR .5 7.5.00 0.63 22,900 13,.576 4,637 2.93 
WMR6 n.oo 0.63 17,900 13,.576 4,637 2.93 
WMR 7 n.oo 0.88 22,900 18,964 l.5,468 1.23 
WMR 8 7'.00 0.88 17,900 18,964 13,103 1.4.5 
WMR 9 100.00 0.63 22,900 18,102 4,637 3.90 
WMR 10 100.00 0.63 17,900 18,102 4,637 3.90 
WMR ll 100 .00 0.88 22,900 2.5,28.5 15,468 1.63 
WMR 12 100.00 0.88 17,900 2.5,28' 13,103 l. 93 

Average daily expenditure per visitor in 1977 dollars. 

2 "Q" = visitor expenditures to resident income conversion factor. The 0.63 figure takes into 
account direct and indirect effects; the 0.88 figure accounts for direct, indirect, and induced 
effects. 

3 Higher figures in each pair of situtations counts all persons supported by the proposed resort as 
increase due to the projected development. The lower figure assumes that .5,000 of those persons, 
i.e., the projected "natural increase" in North/South Kohala would be there anyway and, therefore, 
are not anributable to the resort development. All estimates are for discussion purposes only. 

4 Equal to (ADE) x (average visitor census from Table IV- 16) x (36.5) x ("Q" [0.63 or 0.88)) x 
(R/Y (0.048] ). 

5 l.ncreased costs are equal to: 
Por 0.63 "Q" factor--(Average visitor census from Table IV-16) x (Average cost per visitor 

($282. 76) ). 
For 0.88 "Q" factor--(Average visitor census from Table IV-16) x (Average cost per visitor 

IS282.76]) + (Increase in resident population) x (Average annual cost per resident 
($472.9.51 ). 

6 (Column .5) t (Column 6). 

Source: Compiled by Belt, Collins & Associates based on factors in Hastings, Martin, Hallstrom and 
Chew, 1.td. (September 1980:38-44). 
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(Note. As used here. the term "marginal cost" is defined as the increase in 
expenditures that wouJd result from the addition of a unit of visitors or 
residents to the existing population of those persons. In other words, it is 
the cost of responding to a specified change in the demand for govern­
mental services. Similarly, "marginal revenues" refers to the amount by 
which government revenues would change in response to the addition of the 
specified unit of visitors and residents. Marginal costs and revenues can be 
(and frequently are) different from the average per capita cost of serving 
the existing population, but they are extremely difficult to calculate with 
reasonable accuracy. Because of this, average values have been used in 
this analysis.) 

As noted previously, the intended quality of the planned and proposed resorts makes it 
likely that expenditures by visitors staying at them will be substantially higher than 
the present neighbor island average. This, in turn, suggests that their overall fiscal 
impacts on the County would probably be beneficial. 

Because of the large uncertainty associated with all of the estimates, they should be 
treated as illustrative only. In particular, the absence of accurate data concerning 
marginal (as contrasted with average) revenues and costs makes a more useful analysis 
impossible at this t ime. 

STA TE OF HAW All FISCAL IMPACT 

Revenues 

A State governmental benef it-cost analysis of the with- and without-project situations 
was also prepared as part of this study. It utilized the same methodology and 
assumptions that were e mployed in the County-level analysis described previously, Le., 
R ::: (VE) x (Q) x (R/Y). However, a different value was used for the R/Y factor that 
ref!ects revenue/income relationships at the State government level. More specific­
alJy: 

o Average dalJy expenditures per visitor were the same as in the County analysis, 
i.e., $ll9.97, $75.00, and $100.00 for each of the three cases. 

o The "Q" values were assumed to be 0.63 for direct and indirect effects and 0.88 for 
direct, indirect, and induced effects. These are the same values used in the 
County-level analysis. 

o The R/Y (revenue to income) ratio was assumed to be the 0.135 reported in the 
State Tourism Study: Public Revenue-Cost Analysis (Hawaii, State of, Department 
of Planning and Economic Development, 1978). 

When these factors are combined, it is apparent that State government revenues, in 
any of the three cases, will increase 2.812.5 times as much as revenues to the County 
government. 

Expenditures 

State governmental costs on an annual per capita basis for visitors and residents for 
1977 are shown in Table IV-31. Annual per capita cost per visitor ls calculated at 
$243.74, and annual cost per resident estimated at $1,540.20. As before, the direct 
fiscal cost impact can be estimated by multiplying the forecasted average daily visitor 
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Table IV-31. State of Hawaii Government Annual Per Capita Expenditures: 1977, 

Population Per Per 
Expenditures l Estimates2 Capita Annual Capita Annual 

Function (In Millions) (Resident/De Facto) Resident Cost Visitor Cost 

General Government $ 80.9 891,400 $ 90.76 $ 
Public Safety 65.3 969,200 67.38 67.38 

Highways 28.3 969,200 29.20 29.20 

Natural Resources 15.3 969,200 15.79 15.79 
Health and Sanitation 24.8 969,200 25.59 25.59 

Hospitals and Institutions 73.3 891,400 82.23 
Public Welfare 203.5 891,400 228.29 
Education/Public Schools 425.2 891,400 477.00 
Recreation 12. 1 969,200 12.48 12.48 

Utilities and Other Enterprises 37.7 891,400 42.29 
Debt Service/Bond Redemption and Interest 108.7 891,400 121.94 
Retirement and Pension 49.6 891,400 55.64 
Employee Health Insurance 11.5 891,400 12.90 
Unemployment Compensation 99.7 891,400 111.85 
Urban Redevelopment 38. l 891,400 42.74 
Cash Capital Improvements 81. 7 969,200 84.30 84.30 

Miscellaneous 35.5 891,400 39.82 -
Total $1,391.2 $1,540 . 20 $234.74 

Expenditures are for the fiscal year ending in 1977, as reported in Government in Hawaii, 1979, published by the Tax 
Foundation of Hawaii. 

2 The larger number represents the de facto population and the smaller number represents the resident-only population. The 
population estimates are as of July 1, 1977, as reported in the State of Hawaii's Department of Planning and Economic 
Development, Data Book 1979. 

< Source: Hastings, Martin, Hallstrom and Chew, Ltd. (September 1980:46). 
I ~----------------------------------------------------



census by the annual per capha visitor cost. The overaJl total cost impact is measured 
by adding on associated resident costs; these are calculated by multiplying the 
population increase attributable to the projected growth by the annual per capita 
resident cost. 

The average annual per capita cost to State government per visitor is only about 8-3 
percent as much as the cost to the County government. The average annual State 
government expenditures per resident are approximately 225 percent higher than the 
County expenditures reported previously. 

State Government Fiscal Benefit:Cost Ratios 

Table IV-32 presents benefit-cost ratios for State government calculated using the 
revenue and expenditure factors derived above. The data shown therein indicate that 
the average benefit-cost ratios for the planned and proposed development are greater 
than 1.0 for nearly all of the scenarios considered. The only instances in which 
increased State expenditures would appear to exceed increased revenues would be if 
visitor expenditures do not rise and nearly all of the projected population increase is 
considered "additional," i.e., over-and-above what would be there without it. In fact, 
much of the projected population growth would result from natural increase in the 
existing population that would occur semi-independently of economic growth. Hence, 
there is considerable reason to believe that higher-than-average unemployment and 
welfare costs would be incurred by the State government in the absence of the resort 
development. If this is true, it means that the use of average expenditure figures 
would seriously understate the relative benefits of the development. 

MmGATION MEASURES 

The figures presented above make several things clear about the best means of 
mitigating undesirable fiscal impacts on County and State government. First, the 
primary costs result from increased resident population whereas the primary revenues 
are dependent mainly on the number of visitors. Hence, other things being equal, it is 
desirable to minimize the number of in-migrants to the County and the State who are 
attracted by the proposed resort development. This can be encouraged by a variety of 
techniques such as providing employment training in the appropriate fields to Hawaii 
County residents entering the labor force, or tying the approval of future development 
to the foreseeable employment needs of the resident population. 

Second, both the County and the State benefit far more from visitor-oriented 
development aimed at t he top end of the visitor market than from accommodations 
that attract the middle and lower end of the market. Since the top end is limited in 
size, it behooves the County to avoid overdeveiopment that might lead resort 
operators to draw heavily on the budget market in order to maintain satifactory 
occupancy rates. 

Finally, the benefit-cost ratio of the expected development, including the proposed 
Mahukona Resort , can be maximized by concentrating additional growth in areas that 
can be served efficiently by existing and/or new infrastructure (roads , water supply, 
electrical power, etc.). In some cases initial capital costs may be of primary concern. 
In others, espedally in cases where developers are required to provide the necessary 
facilities, long-term operating costs may be of greatest importance. 
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Table IV-32. Comparison of Projected State Benefit/Cost Ratios With and Without the Proposed 
Mahukona Resort: 200.5. 

(2) (J) (4) (.5) (6) (7) (1) 
Increased Increased State 

Increased Revenues4 Costs.5 Fiscal 
Situation .6Qgl ::g:2 Res. Poe.3 (51 1000) (~11000) 8/C Ratio6 

Without Mahukona Resort 

WOMR 1 $49,97 0.63 18, 1.50 19,.547 2,9.57 6.61 
WOMR 2 49.97 0.63 13, 1.50 19,.547 2,9.57 6.61 
WOMRJ 49.97 0.88 18, 1.50 27,301 JO ,8.5.5 0.38 
WOMR4 49.97 0.88 13, 1.50 27,301 23,169 1.18 
WOMR.5 7.5.00 0.63 18, 1.50 29,337 2,9.57 9,92 
WOMR6 7.5.00 0.63 13, 1.50 29,337 2,9.57 9.92 
WOMR 7 7.5.00 0.88 18, 1.50 40,978 J0,8.5.5 1.3) 
WOMR8 n.oo 0.88 13, l.S0 40,978 23,169 1.77 
WOMR9 100.00 0.63 18, 1.50 39,113 2,9.57 13.23 
WOMR 10 100.00 0.63 13, 1.50 39,113 2,9.57 13.23 
WOMR 11 100.00 0.88 18, 1.50 .54,636 30, 8.5.5 l.77 
WOMR 12 100.00 0.88 13, 1.50 .54,636 23,169 2.36 

With Mahukona Resort 

WMR l 49.97 0.63 22,900 2.5,439 3,849 6.61 
WMR 2 49.97 0.63 17,900 2.S ,439 3,849 6.61 
WMR 3 49.97 0.88 22,900 3.5,.536 39,0.50 0.91 
WMR 4 49.97 0.88 17,900 J.5,.536 31,364 1. 13 
WMR .5 7.5.00 0.63 22,900 38,183 3,849 9.92 
WMR 6 7.5.00 0.63 17,900 38,183 3,849 9.92 
WMR 7 7.5.00 0.88 22,900 .53,336 39,0.50 1.37 
WMR8 7.5 .OD 0.88 17,900 .53,336 31,364 l. 70 
WMR 9 100.00 0.63 22,900 .50,912 3,849 13.23 
WMR 10 100.00 0.63 17,900 .50,912 3,849 13.23 
WMR 11 100.00 o.ss 22,900 71,114 39,0.50 1.82 
WMR 12 100.00 0.88 17,900 71,114 31,364 2.27 

Average daily expenditure per visitor in 1977 dollars. 

2 "Q" = visitor expenditures to resident income conversion factor. The 0.63 figure takes into 
account direct and indirect effects; the 0,8& figure accounts for direct, indirect, and induced 
effects, ---

3 Higher figures in each pair of situtations counts ail persons supported by the proposed resort as 
increase due to the projected development. The lower figure assumes that .5,000 of those persons, 
i.e., the projected "natural increase" in North/South Kohala would be there anyway and, therefore, 
are not attributable to the resort development. All estimates are for discussion purposes only. 

4 Equal to (ADE) x (average visitor census from Table IV-16) x (36.5) x ("Q" [0.63 or 0.88)) x 
{R/Y {0.13.5) ). 

.5 Increased costs are equal to: 
For 0.63 "Q" factor--(Average visitor census from Table IV-16) x (Average cost per visitor 

($243.74) ). 
For 0.88 "Q" factor--(Average visitor census from Table lV-16) x (Average cost per visitor 

{$243.74]) + Uncrease in resident population) x (Average annual cost per resident 
IS 1,.540.2011. 

6 (Column .5) t (Column 6). 

Source: Compiled by Belt, Collins &: Associates based on factors in Hastings, Martin, Hallstrom and 
Chew, Ltd. (September 1980:38-44). 

IV-57 



SOCIAL EFFECTS OF PLANNED AND PROPOSED RESORT DEVELOPMENT 

INTRODUCTION 

As part of this study, Community Resources, a Waimanalo-based firm specializing in 
survey research, community planning, and social impact analysis, was commissioned to 
analyze the social changes that are likely to occur within the North/South Kohala 
study area over the next 25 years both as a result of the proposed Mahukona Resort 
project and as a result of the large-scale resort development that is already planned 
for South Kohala. Entitled Potential Social Impacts and Social Management Issues 
Arising From Development of a Proposed Resort Complex At Mahukona, North Kohala, 
Island of Hawaii, Community Resources' report forms the basis for the summary of 
social impacts presented below. The length of the report (nearly 250 pages) prevented 
us from including it in its entirety here, but readers wishing to read the complete 
document will find it on file with the Environmental Quality Commission in Honolulu 
and at the Hawaii County Planning Department in Hilo. 

The report concluded that the planned and proposed resort development is likely to 
generate significant social impacts by: 

o increasing the number of tourists (outsiders or transients) in or near residential 
areas, particularly the established communities in North Kohala; 

o increasing the number of employment opportunities in the construction and visitor 
industries; 

o inducing large-scale in-migration and rapid population growth; a nd 

o expanding the demand for (and market price of) Kohala land and housing. 

These social impacts would occur at two levels, primary and second-order. The 
primary impacts include changes to such things as employment , business activity, 
income, population, housing, and land values. For the most part, primary impacts are 
more readily subject to quantifica tion than are the second-order effects, and are 
discussed in detail in other sections of t his report. Second-order social impacts stem 
from the primary effects of development and involve variables related to community 
cohesion or disruption. Included in t his category are impacts associat ed with: 

o Social organization (et hnic/class relations and power); 
o Social activities (other than family life); 
o Attitudes towards tourists; 
o Social functions of outdoor life; 
o FamlJy life; 
o Crime; 
o Mental health; and 
o Community security and services. 

The primary focus of this section is on the second-order social impacts listed above. 
In addition, however, we have also included a summary (see Table IV-33) of the most 
important social implications of the primary economic and demographic effects 
covered in previous sections. 
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Table IV- 33. Summary of Primary Socio-Economic Impacts, 

General Topic 

EMPLOYMENT AND 
BUSINESS ACTIVITY 

Specific Issue 

Emph>yment Need 

Employment Desire: 
Closer Jobs 

Employment Desire; 
Jobs to Keep Grown 
Cluldren in Kohala 

Employment Desire: 
More Economic Diver­
sity in North Kohala 

Off-Site Business 
Opportunities 

Impact 

lniu.,I phases ol South Kohala pl"ojects will provide 
more than enough employment for Kohala's current 
labor force. 
Employment opportunities at Mahukona Resort 
potentially can significantly reduce commuting lor 
North Kohala residents who now work outside 
dlstrict--at least one-sixth (and probably more) of 
the current labor force. 

Most Kohala youth initially leave for education 
J>Ufposes. Tourism jobs likely to lure back ooly a 
few youths who have gone for higher education, but 
can probably keep many ol those who would leave 
lor reasons other than education. 

Economic upheavals in the 1970s created sense of 
insecurity, cynicism about new opportunities. 
Mahukona Resort provides an alternate tack to the 
generally unsuccesslul agriculture-based efforts to 
provide more economic opportunity. 

Newcomers, large outsule chains may seize most 
opportunities; major capital investments needed in 
North Kohala. 

c::i r::J CJ CJ 
,.....--, 

Likelihood and/or Qualifications 

from islandwide perspective, Hawaii County faces 
continued employment problems. 

Major residential growth could generate demand for 
some professional services which could attract 
departed youth home. Also, awareness programs in 
high school could direct Kohala youth toward 
tourism management educational opportunities. 

Residents may benefit as employees, landlords. 

--------------- --------------------·------·------------· --------- --------------------------
INCOME Percentage of Resi­

dents with Inadequate 
Incomes 

Money Spent on Energy 

Statistics indicate substantial improvements in 
percentage of residents classed at "poverty'' or 
"low-income" level after resort development. 

Savings in personal income spent for commuting by 
North Kohala residents. 

There is a Jack of solid information about possible 
qualifying facton--e.g., possible inflationary 
pressures from tourism; extent to which original 
residents' incomes improve. 
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Table IV-33. Summary of Primary Socio-Economic Impacts, (Continued) 

General Topic 

POPULATION 
CHANGES 

CJ c::i c:J 

Specific Issue 

Visitor Populatton 

Resident Population 

Visitor-Resident 
Ratio 

Identity of 
In-Migrants 

Distribution of 
In-Migrants Through­
out Koha ra 

Ci CJ c:::::I 

Impact 

With scheduled development of the Mahukona 
Resort, in 199.5 there would be 1,7.50 more tourists 
(a 17% increase in the average daily census) than 
would be generated by the South Kohala develop­
ments alone (10,000). By 200.5, Mahukona would add 
3,800 tourisls (a 29% increase) to the South Kohala 
resorts' total of 13,200. 

Kohala-wide, the Mahukona Resort would result in 
212.50 more residents in 199.5, or 16% of the total 
increase expecled from pl,rnned and proposed resort 
developmenl (i.e., 14,.500 instead of 12,2.50); in 200.5, 
3,800 more residents, or 21 % of lhe total (i.e. , 
18,300 rather than 14,.500 more residents In the 
study area), The Mahukona Resort would also 
probably result in proportionately more residents 
living irt North Kohala, although there are 
considerable uncertainties about the distribution of 
new residential growth, with or without Mahukona. 

Without the Mahukona project, full development of 
South Kohala projects would mean that about 3.5% 
of the people in North and South Kohala on any 
given day would be tourists, With Mahukona, lour­
ists would conslllute only I% or 2% more of de 
facto populat ion (due to furlher in-migration of 
residenls). 

This is a major unknown and a crucial delerminant 
ol second-order social change. Could be young 
people from East Hawaii. However, there is also a 
strong likelihood lhat many would be young Main­
landers initially corning through Kona; there is both 
high unemployment and high mobility among this 
type of person. 

Another major and crucial unknown. (See remarks 
on employee housing.) 

c:=i C::1 i:::J t:::j c:::J 

Uke/ihood and/or Qualifications 

In terms of percentage increases, rate of population 
growth would be greatest in J980s:-:wlth or without 
Mahukona. Thus, social changes mosi affected by 
resident population growth and in-migration would 
precede social changes more closely connected with 
Increased visitor-resident ratios. 

ViJitor-resldent ratio would become highest in 
1990s, then stabilize for awhile • 
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Table IV- 33. Summary of Primary Socia-Economic Impacts. (Continued) 

General Topic 

HOUSING, LAND 
VALUES 

Specific Issue 

Price of Land 

fmployee I-lousing: 
Extent, Type, and 
Location 

Source: Community Resources (September 1980:36-39). 

Impact 

Depends on both supply and demand. Presence of 
thousands of tourists will greatly Increase demand. 
Supply situation uncertain, especially In North 
Kohala. 

Likelihood and/or Qualifications 

Current proposals for agricultural park and 
agricultural subdivisions seen as conflicting for 
North Kohala; this policy question could affect 
tourism Impacts on land, and vice-versa. 

SPECIAL COMMENTS 

This is perhaps the greatest unknown about Kohala's future. The Mahukona developer must come up with 
some solution to make the project viable, because no housing would mean no employees:-Riiwever, neither 
the County nor the South Kohala developers have yet determined any long-range policy about the extent, 
type, or location of employee housing and residential growth to be generated by those projects. Housing 
needs are being approached on a short-range, incremental basis. The only guiding princlple appears to be that 
on-site employee housing is not desired by workers and has not been successful elsewhere. 

Many of the social impacts of resort development in South Kohala or Mahukona depend on these decisions yet 
to be made. The possibllity that different approaches to housing could attract different types of in-migrants 
offers some hope for actual management of the social impacts from all resort development In North or South 
Kohala. This issue transcends the ro sed Mahukona develo nent. The County, citizen groups, and all 
Kohala deve opers wou neltt rom a coor mate p annmg approach. But the possible use of different 
housing types to attract diUerent types of in-migrants is a question of statewide significance, and the 
possibility of State-sponsored research should be explored. 

With or without such research, major planning and policy decisions about future residential growth in Kohala 
must be made by the County and State governments. The possibility and nature of government housing 
programs In Kohala must be addressed in such a planning effort. The input and assistance of community 
groups, developers, and landowners would be vital. 
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In analyzing the aspects of the planned and proposed resort development likely to 
cause social change, it became evident that in many instances it is difficult to predict 
social impacts. It is even more difficult (and often impossible) to distinguish between 
social change that would result from the proposed Mahukona Resort and that which is 
expected to occur as a by-product of the large-scale resort development that is 
already planned for South Kohala. A number of factors contribute to the difficulty, 
but the most important is the fact that a large number of private and public policy 
decisions, which wlll do much to determine the nature of the secondary growth that 
will occur, have not yet been made. Among the most important of these decisions are 
the following: · 

o The location, availability, price, and character of new residential housing that is 
developed. 

o The disposition of a number of large agricultural subdivision proposals in North 
Kohala, e.g., Castle and Cooke, Inc.'s proposal involving 1,700 acres and t he 
proposed Kohala Estate subdivision (over ll-,000 acres). 

o Legislative action with respect to the establishment of a large agricultural park in 
North Kohala. 

o The extent to which possible future government development of recreational and 
historical resources in Kohala affects recreational activity in the area. 

o The willingness and ability of the State and County to make necessary infra­
structure improvements (highways, water systems, etc.) in advance of the resi­
dential growth that is e xpected. 

o The nature of Department of Hawaiian Homes Land plans for its extensive 
properties near Kawa ihae. 

Since the outcome of these "decisions yet to be made" cannot be known at this time, 
and since they may interact in ways that are impossible to predict, our projections of 
social impacts must remain tentative. 

The figures in Table IV-34 show that the increment of increase in resident population 
due to the Mahukona Resort is relatively small compared to the total resident 
population that is expected to result from the planned South Kohala resorts. Although 
the 3,800 residents it is expected to add to the study area by 2005 is not a sman 
figure, given the near tripling (by 2005) of the population (from 7,900 to 22,400) due to 
planned South Kohala resort development, most of the significant changes due to 
increases in the resident population would occur even if the proposed Mahukona Resort 
project is not implemented. The Mahukona Resort's effect on the size of the visitor 
population would be similarly limited in comparison with the effects of already­
planned resort development. In short, implementation of existing resort development 
plans will result in major social changes within the study area; the addition of the 
proposed Mahukona Resort to the resort development that is already planned would 
marginally increase the magnitude of the social change that may be expected, but, 
except insofar as it ls allowed to affect the geographic location of the secondary 
growth which occurs, it would not alter the fundamental character of those impacts. 
Because of this, distinguishing between the with- and without-project scenarios 
appears to be relatively unimportant. What ls called for instead is a clearer 
understanding of the kinds of techniques that may be used to mitigate the effects of 
North/South Kohala resort development in general. 

0 
0 
0 
0 

□ 
□ 
0 
0 
0 
u 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
Li 
0 
0 

IV-62 

[J 



[ 

0 
[ 

D 
[ 

D 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
L 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Table IV-34. Comparison of Projected North/South Kohala Resident and Visitor Populations 
With and Without the Proposed Mahukona Resort. 

Existing 
(1980) 1990 1995 2000 2005 

Average Daily Visitor Census 

Existing & Planned Kohala 600 6,350 10,100 13,200 13,200 
Development 1,2 

Proposed Mahukona Resort 3 0 750 1,750 2,650 3,800 
All Development 600 7,100 11,850 15,850 17,000 

Resident Population 

Total w/ Existing&. Planned 7,900 1.5,900 20,150 23,400 22,400 
Kohala Development 4 

From Proposed Mahukona 0 1,150 2,250 3,350 3,800 
Resort 5 

Total Average De Facto Populati~n 

Without Mahukona 8,500 22,250 30,250 36,600 35,600 
With Mahukona 8,500 24,150 34,250 42,600 43,200 

Visitors As Percent of De Facto Population 

Without Mahukona 7 .1 28 • .5 33.4 36 .1 37.1 
With Mahukona 7 .1 29.4 3lf..6 37.2 39.4 

1 Estimate of existing (1980) numbers based on Table IV-3 unit estimates, and factors in 
Appendix A. 

2 Estimate is existing plus additional visitors as shown in Table IV-11. 

3 From Table IV-16. 

If. Estimate from Table IV-17 plus existing population from preliminary 1980 Census results. 

.5 From Table IV-17. 

Source: Compiled by Belt, Collins & Associates from sources shown in footnotes. 
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SUMMARY OF EFFECTS 

Social Organization 

As used here, the term "social organization" refers to the inter-related topics of class, 
ethnicity, and power. For the most part, little quantitative data is available 
concerning these subjects; hence, the analysis was based primarily on information 
obtained from a thorough literature review, informal interviews with various Kohala 
community leaders, and a qualitative application of this information to the projected 
situation in North and South Kohala. 

Community Resources' study found that Kohala's old "upper class" of haole owners and 
managers of plantations and ranches has largely disappeared. A new "middle class" of 
merchants, teachers, skilled workers, and union officials is beginning to emerge, but is 
still in an embryonic phase. It is also ethnically fragmented. Class distinctions are 
not so sharp as they once were, but still linger in altered form. Old sensitivities 
remain between ethnic groups, and recently arrived haoles in particular comprise a 
separate, but growing subculture. At the same time, ethnic relations are charac­
terized far more by tolerance than by serious resentment or hostility. 

Five specific issues relating to social organization were identified in t he Community 
Resources report (September 1980:40; 118-129). They are summarized below. 

Ethnic Tensions. The in-migration whic;h will be required to meet resort- related labor 
force requirements is likely to alter the relative size of ethnic groups, particularly by 
increasing the proportion of Caucasians in the population. This would require social 
adjustments, especially in North Kohala. 

Class Relations. The large-scale resort development planned for South Kohala would 
increase the probability of upper-middle class formation in t he study area, especially 
in North Kohala. The proposed Mahukona Resort would contr ibute marginally to this 
trend. There is a danger that the upper-middle class couSd be predominantly 
newcomer Caucasians, with limited numbers of Or ientals and Ha waiians. This, in turn, 
could resurrect memories of the old, ethnically divided two-class system that typified 
plantation life. At the same time, if an ethnic split could be avoided, North Kohala 
residents could benefit from more opportunities for upward mobility. 

Political Power. Population growth expected to result from resort development in 
South Kohala wiJJ increase West Hawaii's political power vis-a-vis the existing 
population centers in East Hawaii. Development of the proposed Mahukona Resort 
would contribute to this trend. As a result, political power will become more evenly 
balanced between the two halves of the island. It should be noted, however, that to 
t he extent that the e xpected in-migrants have different political goals than the 
present residents of the study area, these "old-timers" could experience an actual 
decrease in their own political influence at the same t ime t hat the political power of 
the region as a whole is growing. 

Power of Hotel Labor Unions. The economic and political power of labor unions is 
likely to increase as a result of Jarge-scale resort development in South Kohala . The 
total size of the organized Labor force would be increased by the proposed Mahukona 
Resort, but it would probably not s i.gnificantly alter the nature of the labor unions. 

Citizen Organizations. The projected change in the socio-ethnic background of area 
residents that would accompany resort development in South Kohala and at Mahukona 
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could lead to a change in the leadership of citizen organizations. In other areas where 
substantial numbers of in-migrants have settled, more verbally assertive newcomers 
have tended to gain control of citizen organizations, and this could happen in Kohala 
as well. 

Social Activities 

Social activities relate to those pursuits that take place outside the work situation. 
This section focuses on patterns of church attendance and leisure patterns. Family 
life, a third type of social activity, is discussed separately later in this section. 

A 1971 survey of North Kohala residents (Hawaii, State of, Department of Planning 
and Economic Development, 1972) provides the only quantitative data concerning 
social activities in Kohala. Results of the survey indicated that informal social 
activities such as parties and luaus were far more prominent than relatively formal 
ones such as church attendance and club membership. This is consistent with Chang's 
(1973:58-62) observation that residents preferred to spend time with their families 
rather than at club activities. 

Significant social changes began to take place in North Kohala in the 1960s. The 
opening of the Mauna Kea Beach Hotel and the consequent hiring of women from 
North Kohala opened new social opportunities for women whose previous social life 
consisted primarily of family activities and occasional conversations with friends in 
the immediate neighborhood. The break-up of the old plantation camps that occurred 
at about this time resulted in the relocation of residents that also stimulated the 
growth of new social relationships. 

A number of changes in the mid- and late-l 970s affected social patterns and 
activities. Among these were the completion of the County sports complex in 
Kapa'au; a long series of seminars (Project LEARN) that generated increased com­
munity interest in .civic affairs and meetings; the strengthening of the Senior Citizens 
Club; development of a community center at the Hala'ula annex of the Kohala School; 
and the establishment of a community newsletter. Family activities and informal, less 
organized, social activities (e.g., picnics, fishing, hunting, surfing, gatherings in public 
parks, luaus, after-work drinks, etc.) probably still remain at the core of social life in 
North Kohala. However, the changes listed above--possibly combined with shrinking 
family size--appear to indicate that clubs, sports, and other relatively formal and 
organized social activities are more important in North Kohala today than ten years 
ago. 

North Kohala still has little in the way of either "night life" for adults or organized 
activities for teenagers. Waimea has clearly emerged as the entertainment center of 
the region. The town now has three major restaurants with bar or night club facilities, 
and all feature various types of musical entertainment--predominantly Hawaiian or 
rock. (There is also a restaurant in Kawaihae and of course the facilities of the Mauna 
Kea Beach Hotel, although few residents patronize the hotel frequently.) \Vaimea's 
public sports facilities are more antiquated than those of North Kohala, but Parker 
Ranch has just constructed a stage and theater complex in Waimea which may prove to 
be the major cultural facility for the entire Big Island. 

The planned South Kohala resorts will have a major effect on social activities as a 
result of their impact on the number and type of persons present in the region. The 
most significant changes are summarized below. 
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Entertainment/Night Life. The planned South Kohala resorts wilJ attempt to capture 
as much of their guests' entertainment expenditures as possible, but some visitor 
activity wHl inevitably spread beyond the destination resort sites. Waimea will 
probably become the major off-site entertainment center, and visitors will compet e 
with residents for the available facilities. New commercial enterprises wilJ be 
established to meet the increased demand, and local residents will benefit from the 
greater variety that is available. At the same time, they may find that they are "out ­
bid" by tourists and that their favorite places are "taken-over" by other groups. 

The addition of the proposed Mahukona Resort would increase the number of visitors 
present and, therefore, the demand for entertainment facilities. Because of t he 
project's location, it seems probable that most of these needs would be met on-site, in 
Waimea, or at the South Kohala resort sites. 

Outdoor Socializing. By the year 2000, the planned South Kohala resorts wilJ have 
increased the average de facto population of the region by about 28,000 (15,500 
residents and 12,500 visitors). This would result in a tremendous increase in use of 
parks and other public areas in both of the Kohalas, but the extent to which each of 
the two districts is affected depends in large part upon where the secondary 
residential growth occurs. The increased congestion would tend to interfere with the 
kind of leisure-time socializing that now occurs. This issue is particularly important 
for North Kohala beach parks. Because of its location, the proposed Mahukona Resort 
would send proportionately more tourists into North Kohala than would the already­
planned South Kohala resorts. Hence, beach park congestion due to the tourist factor 
could become mote of a problem in North Kohala because of the Mahukona Resort 
project unless a conscious effort is made to channel guests from it elsewhere or to 
retain them at man-made swimming areas on-site. At the same time, potential 
government development of new parks and/or historic sites creates a management 
opportunity. 

Organized Social Activities. The impacts of resort development are uncertain. 
Changes in the size and character of the population will inevitably be reflected in the 
kinds of social groups that are present. There could be a particular need to strengthen 
organized youth activities that will reinforce present community values, as the 
presence of a large-scale visitor culture offers enticements to the area's youth that 
are contradictory to these values. No clear distinction can be made between the 
without- Mahukona and with-Mahukona scenarios. 

Attitudes Towards Tourists 

Development schedules for the planned South Kohala resorts imply that between three 
and four of every ten people present in the North/South Kohala study area in the year 
2000 would be a tourist--whether or not the Mahukona Resort is built (see Table 
IV-32). Such a high visitor-resident ratio guarantees that tourists would not be unusual 
or "special" people in residents' eyes. Although some highly rewarding human 
relationships between residents and visitors would certainly occur, the major focus of 
concern involves the possibility of negative attitudes or behavior toward tourists on 
the part of residents. 

At least two major concerns can be raised over the prospect of negative resident 
attitudes and behavior toward tourists. First, any type of social conflict may be 
viewed as intrinsically undesirable and contradictory to the island value of Aloha. 
Second, resident unfriendliness or hostility to visitors can endanger the viability of the 
tourism industry. 
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Sociological and anthropological literature on tourism effects around the world give 
conflicting reports on resident attitudes toward tourists. It seems clear that no one 
particular resident attitude toward tourists is "inevitable," and one review of the 
available literature on the subject (Knox, 1978) listed several dozen variables which 
could affect the nature of resident-visitor interaction. 

However, two themes have been emerging as dominant ones in published literature, 
First, there is the argument--made among other places, in a World Bank review of 
tourism's social impact (Noronha, 1977: 4-5-46)--that negative attitudes really stem 
from a loss of local control and benefits when tourism grows large and institutional­
ized; the tourist is just a "convenient focus" for anger over political and economic 
displacement. A second view is that tourists occasion anger by unintentionally 
intruding on privacy or special places--in effect, invading residents' territory outside 
hotel grounds. This view has been strongly argued by Farrell (1979), based on his 
studies of tourism in Maui and other Pacific Islands. 

In view of the disagreement which currently exists among the experts, any prediction 
of impacts on attitudes towards visitors must remain conjectural. With or without the 
proposed Mahukona project, the high visitor/resident ratio that is expected to result 
from planned resort development raises the possibility that residents of the area will 
feel resentful, even "invaded." The proposed Mahukona project could expand the 
territory in which visitors stay or play, but this depends upon the secondary growth 
pattern that emerges and the touring pattern that evolves. It should also be noted that 
resident reactions can be affected by (1) public and private management steps taken to 
insure minimal group tourist "invasions" of resident "territory," and (2) maximum 
resident participation in decisions about tourist development. In pursuing the latter, it 
must be realized that the "public" present during the later years of the expected 
development will be very different (and much larger) than today's populace. 

Social Functions of Outdoor Life 

The outdoor environment serves at least four relatively concrete functions for North 
Kohala residents (and, perhaps with different emphases, South Kohala residents as 
well). First, outdoor activities still represent the primary source of personal and 
family recreation outside the home. Second, the ocean, coastal areas, and mauka 
hunting grounds are sources of food for many residents. Third, agricultural activities 
remain the basis of economic livelihood for some residents, and not long ago formed 
the basis of livelihood for virtually all residents. Fourth, historic sites scattered 
throughout the community contribute to the ethnic identities and community pride of 
some residents. 

On a more abstract level, the outdoor environment is a major factor in producing 
social bonds and community cohesion, as well as shaping individual aesthetic and 
spiritual feelings. Several community studies of North Kohala in the early 1970s 
(Bostwick, 1972: 82-83; Chang, 1973: 25-27, 40) took note of the value which residents 
attached to their "country" environment and of residents' beHef that "country" life was 
both physicaUy and sociaUy better than "city" life. 

On a similar dimension of abstract values, there is a potential psychological stress 
involved in the value conflict over how land should be viewed--as an ultimate source 
of life (a typical view in agrarian societies) or as an intermediary tool for making 
money (a typical view in urbanizing areas in which rising land values lead residents and 
outsiders to consider land as a commodity). Such a value shift is a radical one. 
Sociologists and geographers have only recently begun to study the ways in which 
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different perception of the environment can affect social and economic development 
{c.f., Cohen, 1976). 

However, at present there is absolutely no evidence to indicate the extent to which 
Kohala residents may already view the environment as a commodity; the extent to 
which other land development projects will affect value orientations; the extent to 
which Mahukona would produce such a value change; or the actual social and 
psychological difficulties which such a value change would cause. Therefore, t his 
discussion is limited to a consideration of more tangible aspects of outdoor social 
impacts--particularly recreation and food collection, which both involve issues of 
access to the coast or mountains. The larger issue (interrelation of society and 
environment) remains a matter for speculation rather than analysis. 

Outdoor Recreation. Tourists would have little impact on most public active-use parks 
and recreational facilities. On t he other hand, the increased resident population would 
generate a need for expansion of these facilities. Except where the activities are 
based on a limited resource (e.g., beaches), it should be possible to expand the 
facilities as they are needed. In the case of beaches, increasing congestion could 
become a major social issue, and the extent and t iming of implementation of 
government plans for new park development wiU determine whether or not significant 
adverse impacts occur. The proposed project is several miles from Mahukona Harbor 
and would not interfere in any way with the use of the public boat launching ramp 
located there. 

Historic Sites (Resident Awareness). At present, the archaeological remains scattered 
profusely throughout the study area are a largely neglected resource, In order to 
obtain necessary governmental approvals, extensive research has been conducted on 
the site of the planned South Kohala resorts and on the proposed Mahukona Resort 
site. Results of these investigations have added significantly to the understanding of 
aboriginal Hawaiian culture, and the incorporation of sites into resort developments 
could (if sensitively done) contribute to resjdent awareness of the area's history and 
culture, and to resident pride in t his heritage. The management study of all potential 
North Kohala historic sites that is curren t ly underway offers an opportunity to 
introduce a strong cultural e lement to Kohala tourism. 

Fishing and Food Gathering. The "dry side" of the Kohalas is not as bountiful an area 
for fishing and food gathering as is the "wet side." However, the weather is generally 
better on the "dry side," and the marine resources off the dry Nort h Kohala coast were 
found to be more abundant than areas surveyed along the Kona coast. 

Both solitary fishermen and family groups frequently take jeep trails to and along the 
coast for fishing and picnics. Some dislocation of such activities is to be expected 
from development of the planned South Kohala resorts. It is difficult to predict how 
much effect these South Kohala developments will have, or how much more effect the 
Mahukona Resort would have, because the impacts will arise more from induced 
residential growth than from t our ist activities. As previously noted, the timing, 
distribution, and composit ion of residential growth generated by the South Kohala 
resorts all remain unknown, hampering assessment of the effects of the proposed 
Mahukona project. 

The Mahukona Resort site itself, i.e., the land, is of limit ed value as a food gathering 
sit e, and the developer intends to provide public access to the shoreline as required by 
law. With the influx of people expected as a result of both the Mahukona Resort and 
already-planned South Koha la resorts, access to both the shoreline and 11wet-side 11 

mountain areas is likely to become a more volatile issue. Some of the currently used 
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access trails are not for legal entry except with permission of property owners, and so 
public rights-of-way provided by the new resorts would actually increase legal 
accessibility to the coast from the highway. At the same time, the nature of the 
shoreline experience may change from its present, relatively solitary character, and 
fishing--already considered in some decline by local fishermen due to greater numbers 
of persons fishing--would probably suffer some further decline in terms of the 
available stock. 

Social Values Relating to Space and the Sense of "Country". The planned South Koh ala 
resort development will stimulate large-scale secondary growth. The Kohalas are a 
large area and will still remain largely undeveloped. But the pockets of urbanization 
will be greatly expanded. Hence, while vast areas of hinterland will remain, areas 
near transporation arterials, i.e., the places that most persons see most often, will be 
much more intensively developed. In particular, Waimea and other existing communi­
ties may increase greatly in size, undergoing a fundamental change in character in the 
process. 

On a regional scale, the proposed Mahukona Resort would produce only a marginal 
increase in urbanization. However, it would introduce development in the middle of a 
twenty-mile long corridor that is now largely free of it. If it stimulates a 
disproportionate amount of residential growth in and around existing North Kohala 
communities, it could affect the "country" feeling of those areas as well. 

Family Life 

Since the beginning of Hawaii's visitor industry boom in the early 1960s, there has been 
great interest in the possible impacts of tourism development on family life. Prior to 
the closing of the plantation and the opening of the Mauna Kea Beach Hotel, Kohala 
families generally were structured along traditional lines in which the husband was the 
prime (often the only) breadwinner and the wife was a full-time mother and/or 
housekeeper. After the economic changes of the late 1960s and early 1970s, many 
Kohala families went through a period in which husbands were unemployed and wives 
working at the hotel became the sole breadwinners. Even when the husbands later 
found work, the combined incomes of both spouses of ten were only slightly in excess of 
the former agricultural income for the husband alone, and the combined incomes were 
sometimes barely enough to match the financial demands created by the elevated 
standard of living expectations which typified the mid-1970s. 

Thus, reported stresses on family life consisted of wives' initial entrance into the labor 
force (particularly into the "glamorous" environment of a luxury hotel); flux in family 
finances; and the structural shift from a husband-only-breadwinner to a wife-only- or 
two-spouse-breadwinner family. Reported consequences included battered wives, a 
spate of divorces, unsupervised children getting into trouble, and a shift in women's 
social relationships from a primary dependence on extended families to a growing 
reliance on friends and colleagues from work. 

In assessing the current and possible future states of family life in Kohala, several 
factors must be kept in mind: 

o The changes observed following the opening of the Mauna Kea Beach Hotel did not 
flow from tourism alone, but from a combination of factors that affected 
traditional concepts about the rights and roles of men and women. As we enter the 
1980s, this particular combination of social forces has changed considerably. 
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o Some observers believe that certain negative social phenomena reported in the Jate 
1960s and early 1970s were transitional in nature. They believe that the economic 
adjustment to a non-plantation economy is largely completed and that the first, 
and possibly strongest, shocks to the family structure have now died down. At the 
same time, the survival of some values from the former agrarian, male-dominated 
society continues to cause problems. 

o While the shift to breadwinner status for women may have been a social shock for 
many Kohala residents, the change ln women's roles is not unique to KohaJa. The 
State as a whole has one of the highest female labor-force-participation rates in 
the nation. 

Family-Oriented State Social Services. One measure of family problems is the extent 
to which the population of an area requires Title XX social service programs (most, 
though not all, of which relate to family needs) that are administered by the State 
Department of Social Services and Housing. Recent data on the caseloads reported for 
North and South Kohala are tabulated in Table IV-35. For purposes of comparison, 
figures are also provided for the State and Hawaii County and for the resort areas of 
North Kona, Maul County, and West Molokai. 

Data in this table indicate that, compared to the distribution of Title XX caseJoad for 
the County as a whole, North KohaJa's caseload is generally oriented more toward 
employment/training counseling and health support services, and Jess toward family­
related services. (One exception ts the relatively large North Koha]a caseload for 
Protective Services to ChiJdren and Adults. Various sources suggest that this is due to 
some continuing problems of wife abuse in the area.) 

The figures for North Kona and West Molokai provide generally contradictory 
conclusions about the extent of Title XX caseloads in such resort areas. North Kona's 
total caseload of 197 represents only l 1.1% of Hawaii County's total caseload--which 
is Jess than North Kona's share of the Big Island population (15.3%). But West 
Molokai's share of the total Maui caseload ls more than its share of the estimated 1980 
population (5.3% vs. J.6%). 

However, North Kana and West Molokai share one similarity in regard to their Title 
XX caseload patterns. Both areas require disproportionate State subsidies for day care 
services. Since a State survey has indicated that some 69 percent of the Neighbor 
Island hotel work force consists of women (Hawaii, State of, Department of Planning 
and Economic DeveJopment,1977: 156), lt is possible that resort development in Kohala 
wiU increase the per capita need for day care facilities and (depending on cost 
considerations) for State support. 

Household Size. State- and island-wide trends suggest that the average family size on 
the Big Island will continue to decline slowly ln the future irrespective of whether the 
Mahukona Resort is developed or not. This tendency will be accentuated if the resorts 
do not attract residents of the projected labor surplus areas of east Hawaii, and are 
forced instead to rely heavily on young transients for their labor force. 

Average household s ize is a function not only of average family size, but also of other 
factors such as the incidence of extended families, the cost of housing relative to 
income, and the prevalence of young (usually transient) in-migrants in the labor force. 
Evidence from the resort areas of North Kona and West Maui suggests that household 
size may hold constant or even increase somewhat due to the expected higher housing 
costs. 
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Table IV-35. Title XX Social Services Program Caseload in Various Parts of Hawaii: January 1980. 

lndiv./ 
Day Employ./ Family Foster Health Family Protect. Social 

Area Chore Care Training Plan. Care Support Counsel Service Rehab. TOTAL 

STATE Number 982 3,277 1,068 632 2,033 318 2,744 980 629 13,196 
Percent 796 2596 8% 596 1.596 296 2196 796 596 l0096 

HAWAII Number 164 383 61 71 141 28 610 14.5 155 1,778 
COUNTY Percent 996 2296 396 496 896 296 3496 896 9% [0096 

North Number 7 12 9 l 2 3 3 7 5 50 
Kohala Percent 1496 2496 1896 296 4% 696 6% 14% 1296 l00% 

South Number 8 12 3 2 6 3 18 5 7 64 
Kohala Percent 1396 19% 596 396 996 .596 2896 896 1196 10096 

North Number 19 72 5 9 6 3 46 25 11 197 
Kona Percent 10% 37% 396 5% 396 296 2396 13% 696 10096 

MAUI Number 271 2.50 49 79 76 21 .577 81 79 1, .503 
COUNTY Percent 18% 17% 3% .596 5% 1% 38 .5% 5% 100% 

West Number 17 20 0 5 3 2 30 l 2 80 
Molokai Percent 21% 2.5% 0% 6% 496 396 38% 1% 3% 100% 

Notes: l. Caseload for Neighbor Island census tracts not recorded prior to 1980. 

2. 11TOTAL11 may include duplicate cases, since individuals could obtain more than one service. Also, "TOTAL" includes 
counts for three additional services- -adoption, alcoholism and drug abuse, and homemaker assistance--which were 
omitted in table due to small number of cases recorded. 

3. Eligibility for all Title XX services (except Protective Services to Children and Adults) is restricted to recipients of 
State income maintenance services who meet a maximum income requirement. Thus, caseload in any area is affected 
by : (a) need, (b) request or reporting, and (c) percentage of residents meeting eligibility criteria. 

- Source: State of Hawaii, Department of Social Services&: Housing, Public Welfare Division, unpublished records. < 
I ...., -



Child Abuse. The effect of tourism on the relat 1ve incidence of child abuse is difficult 
to predict. However, the evidence now availabJe does not show any apparent 
statistical link between the two. 

Child Neglect. Although lack of adequate supervision for young children was one of 
Kohala's most frequently mentioned soda) problems in the early 1970s (Cottington, 
1969; Smith, 1972; Chang, 1973; Hawaii, State of, Depart ment of Planning and 
Economic Development, 1972), there were no reported cases of child neglect in North 
Kohala and only a few in South Kohala during 1978 and 1979. Evidence concerning the 
effect of increased visitor industry activity on child neglect is anything but definitive, 
but there is some reason to think that a development scenario which involves in­
migration of many young, Ma1nJand-originating hotel workers would involve the 
potential for increased rates of child neglect--if not abuse--in Kohala's population. 
The reason for this appears to be that the in-migrants lack extended family, friends, or 
other social support systems that can help care for their children during working hours. 
In-migration of a more locally-rooted work force might cause relatively fewer 
difficulties, but only to the extent that such a work force contains fewer persons who 
are single parents and/or more workers with support networks or resources to provide 
for caretaking of children dur ing work hours. 

The problem could be somewhat aJleviated in the case of younger children if existing 
or new facilities are able to provide adequate child care during resorts' extended 
working hours. As noted at the beginning of this discussion on "family Hfe,'' DSSH 
caseloads for day care services are disproportionately high in several resort areas 
considered possible models for Kohala's development as a tourism center. Thus, 
establishing more or expanding privat ely-operated day care centers could transform 
the "social impact" of child neglect into a "fiscal impact" for taxpayers partially 
subsidizing these operations. 

Juvenile Delinquency. If the Kana area is accepted as the best model for predicting 
the likely impact on Kohala of growth from large-scale tourism development, it 
appears that the impact may be acceptable in regard to juvenlJe delinquency. The 
estimated percentage of overall Big Island population living in North and South Kona is 
21.9 percent, according to prellminary 1980 census figures. (It was probably a 
percentage point or so less in 1978.) The number of juvenile arrests or "cleared" cases 
located in Kana represented approximately the same percentage of the island total. 
Again, final confirmation of this conclusion must await complete 1980 crime and age­
specific census figures, but t he preliminary evidence suggests that large-scale tourism 
development has not brought a disproportionate amount of juvenile delinquency to the 
island's current major resort district. Such juvenile delinquency as can be detected in 
Kona does involve a disproportionately large amount of Part I (serious) offenses, but 
this is already the case in both North and South Kohala (possibly due to thefts from 
area beach parks). 

Marital Stability. An early concern with respect to tourism development was that jt 
would adversely affect marital stability. A survey conducted by Public Affairs 
Advisory Service (1979) for this study indicates that this fear has largely disappeared; 
only 4.8 percent of the survey's 521 Kohala respondents having listed it as a possible 
impact. The divorce rate on the island did climb sharply during the 1970s, a pedod 
when the visitor industry also grew significantly. However, there was no significant 
difference between the increase in Hilo (where the number hoteJ rooms rose by only 
750 [62%) between 1970 and 1978) and the increase in Kona (where the number of 
hotel room doubled to 3,650 in the same period). 
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While no reliable figures exist, some Kohala community leaders and social service 
professionals told Community Resources that wife abuse may sometimes be a problem, 
particularly in North Kohala. If tourism development in North and South Kohala, 
including the proposed Mahukona Resort, results in an influx of young Mainlanders to 
work in the hotels, then the overall rate of wife abuse in comparison to the entire 
resident population will probably be reduced. Even among current residents, an 
increased population and more contact with the outside world will reduce the sense of 
isolation, considered to be one cause of spouse abuse. Perhaps the greatest 
uncertainty exists in regard to the factor of male self-image. If employment 
opportunities maintain or improve self-image among males, one potential cause of 
wife abuse would be reduced or eliminated. But as noted earlier, some 70 percent of 
the Neighbor Island hotel work force consists of women. Thus, it may be advisable to 
pay careful attention to male attitudes and employment opportunities in Kohala resort 
development. 

Support for the Elderly. Economic development of any sort in Kohala may provide 
more opportunities for grown children to remain in the area, close to their aging 
parents--a positive social impact. However, this is predicated on the existence of a 
desire on the part of North Kohala youths to remain in the region in order to take 
tourism jobs or perhaps even any other type of job. To the extent that the proposed 
Mahukona Resort encouraged offspring to remain in the area and be supportive of their 
aging parents, it would have a positive effect on the elderly. It should also be noted 
that the major problems affecting the elderly could be more "economic" than "social" 
in nature--living on a fixed income in a potentially high-priced tourist area. 

Time for Family Activities. Insofar as tourism development in the Kohalas increases 
the labor force participation rate, it would reduce the amount of time remaining for 
family activities. On the other hand, if the proposed Mahukona Resort attracts 
workers who now commute from their homes in North Kohala to jobs. in South Kohala 
or North Kona, it would reduce the amount of time workers must spend commuting, 
thereby allowing them more time to spend with their families. Another effect, the 
significance of which is not known, would be to increase the relative proportion of 
shift and weekend work. This is a potentially disruptive impact of resort-related 
employment, whether in South Kohala or at the proposed Mahukona Resort. 

Crime 

The mutual impacts of tourism and crime upon one another have become a major issue 
in Hawaii during 1980 as a result of widespread publicity accorded the topic in 
newspapers on the U.S. mainland and in Canada. While an accurate evaluation of 
Hawaii's crime situation is complicated by a number of factors, there is little doubt 
that the crime rate throughout the State has been growing recently. Difficulties arise, 
however, when an attempt is made to interpret the statistics or, more importantly for 
our present purposes, to use them to predict the effect that planned and proposed 
growth in the Kohalas will have on criminal activity on the Big Island. 

Big Island court records tell one part of the story. In fiscal year 1974-75, the Third 
Circuit Court had a total caseload of 2,894, of which only 315 (11 percent) involved 
criminal activity. Of these 315 criminal actions, the greatest numbers involved 
burglary (81, or 26 percent of the 315) and narcotics drug law offenses (61, or 19 
percent). By fiscal year 1978-79, the total caseload had increased by 41 percent to 
4,074. The number of criminal actions increased at an even more rapid rate, to 851 
(21 percent of the total). Of these 851, the largest numbers still involved narcotics 
offenses and burglary, but narcotics offenses now accounted for proportionately more 

\. 
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cases than burglary (250, or 29 percent, vs. 170, or 20 percent) (State of Hawaii, the 
Judiciary, 1979: 53; 1980: 81). 

However, court cases reflect only a portion of arrests, and arrests occur for only a 
portion of reported crimes. When reported crime data is examined, it appears that 
serious Crime (i.e., Part I offenses such as murder, rape, robbery, etc.) increased by 
over 180 percent between 1970 and 1979. When corrected for the population growth 
that took place over the same period, thls amounts to an increase in the per capita 
rate for serious crimes of 100 percent. However, the Big Island's estimated 1979 
crime rate of 5.6 per one-hundred residents was only 75 to 80 percent of the rates 
experienced on Kauai and Oahu in the same year; and it was just over half the rate 
recorded on Maui. 

While the absolute number of crimes in Kohala increased greatly from 1970 to 1979, 
crime has also been growing islandwide. As a result, the area's share of serious crime 
has actually declined. Table IV-36 presents district comparisons for serious crime 
rates in 1970 and 1979. These show that North Kohala's Part I crime rate 
approximately doubled from 1970 to 1979. However, Hawaii County's overall crime 
rate also doubled, so that North Kohala's relative crime rate today remains what it 
was in 1970--only half that for the island as a whole. The same table also indicates 
that South Kohala's crime rate for Part I offenses increased only very slightly, so that 
it is now probably a little less than the rate for the island as a whole instead of being 
substantially higher, as it was in 1970. 

Kona provides one model for predicting potential crime impacts of resort development 
in Kohala. As indicated in Table IV-36, Kona's example is a complex one. The overall 
rate of reported serious crime there did increase during the 1970s, which was a per iod 
of substantial tourist and residential growth for the area. Interestingly, though, Kona's 
crime rate did not rise as rapidly as the rate for the island as a whole. On the other 
hand, it should be noted that Kona did suffer some substantial increases in several 
types of violent crime--particularly rape and robbery--during the 1970s according to 
figures obtained from the County of Hawaii Police Department. 

Several published studies have examined statistical evidence about the association 
between crime and tourism. Studies in Mexico (Jud, 1975) and Florida (McPheters and 
Strenge, 1974) found strong relationships between tourism and crimes against property 
(e.g., burglary or larceny) but not crimes of personalJ violence (such as rape or 
robbery). However, a more technically rigorous study on data from the entire state of 
Hawaii (Fujii, Mak, and Nishimura, 1978) found evidence of overall statistical 
relationship between tourism and some crimes of violence--particularly rape--as well 
as the expected relationship between tourism and crimes against property. 

North and South Kohala police officials were interviewed in order to supplement the 
foregoing statistical information. Both the North Kohala police and other community 
informants suggested that the actual crime sttuation in the area may be slightly more 
problematic than the recorded numbers would imply. This is first, because North 
Kohala residents are felt to be unlikely to report minor thefts, and, second, because 
North Kohala police are of ten able to keep order in their small community through 
informal actions which do not appear on the police blotter. According to the North 
Kohala police, the district's clearance rate (percentage of cases resolved) was nearly 
80 percent, a phenomenally high figure for Hawaii. Because of the low c:-ime rate and 
the high clearance, the County administration for the past two years has not filled 
four vacancies in the North Kohala police force. Consequently, there is no midnight­
to-8 a.m. shiit working in North Kohala. 
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Table IV-36. 

Area 

Hawaii County 

North Kohala 

South Kohala 

Hawaii County's 1970 and Approximate 1979 Per Capita Part I Crime 
Rates. 

Part I Crime Rate Approximate 1970-1979 
Yearl Per LOO Residents2 Percentage Change in Rate 

1970 2.71 +98.2 
1979 5.37 

1970 1.32 +107.6 
1979 2.74 

1970 4.68 +7.3 
1979 5.02 

North & South Kona 1970 4.48 50.0 
1979 6.72 

1 Population figures for 1979 were actually preliminary revised 1980 census figures. 
Thus, the 1979 crime rates are actually approximations which probably slightly 
underestimate the true crime rates for the various areas. 

2 Crime rates computed by dividing total Part I offenses by appropriate population 
figure. (Total Part I offenses were calculated by including "Aggravated Assault" but 
excluding 11Other Assaults.") 

Source: Crime rates computed from crime figures obtained from County of Hawaii 
Police Department and from 1970 and (preliminary revised) 1980 Census 
figures. Data compiled by Community Resources. 
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Both North and South Kohala police agreed the main tourism-associated crime 
problems in the area have involved larceny at beach parks. Employee theft and/or 
burglaries at the Mauna Kea Beach Hotel have been extremely rare. Residents and 
tourists alike are victimized in the beach parks of South Kohala, and the perpetrators 
are often transients or residents of other parts of the island. In North Kohala, tourists 
are more llkely victims in the parks, and the perpetrators are usually local residents 
who come to be known to the police. Police have also come to expect some types of 
crime from tourists themselves--e.g., bad checks or baggage insurance fraud. 

A final comment from the police involved the rise in the number of construction 
workers in South Kohala. South Kohala police have observed an increase in the 
number of minor altercations (e.g., f ights in bars) in early 1980, which they attribute 
to friction between off-island workers and local men. 

In evaluating the probable impact of tourism development, Kohala poHce sources and 
the head statistician for the County of Hawaii Police Department all predicted 
increases in larceny associated with more tourists in public places such as parks. And 
based on experiences in Kona (where hotel security is often less effective and worker 
morale lower than at the Mauna Kea Beach Hotel), they predict more employee thefts 
and/or hotel burglaries. There was less unanimity about possible increases in violent 
crimes, although continued minor problems associated with off-island construction 
workers can be expected. 

In summary, evidence is mixed about the likely impacts of Kohala tourism develop­
ment on crime in the area. There does appear to be a strong tendency for tourism to 
breed crimes against property because of tourist vulnerability and unfamiliarity with 
an area while on vacation. However, such a tendency is not an inevitabiHty, since it 
can be countered by measures such as information campaigns, hotel security, and 
maximizing resident participation in t he benefits of resort development. Cert ainly, 
without some attention to such issues by both public and private sectors, there is a 
strong possibiJlty that tourism-related cr ime can produce the same negative con­
sequences in Kohala as those which have occurred in Kona, Waikiki, or the island which 
witnessed the greatest growth in bot h crime and tour ism during the 1970s- - Maui. 

Virtually all of the foregoing discussion has focused on the possible relationship 
between crime and tourism growth in general. However, since the without-project 
scenario for this social impact analysis specifies major tourism growth in South Kohala 
and possible attendant residential population growth in North Kohala, it remains to be 
asked what particular crime impacts might be attributed to the proposed Mahukona 
resort in the with-project scenario. It is clear that additional tourists and additional 
residents mean a greater overall amount of crime, but is not so clear whether 
Mahukona's contribution to crime would be proportionately equal to, higher than, or 
lower than the contribution of South Kohala's tourism development (i.e. , whether it 
would have the same impact on the cdme rate). 

There are at least two major and interrelated unknowns which impair prediction. 
First, it ls not yet really known whether the usual relationship between tourism growth 
and crime growth is of a linear nature (e.g., if X new tourists per day cause Y more 
crimes, then the next 3X tourists per day will generate 3Y crimes) or whether this 
relationship involves marginal "savings" in crime (i.e., X tourists may cause Y crimes, 
but the next 3X tourists will cause only 2Y crimes). Second, there is the factor that 
the Mahukona project would be located in North rather than in South Kohala. It is 
possible that later South Kohala tourism development would not generate crime to the 
same extent as the first developments, but would the Mahukona project generate 
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crime at the reduced rate of a "later" South Kohala resort or at the higher rate of an 
"initial" North Kohala resort? 

The research has not yet been carried out in Hawaii to permit such questions to be 
answered with any real degree of confidence. It is Community Resources' (September 
1980: 190) opinion that the Mahukona project would have a reduced impact on crime 
rates because it would be built after the first major projects in South Kohala--i.e., 
that there would indeed be a marginal "savings" in crime impact which would be little 
affected by the distance between projects because all the projects are located in the 
same "dry-side" geographical region. This is not to say that a Mahukona project would 
fail to raise the rate as weU as the amount of crime (at least for crimes against 
property); the statistical evidence suggests such a tendency. But the magnitude of the 
increase should not be as great as the magnitude of increase from initial South Kohala 
developments. However, it should again be stressed that the research to confirm or 
disprove this contention has not yet been carried out. 

Mental Health 

The available evidence about the mental health situation in Kohala is incomplete and 
contradictory. There was a reported upsurge of problems in the mid-1970s when the 
plantation closed, and the Waimea clinic caseload again increased greatly in the late 
1970s. North Kohala residents in particular are reluctant to seek professional 
assistance for mental health problems, and there are indications that North Kohala has 
more transient situation disorders (i.e., reaction to a strong, temporary stress) than 
the State as a whole. Nevertheless, neither community leaders nor mental health 
professionals consider the area to be a mental health "trouble spot" in comparison to 
other Big Island districts. 

Impact of Planned and Proposed Resort Development. There are two possible clues for 
predicting impacts on mental health of major resort development in Kohala: assess­
ment of the mental health situation in Kona, and examination of ethnic differences in 
rates and types of behavioral problems for State mental health patients. (The latter 
approach is useful only to the extent that is is assumed tourism development may 
cause a major shift in resident ethnic composition.) To explore these questions, 
Community Resources examined unpublished data made available by the Hawaii State 
Department of Health's Mental Health Division. 

The total count of Kena clinic patients increased substantiaUy in the late 1970s 
despite a new State policy which tended to reduce counts elsewhere. (However, an 
increase in the number of "deferred diagnoses" in Kona kept the actual number of 
cases under treatment approximately equal.) A great majority of the Kona patients 
were Caucasians. Compared to patients for the county as a whole, Kona patients were 
more likely to be diagnosed as having neuroses, alcohol or drug problems, or "other 
personality disorders"; they were less likely to be diagnosed as reacting to transient 
situations. (Again, this comparison must be viewed with caution, since it could also 
reflect differences in the diagnostic tendencies of mental health professionals.) 

According to the acting head of the West Hawaii Mental Health Service, however, 
these statistics fall far short of describing Kona's increasing and acute mental health 
problems. Because the Kona clinic staff has not increased, it has been necessary to 
make large increases in the number of cases referred to private agencies. He stated 
that 45 prospective new patients came to the clinic in June of 1980, whereas only 10 
or 15 new cases would appear each month two years ago. He also estimated that Kona 
Hospital's psychiatric ward now houses an average of two or three acute cases each 
day, whereas four years ago the ward had only about three cases each week. 
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The backdrop for these increases reportedly involves in-migration of Mainlanders with 
specialized skiUs for working in Kona's increasingly resort-oriented society and 
subsequent friction with longtime local residents, according to the Mental Health 
Service head. He said longtime local residents who feel supplanted are less likely to 
come to mental health clinics and more likely to engage in "acting-out" behavior such 
as crime or expressions of hostility. Newcomers, however, are more likely to 
internalize problems associated with a sense of rejection, culture shock, and (for 
housewives or others who stay at home) isolation. Whlle many Mainland newcomers in 
Kona may be categorized as 11transients,11 a large portion of those seeking assistance 
are people with good incomes. Both newcomer groups are less likely than longtime 
residents to have extensive social support systems, which means that when they have 
acute psychiatric problems they tend to stay in the hospital longer. 

If Kohala resort development follows the Kona pattern of attracting large numbers of 
in-migrants who originated on the Mainland, the available evidence from West Hawaii 
suggest s that increased rates of mental health problems can be expected. However, 
problems of mental health On the clinical sense) are more likely among the newcomer 
population than among the longtime local resident population. Lack of support 
networks among this group would mean a heavier reliance on public counseling and 
psychiatric facilities. Should the development scenario for Kohala provide instead for 
in-migration of present Big Island residents from East Hawaii to West Hawaii, 
expected mental health problems would be far less and would probably depend on the 
extent to which the new residents have strong social ties among themselves and/or 
with longtime Kohala residents. There is no evidence to date suggesting that resort 
employment generates severe psychiatric stress with any more frequency than do 
other types of employment--although it is perhaps obvious that service work may 
clash with the preferences and self-images of some people, and that the ideal society 
from a mental health viewpoint is one with a sufficient diversity of economic 
activities to al!ow residents a wide choice of occupations. Although it is frequently 
a11eged that tourism employment can impair self-image through encouragement of 
"serviJity", no scientifically conducted study has ever been carried out to test this 
proposition for Hawaii's tourism work force. 

RESIDENT EVALUATION OF SOCIO-ECONOMIC TRADE-OFFS 

The preceding sections discussed a wide variety of likely or possible impacts of both 
the planned South Kohala resort developments and the proposed Mahukona Resort. 
Some would d early be considered positive by most residents; some would be 
considered as negative impacts; and others might be regarded with mixed or uncertain 
feelings. The impacts are of different types and involve different aspects of life. 
How then does one add up these 11apples and oranges" to come up with a single verdict 
on the project's impacts? One possible way is to survey residents on perceived effects 
of the project and then to ask them to state their attitude towards it. This was done 
in a survey commissioned by the developer and conducted by Public Affairs Advisory 
Services, Inc. (PAAS) in April of 1980. 

This section provides a brief overview of the results of the PAAS survey. Particular 
emphasis is placed on residents' attitudes towards various issues related to the 
proposed Mahukona Resort. The complete report, including extensive data tabulations, 
is on file with the Hawaii County Planning Department in Hilo. 
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Survey Methodology 

Public Affairs Advisory Services, Jnc.--a Honolulu-based firm with extensive experi­
ence in public opinion polling--designed, conducted, and analyzed this survey. Data 
were collected from Saturday, April 12 through Monday, April 14, 1980. 

Results are based on 261 replies from North Kohala and 260 from South Kohala, or 521 
for the entire sample. According to Public Affairs Advisory Services, maximum 
sampling error at the 95 percent confidence level is about plus or minus 4.4 percent 
for the overall sample and plus or minus 6.2 percent for either of the two Kohala 
samples (South or North) considered separately. This means the chances are 95 out of 
100 that, if .50 percent of the entire sample makes a certain response to a given 
question, somewhere between 45.6 and .54.4 percent (5096 plus or minus 4.496) of the 
entire population of Kohala would have made the same response to the same question 
if everyone could have been asked that question. The range of error would be even 
less if the sample percentage is greatly different from 50 percent, i.e., if, for 
example, either 80 percent or 2.5 percent of the sample population gave a particular 
answer. 

Public Affairs Advisory Services originally planned a pinpoint sampling technique, 
which would have involved intensive door-to-door personal contact procedures only in 
selected geographical areas. However, to improve the representativeness of the 
sample, the company insead chose to attempt to reach every residential housing unit in 
North and South Kohala. Inevitably, some households could not be approached because 
they were too isolated to find or because some threat to a survey worker's personal 
safety (e.g., guard dog ) was present. 

The survey instrument was a self-administered "secret ballot" left by the survey 
worker and picked up at a later time. The refusal rate among residents who were 
contacted was estimated to be approximately eight percent. However, no record was 
kept of the number of households at which nobody was home. In such cases, no survey 
instrument was left, and no return visits were made. Some households returned more 
than one survey. Assurances of anonymity were made to all respondents. Survey 
workers were Kohala residents hired by Publlc Affairs Advisory Services, but not 
informed of the client's identity (in order to minimize biases which might be 
communicated by survey workers). 

A full demographic description of the sample is included in the complete report on file 
at the Hawaii County Planning Department in Hilo. Respondents were approximately 
evenly divided as to sex; two-thirds were married; the largest ethnic groups were 
Caucasians and Hawaiians/part-Hawaiians, followed by Japanese and Filipinos; the 
median family income appears to be around $1.5,000 and the median age in the early 
30s; half the respondents had educations of high school or less; and half had lived in 
Kohala for 18 or more years. 

Because complete 1980 census data are not yet available, it is impossible to say 
whether this sample was truly representative of the overall Kohala population. 
However, the fact that certain expected differences were found between the North 
and South Kohala sub-samples--for example, the respondents tended to be older in 
North Kohala, and there were relatively more Filipinos in North Kohala and more 
Caucasians in South Kohala--suggests that this is so. It should be noted that "overall" 
results are slightly biased toward opinions of North Kohala residents, since preliminary 
1980 census figures indicate only 42 percent of Kohala residents lived in North Kohala, 
whereas North Kohala residents made up 50 percent of the sample for this survey. 
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The 1980 U.S. Census reports the population of North Kohala was 3,249 and the 
population of South Kohala was 4,607. Thus, the sample of 261 North Kohala residents 
represents eight percent of the total population of that district, and the sample of 260 
South Kohala residents represents nearly six percent of the total population of that 
district. The sample thus represents even higher percentages of the adult population 
of Kohala, although exact percentages cannot yet be determined because the Census 
Bureau has not reported any age breakdown for Hawaii's population. 

Summary of Survey Results 

Results of the PAAS survey indicate that a plurality of present residents of the 
North/South Kohala study area favor North Kohala resort development. This is true 
regardless of how the issue is posed--in general terms or with specific reference to a 
major resort development in the Mahukona area. The major perceived benefit is 
employment, with many of the respondents perceiving resort-related jobs as represent­
ing the best hope for keeping young people in the area. Major perceived possible 
negat ive effects involve competition for housing and high rents. However, most 
respondents want new employees housed in the existing residential centers of North 
Kohala. 

Tables IV-37 and IV-38 show results for two questions, posed early in the survey, on 
perceived "advantages" and "disadvantages" of major resort development in the 
Mahukona area. (These results are limited in the sense that they are obtained from 
check Hsts rather than from write-in responses, but experience has shown that many 
people do not respond to write-in questions.) Note in Table IV-37 that by far the most 
frequently checked "advantage" relates to new job opportunities, with secondary 
support for other types of economic benefits. In Table IV-38 there is not so sharp a 
consensus on "disadvantages," but the primary concern clearly involves impacts on 
housing/rents and secondary concerns involve open space and environmental impacts. 
Also, note that respondents checked fewer numbers of disadvantages than of advan-
tages. --

A later survey question asked respondent s to choose a single consequence (presumably 
the "prime result") of a major resort development in Nor th Kohala. The list of possible 
consequences induded a single economic benefit (increased standard of living due to 
employment opportunities) and five different potential negative impacts relating to 
recreation facilities or social problems. Table IV-39 shows that, in South Kohala, 
roughly equal percentages of respondents checked the positive consequence (44.9%) as 
checked the various negative consequences (combined total of 45.5%). But in North 
Kohala, more than twice as many respondents (59.9%) checked the positive economic 
benefit as did respondents who checked all negative social consequences combined 
(27 .8%). Among the overall minority who considered one of the negative consequences 
to be the prime result, there was relatively more concern about crowding of 
recreational facilities and tensions between residents and newcomers than about 
possible family or crime problems. 

Demographic analyses of results for this question indicated that age and education are 
the two variables most likely to affect views regarding t he prime result of resort 
development at Mahukona. Resident s of North or South Kohala under 40 years of age 
are much more likely than older residents to check some negative consequence, 
although pluralities in the younger age categories still choose the positive 11employ­
ment11 response. Also, as educatjon increases, there js less likelihood that Kohala 
residents check the positive "employment" result as themain consequence of the 
resort development. (See Public Affairs Advisory Services, 1980: 43, 47.) 
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Table IV-37. Kohala Residents' Perceived Advantages of Major Resort Development in the 
Mahukona Area. l 

Advantage 

More job opportunities 

Archaeological sites might be restored 

Strengthen economy 

Good for local businesses 

Improved public parks &: ocean access 

Reduce commuting time for resort employees 

More nearby recreational &: entertainment facilities 

More new residents 

More job opportunities for local entertainers 

Other 

TOTAL2 

North 
Kohala 
(N:261) 
(in%) 

82.7 

16.9 

27.7 

25.8 

16. 9 

20.5 

14.9 

10.7 

19.9 

0.4 

236.4 

South 
Kohala 
(N=260) 
(in%) 

68.7 
14.3 

28.2 

31.3 

14.4 

10.5 

12.5 

6.9 

12.6 

2.1 

201.5 

Entire 
Area 

(N=521) 
(ln %} 

75.1 

1.5 .5 

27.9 

28.8 

15.6 

15 .1 

13.6 

8.6 

15.9 

1.3 

217.4 

1 Question posed was: "In your opm1on, what are the advantages of having a major resort 
development in North Kohala (area between Lapakahi Historic State Park and Kawaihae)? 
{CHECK ONE OR MORE)." 

2 Totals exceed 100.0% due to instructions "CHECK ONE OR MORE." 

Source: Public Affairs Advisory Services, Inc., Final Report of a Kohala (North &: South) 
Survey of Public Opinion Concerning Resort Development and Related Topics, 1980: 3. 



Table IV-38. Kohala Residents' Perceived Disadvantages of Major Resort Development in the 
Mahukona Area. l 

Disadvantage 

Less open space because of development 

Increased traffic/congestion 

Too many new residents 

Not enough housing/high rents 

Increase in crime 

Destruction of environment & historic sites 

Strain on community resources 

Other 

TOTAL2 

North 
Kohala 
(N=261) 
(in%) 

28.0 

22.2 

24.2 

41.4 

28.0 

33.8 

14.9 

2.4 

194.9 

South 
Kohala 
(N=260) 
(in%) 

28 .4 

25.7 

19.6 

40.5 

22.9 

31.7 

15 .1 

2.9 

186.8 

Entire 
Area 

(N=52 l) 
(in%) 

28.2 

24 .1 

21.7 

40.9 

25.2 

32.7 

15.0 

2.7 

190.5 

1 Question posed was: "In your opinion, what are the disadvantages of having a major resort 
development in North Kohala (area between Lapakahi Historic State Park and Kawaihae)? 
(CHECK ONE OR MORE)." 

2 Totals exceed 100.0% due to instructions "CHECK ONE OR MORE." 

Source: Public Affairs Advisory Services, Inc., Final Report of a Kohala (North & South) 
Survey of Public Opinion Concerning Resort Development and Related Topics, 1980: 4. 
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Table IV-39. Kohala Residents' Perceived Prime Result of Major North Kohala Resort 
Development.! 

Prime Result (Effect) 

Improve the standard of living due to 
employment opportunities 

Make our recreation facilities more crowded 

Increase marital problems & divorce 

Increase the rate of child neglect 

Increase crime & drug abuse 

Increase tensions between residents &: newcomers 

TOT AL RESPONDING TO QUESTION 

No reply to question 

North 
Kohala 
(N:261) 
(in%} 

59.9 

7.6 

1.5 

1.6 

6.7 

10. 4 

87,7 

12,3 

100.0 

South 
Kohala 
(N:260) 
{in%) 

44.9 

13.0 

7.5 

7.2 

6.8 

11.0 

90.4 

9.6 

100.0 

Entire 
Area 

(N=521) 
(in %) 

51.8 

10.5 

4.8 

4.6 

6.7 

10.7 

89 .1 

10.9 

100.0 

1 Question posed was: "In my opinion, a major hotel-resort development in North Kohala 
would-- (CHECK ONE)." 

Source: Public Affairs Advisory Services, Inc., Final Report of a Kohala (North & South) 
Survey of Public Opinion Concerning Resort Development and Related Topics, 1980: 7. 
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The ultimate question is whether the survey respondents favored such a project after 
considering its potential impacts. Table JV-40 shows that a majority of North Kohala 
respondents and a plurality of South Kohala respondents did favor a major hotel-resort 
development in the Mahukona area. Opposition was voiced by only a quarter of the 
North Kohala respondents and a third of the South Kohala respondents. Again, age and 
education were the two most influential demographic variables. Older Kohala 
respondents were much more likely to say they favored such a project. Active 
opposition was much more likely among respondents with a college education (Public 
Affairs Advisory Services, 1980,:45, 76). 
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Table IV-40. Kohala Residents' Reaction to a Major Resort Development in the Mahukona 
Area.I 

• 
North South Entire 
Kohala Kohala Area 

Reaction (N:261) (N:260) (N=521) 
(in 96) (in 96) (in 96) 

Favor 51.4 42.1 46.3 

Oppose 26.7 33.7 30.5 

It doesn't matter much to me 19.7 22.1 21.0 

TOTAL RESPONDING TO QUESTION 97.8 97.9 97.8 

No reply to question 2. 2 2 . 1 2 . 2 

100.0 100.0 100.0 

1 Question posed was: "Do you favor or oppose the building of a major hotel-resort 
development like Keauhou in the area between Lapakahi Historic State Park and 
Kawaihae? (CHECK ONE)." The survey also contained several other questions on 
attitudes toward resort development in North Kohala. Percentage results for these other 
questions were consistent with those appearing for the question above. 

Source: Public Affairs Advisory Services, Inc., Final Report of a Kohala (North & South) 
Survey of Public Opinion Concerning Resort Development and Related Topics, 
1980: 11. 
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CHAPTER V 
PHYSICAL IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

INTRODUCTION 

In Chapter IV, our discussion focused on the economic, demographic, and social 
changes likely to be caused by the proposed Mahukona Resort project. In this chapter 
we shift to the physical impacts of the proposed development. As before, particular 
emphasis is placed on comparing future conditions on the site and in the surrounding 
region that are likely if the Mahukona Resort project is developed with those likely to 
exist at the same point in time if the plans are not implemented. 

As was the case in Chapter IV, much of the discussion is broad and conceptual. The 
reasons for this--the absence of concrete information regarding many of the factors 
that determine the nature and intensity of the effects that will be produced by a given 
action--are similar. There is, however, a difference. Much of the uncertainty 
regarding socio-economic impacts expressed in Chapter IV was due to the absence of 
specific public plans regarding the location of the secondary growth stimulated by 
resort development and the difficulty in knowing with any certainty the kinds of 
people who would remain in the area or in-migrate as a result of the increased 
employment opportunities such development would generate. In contrast, limitations 
on our ability to predict physical impacts are related primarily to the absence of 
specific physical development plans, both for the Mahukona Resort itself and for 
secondary growth which it would stimulate. As was stated in the introduction to 
Chapter IV, if the General Plan amendment for this project is approved, more detailed 
site planning and engineering wHl be undertaken. Environmental studies based on 
these site-specific plans will be conducted and supplemental environmental impact 
assessments or statements prepared as deemed necessary by County and/or State 
agencies. More specific assessment of environmental impacts would also be required 
of major secondary developments . 

The chapter is divided into 11 sections, each of which deals with a particular aspect of 
the physical environment. They are: 

o Physiographic and Geologic Impacts 
o Soils Impacts 
o Sonic Im pacts 
o Biological Impacts 
o Impacts on the Nearshore Marine Community 
o Impacts on Historic and Archaeological Resources 
o Visual Impacts 
o Transportation Impacts 
o Air Quality Impacts 
o Water Resource Impacts 
o Impacts on Public Facilities, Services, and Utilities 

In general, each of the sections identifies project-related actions which could produce 
adverse impacts, discusses the nature of the changes that may be expected, both with 
and without the proposed Mahukona Resort project, and outlines steps which can be 
taken to mitigate those effects. 
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PHYSIOGRAPHIC AND GEOLOGIC IMPACTS 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Regional 

Hawaii Island has been built by five individual volcanoes (see Figure V-1). In order of 
decreasing age they are: Kohala (5,505 feet), Mauna Kea (13,784 feet), Hualalai (8,251 
feet), Mauna Loa (13,679 feet), and Kilauea (4,040 feet). The proposed Mahukona 
Resort would be constructed low on the leeward flank of the Kohala volcano, and flows 
from the first four of the five may be found within the North/South KohaJa st udy area. 
Volcanic activity in the Hawaiian chain has migrated from northwest to southwest. 
Hence, on Hawaii Island the Kohala Volcano is the oldest and Kilauea the youngest. 

Kohala Volcano has been inactive for several tens of thousands of years. Mauna Kea, 
whose flows cover the area just south of the Kohala Mountains has had no eruptions 
wsthln historic times, but there ls evidence that it has erupted within the past 5,000 
years (Mullineaux, 1974:7). It is considered dormant, rather than extinct, but the 
probability of it erupting ln any particular century ls judged by the U.S. Geological 
Survey to be slight. Hualalai, which is situated in North Kona just outside of South 
Kohala, last erupted in 1800 and 1801 and can be expected to erupt again. However, 
as with Mauna Kea, the frequency of the eruptions is likely to be low (Mullineaux, 
1974:7). Finally, the area between the Mauna Kea and Hualalal lavas is filled with 
flows from much more active Mauna Loa. The most recent of these is t he 1859 flow 
that reaches the South Kohala coastline between Kiholo and Anaeho'omalu Bays. 

The lavas of the Kohala Volcano and Mauna Kea have flowed together to form the 
Waimea saddle at an elevation of 2,000 to 3,000 feet. Similar, but higher (5,000 to 
6,500 feet in elevation), saddles exist between Hualalal and Mauna Loa, and between 
Mauna Kea and Mauna Loa. 

Mahukona Resort Site 

As previously indicated, the proposed resort site ls located between sea level and 
elevation 400 feet on the leeward side of the Kohala Volcano (see Figure II-2). The 
general topography is moderately sloping (eight to ten percent), with numerous 
relatively shallow (20- to 40-foot depth) erosional gullies transecting the parcels. 

PROBABLE IMPACTS 

Without-Mahukona Scenario 

None of the three planned South Kohala resort developments involve major changes to 
the existing landforms. Earthmoving is simply too expensive for that to be feasible in 
an area where topographic relief occurs on a massive scale. Minor surficial 
adjustments wilJ be made to improve drainage and provide adequate building sites. 
Some of these may involve the movement of relatively large quantities of material, 
but the change in surface contours is likely to be slight. Secondary growth will , with 
only a few possible exceptions, involve fewer physiographic changes than the resorts 
themselves. 
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Figure V-2 identifies zones of overall risk from volcanic activity. With respect to 
susceptibility to damage from volcanic activity, two of the three planned resorts (the 
Waikoloa Beach Resort and the Mauna Lani Resort) appear to be in a relatively high 
risk area ("E" on a scale of "A" to "F" with "f" being the highest) as defined by 
MuHineaux (1974:51-53). Mauna Kea Properties' resort lies in zone "B" indicating that 
it is much Jess susceptible to damage from volcanic hazards. Most, if not all, of the 
areas where secondary growth/employee housing is likely to be built is in the lowest 
risk zones (A or B). 

Having concluded that the risk from volcanic activity to two of the planned resort 
areas is relatively high, we must now qualify that by noting that it is impossible to 
accurately predict the severity of the risk on an absolut e scale. During the historic 
period for which good records are avallable, only the Java flow of 1859 crossed the 
impact area, reaching the coast about two miles south of Anaeho'omalu Bay. The 
Keamuku Java flow, believed to have been laid down about 1750, was headed in the 
general direction of the Mauna Lani Resort site, but stopped about twelve miles away 
at an elevation of 3,000 feet. 

Recurrence intervals for the volcanic activity that threatens the two planned resort 
areas cannot be calculated from the data that is now avallabte. However, based on the 
historic record, the odds are against damaging volcanic activity within the expected 
life-span of the two most-exposed resorts. The Mauna Kea Properties, Inc. land and 
the areas of likely secondary growth must be considered safe. 

Earthquakes occur very frequently on Hawaii Island, but the vast majority of these 
tremors are small ones associated with the rapid movement of magma within the 
volcanoes• internal plumbing systems. It is the occasional movement of large fault 
blocks such as occurred near the southern tip of the island in 1868, in the Kealakekua 
fault west of KeaJakekua Bay in 19 51, and along the southeast coast of the Ka'u 
District in 1975 that have resulted in significant damage and loss of life during historic 
times. Most of the major earthquakes have occurred under the southern part of the 
island, but damage has also resulted from tremors centered in the north {Mullineaux, 
197 4:48). In response to this, the entire island has been classified as a Zone 3 area for 
the purpose of structural design. This is the highest in Hawaii {Oahu is Zone 1), and is 
surpassed only by areas such as San Francisco and Los Angeles which lie along major 
fault zones and are designated Zone 4. 

The Hawaii County Building Code requires that all new structures be designed to resist 
forces that might be expected in Zone 3 areas. This, of course, does not guarantee 
absolute safety~ but it does provide a reasonable level of protection. Persons in the 
study area will always be at a greater r isk than if they were in a less tectonicaHy 
active region, but resorts in North/South Kohala appear to be relatively less 
susceptible to damage by earthquakes than those situated elsewhere on the island. 

Tsunamis, the other hazard of geological origin that affects Hawaii Island, strike t he 
Kohala coast periodically. However, the wave run-ups there that have been reported 
from past tsunamis are modest in comparison with those recorded in most other areas 
of the Big Island. As a result, a design wave of less than 10 feet above mean sea level 
is used for the area south of Kawaihae. Somewhat higher waves have struck the 
shoreline between Kawaihae and Mahukona Harbor, and a design height of from 12 to 
14 feet is appropriate there. 

Because the ground slopes upwards as one moves inland, the building sites closest to 
the water at the Mauna Lani and Waikoloa Beach resorts are at nearly t he same 
elevation as the design wave. Remaining sites at the Mauna Kea resort area are above 
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this elevation. Because of this no significant tsunami hazard is foreseen as a result of 
currently planned resort development. 

With-Mahukona Scenario 

The addition of the proposed Mahukona Resort would not increase the exposure to 
volcanic risks except insofar as it attracts additional visitors to an island where the 
overall threat is likely to be greater than it is in thejr place of residence. North 
Kohala is the oldest and most volcanicaJly inactive area on the Big Island. The 
likelihood of the Mahukona Resort or any of the secondary growth which it would 
generate being adversely affected by volcanic activity is very small. Hence, 
development of the proposed Mahukona Resort would not significantly increase the 
overall level of risk from volcanic activity. 

Development of the Mahukona Resort would not significantly increase risks from 
earthquakes, either. As with the planned South Kohala resorts, impacts from grading 
activities would not be major, as physiographic changes would be slight. While the 
design tsunami at the Mahukona Resort site is about three to five feet higher than that 
at t he South Kohala resorts, the land in back of the shoreline rises much more steeply 
as well. As a result, the potentiaJ for tsunami inundation there is even lower than is 
true of South Kohala. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

Avoidance of high risk areas is the only means of mitigating the potential impacts 
associated with the Big Island's vuJcanlsm. The proposed Mahukona Resort ls in the 
most voJcanicaJly inactive, least earthquake-prone, least tsunami-threatened region of 
the island. It is the closest of any of the four major resorts under consideration to the 
geologically safe North Kohala communities. Hawaii County could minimize the 
overall risk to projected development from geologic sources by channelJing secondary 
growth into low-risk areas. 
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SOILS IMPACTS 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Soils on the site of the proposed Mahukona Resort are composed of the Kawaihae very 
fine sandy loam series. They are extremely stony to rocky and are formed primarily of 
volcanic ash. TypicaUy, pahoehoe bedrock is found at a depth of about three feet. In 
general, the soils are suitable for extensive pasture, wildlife habitat, and home sites. 
The U.S. Department of Agriculture's Soil Conservation Service (December 1973:26, 
plate 6) has classified them as belonging to capability classes VI and VII, i.e., as having 
severe limitations that make them largely or completely unsuited to cultivation. 
Because of the moderate slopes and physical character of the soil, it is highly erodible 
if exposed. 

The coastal area that is the site of the three already-planned South Kohala resorts also 
consists largely of the Kawaihae series (see Figure IV-3). The more fertile Kamakea 
series is present on the Puako flats, but barren lava fields begin just south of that and 
stretch for miles along the coast of South Kohala and North Kona. 

Soils in the settled areas of North Kohala, i.e., in the Hawi to Niuli'i sector, belong to 
the Kohala-Hawi-Mahukona association. They are moderately good to good for 
agriculture and were formerly used extensively for sugarcane. Since the demise of the 
Kohala Sugar Company in the mid-1970s, large areas have either lain fallow or been 
used for pasture. 

Soils in the vicinity of Waimea are highly variable. The flatter areas of the saddle 
consist largely of soils in the Waimea-Kikoni-Na'alehu association. They are well­
drained sandy loams that formed in volcanic ash. These soils are susceptible to erosion 
and are in capability class Ill, i.e., have limitations that significantly affect the 
management practices that must be used. When properly handled, however, they can 
be quite productive. 

PROBABLE IMPACTS 

Without-Mahukona Scenario 

The soils-related impacts of planned resort development are expected to be quite 
limited. Two of the three South Kohala resorts are on a relatively flat coastal plain 
with very little rainfall. As a result, the water-erosion potential during construction 
and subsequent operation of the resort is limited. 

The Waikoloa Beach Resort site has little soil of any kind, however, wind erosion is 
likely to occur there during the placement of fill material imported from off-site. 
Similar wind transport of soil will occur, but to a lesser extent, at the Mauna Lani 
Resort and at the Mauna Kea Properties' land. Once the resorts are completed, the 
presence of irrigated landscaping should reduce erosion of all types to a minimum. 
The borrow area(s) used will have to be monitored and rehabilitated following 
termination of activities. 

Use of the planned resort sites for that purpose will not directly result in the loss of 
any valuable agricultural land. However, secondary growth induced by resort-related 
economic activity could place pressures on good agricultural land in North Kohala and 
Waimea as homebuilders and commercial enterprises compete for the limited avallable 
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resource. A strong, perhaps even rigid, County policy against conversion of productive 
agricultural land to other purposes may be necessary to forestall this. 

With-Mahukona Scenario 

The site of the proposed Mahukona Resort is very poorly suited for agricultural uses of 
any sort except for grazing; even for that, the low rainfall and modest fertility 
severely limits its productivity. Hence, its conversion to resort use would not entail a 
significant adverse impact on the agricultural productivity or potential productivity of 
the County. On the other hand, the secondary growth that would be stimulated by 
project-related employment would, like the already-planned ·South Kohal~ resorts, 
involve residential and commercial development within the North/South Kohala impact 
area. This, in turn, could increase urban development pressures on land that is suitable 
for agricultural use. 

Because of the Mahukona Resort's proximity to existing North Kohala communities and 
the former sugarcane land which surrounds them, it is likely that Jandowners in that 
area will seek to develop residential and commercial units in support of the resort. A 
number of proposals are already being reviewed that involve the subdivision of 
agricultural land (for example, the Kohala Corporation's proposal for a 3.50-unit single 
family residential subdivision on Kynnersley Road). 

The extent to which the potential for conversion of good agricultural soils to non­
agricultural use would actually be realized depends in large part on the land use 
policies that are adhered to bY. the County. A few of the persons in higher-paying 
resort-related jobs could afford to buy large parcels with agricultural zoning and use 
them for residences. Most people could not. Given the limited amount of 
appropriately-zoned residential land that is now available in North Kohala, this means 
that secondary growth in that district could be limited and the growth channelled 
instead to South Kohala. However, a supply-side growth Jim it such as this would 
almost certainly work to increase housing prices in North Kohala, and the implications 
of this are discussed elsewhere in this report. However, the fact remains that most 
secondary growth could probably be kept off of productive agricultural land if the 
County so-chooses. The pressures on the region's good agricultural land, much of 
which is in North Kohala, would be greater with the proposed resort than without it. 
But the difference is marginal and, in our opinion, subject to effective control. 

MmGA TION MEASURES 

Significantly increased soil erosion is not a likely result of either development scenario 
because all of the projected development is expected to utilize good soil conservation 
practices. All of the primary resort development that is planned would be built on 
land not suitable for agriculture. The location of secondary growth is undetermined at 
this time. However, more than enough developable land with low agricultural 
productivity is available within the region to accommodate the growth projected under 
both scenarios. Hence, the County's land use control authority can be used to mitigate 
potential impacts on this resource. 
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SONIC IMPACTS 

INTRODUCTION 

Activities associated with resort development and with the secondary growth that it 
would generate have the potential to increase noise levels within the study area. 
While this noise stems from many sources, vehicular traffic is by far the most 
important in terms of its magnitude, persistence, and geographic range. Construction 
noise, which is often a significant concern, is so site- and process-specific that it 
cannot be addressed until more detailed development plans are available, both for the 
Mahukona Resort itself and for the secondary growth which it would induce. 

EXISTING TRAFFIC NOISE ENVIRONMENT 

Land Use Suitability as a Function of Ambient Noise Levels 

Because it is so highly variable over time and distance, and because humans' primary 
concern relative to noise es more its physiological, social, and economic effects than 
its inherent physical properties, numerous different scales have been developed by 
those attempting to measure and charcterize it. Over the past few years, the use of 
the "Day-Night Sound Level" (Ldn> has become generally recognized as the single best 
descriptor of community noise levels (U.S. Department of Defense, 1.5 June 1978; U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development, 12 July 1979). In conjunction with 
this, a consensus among Federal agencies has developed that locations for residential 
housing are to be considered acceptable so Jong as the exterior noise levef does not 
exceed 6.5 Ldn· The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's earlier proposal that .5.5 
Ldn be adopted as the limit appears unlikely to be adopted by other Federal agencies 
(National Research Councll, 1977), but it ls generalfy recognized as a desirable long­
term goal. 

Table V-1 indicates typical Ldn values for various types of neighborhoods. Levels of 
Ldn 60 or greater are usual afong city streets whose average daily traffic (ADT) 
exceeds 2,.500 vehicles. In city business districts, where vehicular traffic is a 
dominant noise source, Ldn values of 6.5 to 70 are most common. 

Existing Noise Levels 

Exterior noise measurements afong existing roadways which would service the planned 
South Kohala resort developments were obtained in November 1979 as part of work 
undertaken for the EIS for the proposed Lalamilo Water System (Hawaii, State of, 
Department of Land and Natural Resources, March 1980: 111- 138 to III-142). These 
are summarized in Table V-2. Along Akoni Pule Highway in the vicinity of the 
proposed Mahukona Resort site, traffic noise levels at a distance of 50 feet from the 
roadway centerline are approximately 62 Ldn• Estimated traffic noise levels in Hawi 
and Kawaihae at a 50-foot distance from the through road are 61 Ldn (Darby-Ebisu 
and Associates, July 1980: .5). A comparison of measured sound levels with those 
predicted using the U.S. Department of Transportation's FHW A Technical Advisory 
T 504-05 .5 (September and October, 1978) indicated a very good correlation between the 
two. Hence, the methodology outlined therein was utilized in computing future day­
night (Ldn) sound levels. 
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Table V-1. Typical Values of Yearly Day-Night Average Sound Levels for Various 
Residential Neighborhoods. I 

Type of Area Average Ldn (in dB) 

Rural (undeveloped) 35 

Rural (partially developed) 40 

Quiet Suburban 45 

Normal Suburban 50 

Urban 55 

Noisy Urban 60 

Very Noisy Urban 65 

1 Values shown are for areas where there are no well-defined sources of noise other 
than the usual transportation noise. 

Source: National Research Council (1977). 
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Table V-2. Existing and Projected Trallic Noise Levels /\djacent to Major /\rterlal Roadways. 

- -- -

Estimated Trame Noise Levels By Distance Frorn Roadway Centerline (in Ldnl 

Measured Dist. Ffom Future w/off,, Increase /\ttributable 
Roadwa1 Location Leg (dn)I Cenlerline (It.) Ellisling4 Mahukona to Mahukona 

Queen Ka'ahumanu llwy. South of Mauna Lani Resort Sile n.a. ,o 6] 71 
100 ,9 66 cl 
200 ,,, 62 

Queen Ka'ahumanu llwy. South of inlersectlon with ,1.1 ,o 67 72 
Waimea-Kawaihae Road 100 62 67 <I 

200 58 6] 

Akoni Pule 111ghway Between Kawalhae Harbor and liawi ,6.6 50 66 69 
100 61 65 2 
200 57 60 

Waimea-Kawaihae Road Between intersection with Queen 
Ka1ah11manu llwy. lit Kaw11lhae J-latbor 55 . 52 50 64 69 

100 59 u 1-2 
200. 55 60 

Waimea-Kawaihae Road Between Kawaihae Village and Walmea 59_5) 50 66 71 
100 61 66 1-2 
200 57 62 

Waimea-Kawaihae Road )5 mph posted speed ~one In Waitnea town 6).5 ,0 61/ 69 
100 59 6, 1-2 
200 55 60 

Waimea-Kawaihae Road Near inlcrscclion withe llawali Belt Road n.a. 50 59 62 1-2 
100 " ,s 

Hawaii Belt Road llonoka'a side of Intersection wllh 61f .6 50 62 64 
Waimea-Kawalhae Road 100 ,1 59 cl 

200 5) " 
llawaii Belt Road Past Walmca commercial area towards 66 ,6 ,o 66 68 

llonoka•a 100 62 61/ cl 
200 57 59 

From l)arby-Eblsu & Associalcs as reported In I lawaii, State of, Oep,ulmcnt of Land and Natural Resources (March 19801 111-1 )8 to 142), Level is measured 50 feet from 
centerline of roadway unless otherwise noted. 

2 95 feet from centerline of roadway. 

J 

,, 
120 feet from centerline of roadway. 

From Slate of llawali, Dep;irtment of Land and Natural Resources (March 1980:111~ 140,I ). 

5 Note that figures shown are based 011 a somewhat different growth sc;enarlo than Is postulated in this report , The differences are not great, however, and do nol 
substanttally allecl the estimates. 

N Sourcei Compiled by l\rlt, Collins & Assoriales. 

c:J CJ CJ c=J c:J c::::i c::i Cj c:::J c:::::J c:::::J c:::, c::::::::, c:::J c::) c::::i c:::J c:J CJ 
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PROJECTED CHANGES IN TRAFFIC NOISE LEVELS 

Traffic noise levels are a function of many things. Among the more important are the 
number and type (passenger car, light duty truck, heavy duty truck, etc.) of vehicles 
using the roadway, average vehicle speed (faster is generally noisier), and roadway 
grade (steeper grades result in greater noise). Up to a point, increasing traffic volume 
tends to result in higher noise levels. However, if traffic volumes become excessive, 
average vehicle speed decreases and this tends to stabilize or reduce noise levels as 
well. Because planned resort development, together with the secondary growth that it 
would stimulate, is expected to cause congestion on existing roadways lf improvements 
are not made, the estimation of traffic noise levels is necessarily speculative. To 
quote from the noise study conducted for this report: 

Total project and non-project traffic volumes ••• are anticipated to reduce 
service levels, with a net effect of reducing average vehicle speeds along 
the roadways of interest. The net effect of these increased traffic 
volumes is to place an upper limit on traffic noise levels as the volumes 
approach roadway capacity (Oarby-Ebisu & Associates, July 1980:6). 

Because of these uncertainties, the traffic noise projections shown in Table V-2 should 
be treated as indicative rather than definitive. Nevertheless, they make at least three 
things apparent: 

o Development already planned for South Kohala will increase noise levels on land 
adjacent to Queen Ka'ahumanu Highway, Akoni Pule Highway, and the Waimea­
Kawaihae Road by about eight, four, and six decibels, respectively--a significant 
rise. 

o The proposed Mahukona Resort would add only one to two additional decibels to the 
level projected without it, a difference that is not generally noticeable to the 
human ear. 

o Noise levels immediately adjacent to the highway are likely to exceed the 65 Ldn 
level considered by Federal agencies as an acceptable upper limit for residential 
areas. Hence, noise mitigation measures will be necessary for development close 
to the roadway. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

In view of uncertainties over traffic volumes, it is impossible to develop a definitive 
set of mitigation measures at this time. However, the following are representative of 
the kinds of actions that could be taken to minimize or avoid potential noise problems. 

o Noise barriers six to ten feet high could be constructed adjacent to affected noise 
sensitive areas. Noise reductions on the order of three to ten decibels are possible 
depending upon the specific topography, lot layout, and height of affected 
structures. If aesthetic or other considerations preclude the use of noise barriers, 
sound insulation could be applied to residential or other noise-sensitive units to 
reduce interior noise levels to acceptable levels. 

o Further development of residential units within 100 to 200 feet of the centerline of 
the busiest highway segments should be prohibited. In existing urbanized areas, 
lower speed limits should be considered. As an example, on a roadway with an 
hourly traffic volume of 2,000 (i.e., the maximum for a two-lane facility), 
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decreasing the speed from 55 mph to 35 mph reduces noise by about three decibels 
(Gordon, et.al., 1971:10). 

o Maintenance of wide buffer zones adjacent to high traffic volume roadways in 
areas that have not yet been developed and realignment of those roadways where 
they currently pass through urbanized areas ls the surest means of reducing adverse 
noise impacts. The State Department of Transportation has stated that the cost of 
realigning roadways would have to be borne by the developer in order to be 
considered an acceptable mitigation measure. 
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BIOLOGICAL IMPACTS 

FLORA 

Introduction 

Construction of the proposed Mahukona Resort would involve the clearance of much of 
the existing vegetation on the resort site and its replacement with exotic grasses and 
landscape plants. Secondary growth stimulated by it would also result in a loss of 
vegetation elsewhere in the region, but in the absence of specific development plans 
identifying the location of this growth it is impossible to assess the significance of 
such land use changes at this time. Hence, it is not included in our discussion. 

Readers will also note that only direct impacts on vegetation, i.e., those resulting 
from actual clearance of the land, are addressed here. Other topics involving 
vegetation, such as the effect of vegetation loss on soil erosion, or the effect that the 
addition or loss of vegetative screens could have on views, noise levels, air quality, or 
other aspects of the environment are covered elsewhere in this chapter. 

Methodology 

In order to obtain information regarding existing flora on the Mahukona Resort site 
and to evaluate the probable effects that construction of the proposed project would 
have on it, a vegetation survey and impact analysis was conducted by a team of 
biogeographers (Elliott and Hall, August 1979). Major steps in the study are outlined 
below. 

Reconnaissance. Existing maps and aerial photographs were used to determine the 
general distribution, variability, and relationship to terrain of the cover types present. 
They were also used to locate potential field check routes. Next, a reconnaissance 
survey was made over a two-day period for all of the project properties and adjoining 
lands as necessary. During this walk-through survey, observations were made 
concerning zonation, structure, floristic composition (including presence or absence of 
endangered species), and variation of cover between properties. 

Field Survey. Subsequently, a more detailed survey was initiated for the Kaiholena 
property because it would be the first to be developed. Detailed walk-through surveys 
were conducted on this property to observe characteristics of each of the existing 
cover types. In addition, 23 sample plots (each 30 feet by 30 feet) were established by 
tape measurement and compass headings along transects approximately parallel to the 
longer property boundaries (590N). These plots, located in portions of the open scrub 
grassland, were sampled to determine the relative cover and abundance of each 
species. Observation on soil, substrate, slope, aspect, vigor, and structure of 
vegetation were also recorded throughout the field survey. 

Vegetation Mapping. During the field survey, air photo signatures were verified by 
ground observations. This information was later used to generate biogeographic cover 
maps showing gross vegetation patterns and environmental relationships on each of the 
four properties. 

Impacts Assessment. Findings of the field survey and mapping phases were combined 
with observations of other elements of the environment. These were then evaluated 
with respect to actions which may accompany resort development and operation. 
Finally, an assessment was made of the project's probable impacts on vegetation. 
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Description of Existing Vegetation Cover Types 

Based on (i) the vegetative structure (height, physiognomy, stratification, and 
cover /abundance), (ii) the floristic composition (dominant plant species), and (Hi) the 
habitat association (site and terrain characteristics), vegetation and land cover for the 
entire project area was divided into four cover types: 

o Open Scrub Grassland 
o Coastal Forest 
o Gully Vegetation 
o Rocky Shore 

Appendix B of t his report lists all of the plant species observed during the survey. 
Brief descriptions of the four cover types are presented below. 

Open Scrub Grassland. This is by far the most widespread cover type on the proposed 
Mahukona Resort site. Open scrub grassland is characterized by moderately to widely 
spaced kiawe trees and shrubs which occur in association with vast rolling annual 
grasslands. Kiawe (Prosopis pallida) is an exotic plant species introduced to Hawaii in 
the 1800s. It is well adapted to the harsh, arid environment of this area and 
constitutes the only major t ree species in open scrub grassland. The herb layer, on the 
other hand, is characterized by dense growths of the exotic feathery pennisetum 
(Pennisetum setosum)* with scattered, and occasionally pure, small stands of the 
native piligrass (Heteropogon contortus). Other plants common to this layer include 
stinkgrass (Eragrostis cllianensis), waltheria (Waltheria americana), and ilima 
(Sida fallax var. fallax and S. cordifolia). Table V-3 lists relative cover values for 
these and other species sampled in t he open scrub grassland in the Kaiholena parcels. 
During periods of drought, most of these species die off or become dormant. Many 
pat ches of grey, dead plant material and barren soil were observed at the time of 
survey, and outer shoots of Jiving plants were typically dried or yellow. The average 
height of the grass ranges from one to two feet ; trees are commonly 15 to 25 feet 
high. Species less tolerant of the dry, open conditions in the grasslands tend to 
concentrate in shaded areas or depressions beneath larger kiawe trees. Such species 
include the wild spider flower (Gynandropsis gynandra), nettle-leaved goosefoot 
(Chenopodium murale), and hairy merremia (Merremia aegypt ia). 

Coastal Forest. This cover type is characterized by a dense, continuous cover of 
kiawe trees (30 to 40 feet in height) concentrated near or along the coast. Whereas 
open scrub grassland strongly resembles savannah, this cover type is conspicuously 
dosed in its canopy and hosts a strongly shaded herb layer. Soils are deeper and more 
moist with occasional dense layers of organic debris (kiawe branches, leaves, seed 
pods). Temperatures are significantly lower than those of adjoining cover types. 
Although the understory is less dense, species are similar to open scrub grassland and 
include feathery pennisetum, nettle-leaved goosefoot,. stinkgrass, waJtherla, and 
swollen fingergrass (Chloris inflata). These species sometimes extend beyond the 
forest canopy to the edge of the rocky shore. 

* Note: Some taxonomist s prefer to divide this grass into two distinct 
species--Pennisetum setosum (feathery pennisetum) and Cenchrus ciliaris 
(buffelgrass). The confusion arises from the fact that Cenchrus clJiaris may be a 
taxonomic Jlnk between t he genera Cenchrus and Pennlsetum. As such, it is very 
similar to Pennisetum setosum. However, since the issue of nomenclature is not yet 
resolved among taxonomists, the choice of names seems largely preferential. 
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D Table V-J. Species List for the Kaiholena Property Open Scrub Crasslands. 

0 Common Name 
Scientic Name Hawaiian Name ~ ~l 

TREE LAYER 

D Prasopis pallid& mesquite exotic 2 
kiawe 

SHRUB LAYER 

D Prosopis palllda mesqw1e 
kiawe 

exotic • 

Cynandropsis gynandra wild spider flower exotic . 
D 

honDhina 

HERB LAYER 

Gras.,es: 

0 Pemisetum setosum feathery pennisetum exolic ; 
Cenehrus cilaris buUelgrass exotic 

Heteropogon c:ontonus pillgrass indigenous 
pill 

D Eragrostic cilianensis stinkgrass exotic 

Sporobolus dlander Indian dropsecd exotic ♦ 

D 
Chloris inflata swollen flngergnus exotic 

mau'ulei 

Chloris radiata radiate fingergrass exotic . 
Er!)-grostis teneJJa Japanese lovegrass exotic 

D Dead grasses 

Forbs: 

D 
Waltheria americana walthena indigenous 

h1'alaa; 'uhalca 

Jacqllemontia sandwicensis Hiiaka's little skirt endemic 
Pa'u-o-h1'i-'aka 

D Sida fallax var. fallax 1llma 1nd1genous 
'ilima 

Sida cordifolia pantropic s1da indigenous 
'ilima 

C Sida spinosa var. spinosa prickly sida exotic 

Chenopodium murale nettle-leaved goosefoot exotic • 

0 A triplex sem1bacca.1a Australian salt bush exotic 

.\lerremiil aegyptia hairy merremia exotic 
koali-kua-hulu 

0 
Cucumis dipsaceus wild sp111y cucumber ex011c 

Eupharbiil hina garden spurge exotic 
koko-kah1ki 

D 
Exposed rock and soil 2 

Cover/ Abundance Values: 

D - sparse; small or neghg:ble cover 
I plentiful, but less than $'!I\ cover 
2 $ • 2$% cover 
) 2, • )0% cover 

D Source, Elliot and Hall (August 1979: 10 <le Ill. 

0 
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Gully Vegetation. The widely spaced gullies in this area are characterized by taller, 
greener, more vigorous grasses~ particularly feathery pennisetum. The shrub layer is 
dominated by kiawe but includes koa-haole (Leucaena leucocephala) which ls con­
spicuously absent in the drier, more open grasslands. Other species more often found 
in the gullies than open areas include wild spiny cucumber (Cucumis dipsaceus), hairy 
merremia, and guinea grass (Panicum maximum). Soils here are more shaded and less 
dessicated than in outside areas. Shallow gullies (Jess than ten feet deep) more closely 
resemble adjoining open scrub grasslands. 

Rocky Shore. This cover type is characterized by black Java-rock boulder beaches. 
The transition between coastal kiawe forest and rocky shore is abrupt, with strand or 
other vegetative cover conspicuously absent on most of the boulder beaches. 
Occasionally nettle-leaved goosefoot , Australian saltbush (Atriplex semibaccata), and 
swollen fingergrass occupy pockets of so11 between the lava boulders. 

Summary. Tabie V-4 summarizes the characteristics of each cover type and lists the 
dominant species for each. For the project area as a whole it is convenient to consider 
these cover types in terms of their zonal relationship to the physical terrain. Rocky 
shore, for example, occurs in a thin strip along the coast and at the base of low 
volcanic sea cliffs. coastal kiawe forest occurs in a wider strip along the coast where 
groundwater is available and soils transported from uplands have tended to accumu­
late. Finally, the steadily rising slopes of the remnant Kohala shield volcano, with its 
thin soils, rolling hills and rock outcrops, serve as habitat for the xerophytic open 
scrub grasslands; these are interrupted only by Akoni Pule Highway and the occasional 
gullies with their associated gully vegetation. Figure V-4 illustrates this relationship 
between land cover and terrain by means of a typical profile diagram. 

Geographic Distribution of Cover Types 

Figu·res V-5 and V-6 show the spatial dist ribution of the different cover types. The 
maps are based on intensive field surveys and aerial photographic interpre tation 
(EUlott and Hall, August 1979). Brief descriptions of the flora present on each of the 
four properties are presented below. 

Lamaloloa. With only 84 acres, Lamaloloa is the smallest of the four properties that 
constitute the Mahukona Resort site. More than 90 percent of this narrow strip of 
land is characterized by open scrub grassland. Kiawe trees and shrubs are sparser on 
the parcel mauka (uphill) of the the highway. The coastal kiawe forest is dense but 
occurs as a very narrow fringe along the rocky shore. Very few gullies cut through t his 
property. 

Kaiholena. The Kaiholena property is the largest (528 acres) of the parcel pairs in the 
project area, and with respect to cover and terrain, it is also the most variable. While 
most of this property is categorized as scrub grassland, there are many large patches 
of pure open grassland devoid of trees or shrubs. Like most of this region, the 
property exhibits rolling hills, boulders, and rock formations. There appears to be a 
relatively greater concentration of gullies, however, and these are slgnif icantly wider 
and deeper than those of the other properties. Along the coast the kiawe forest is not 
continuous, with some areas of open scrub grassland reaching the edge of coastal cliffs 
and rocky shore. The largest stands of coastal kiawe forest within the property 
boundaries are situated at the extreme northwest and southwest corners of the parcel. 

Kaupalaoa. The Kaupalaoa property's 108 acres are characterized by rolling open 
scrub grasslands with very few gullies. Its coastal forest, although not extensive, is 
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Table V-4. Summary of Cover Types on the Mahukona Resort Site. 

I. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Cover T1.e_e 

Open Scrub 
Grasslands 

Coastal Forest 

Gully 
Vegetation 

Rocky Shore 

Characteristics 

Vast open roUing spaces covered with grasses. Scat­
tered trees and shrubs constitute less than 6096 of total 
cover and give this category its savannah-like appear­
ance. 

Continuous, closed canopy trees 30 to 40 feet high. 
Conspicuous absence of open grasslands, Herb layer 
highly shaded and supports sparse cover of grasses, 
forbs. 

Shaded, relatively moist soils. Steep to moderate 
slopes, numerous boulders. Plants greener, grasses 
taJJer than in dry areas. 

Beach comprised of black Java boulders. Conspicuous 
absence of plant cover. Occasional low volcanic sea 
cliffs. 

(~ i;;::1 ~ ~ _] C7 c::::l r-J 

Important Plant Species 

Kiawe (Prosopis paUida) trees and shrubs, 
feathery pennisetum (Pennisetum setosum), 
buffelgrass (Cenchrus ciliaris), piJigrass 
(Hetero on contortus), stinkgrass 
.Era rostis ciJianensis , ilima (Sida spp.), 
waltheria Wa theria americana). --

Kiawe trees, feathery pennisetum, swoJlen 
fingergrass (Chloris inflata), nettle-leaved 
goosefoot (Chenopodium murale), waJtheria. 

Kiawe trees and shrubs, koa-haoJe 
(Leucaena leucocephaJa), feathery pennise­
tum, wild spiny cucumber (Cucumis 
di saceus), hairy merremia (Merremia 
ae.&re_tia • 

Occasional scattered species in small 
pockets of soil--swollen f ingergrass, nettle­
leaved goosefoot, Australian saJtbush 
(Atri.e_lex semibaccata), 

Source: Compiled by Belt, Collins & Associates from information reported by Elliott and HaJl (August 1979). 

CJ 



400 

300 

ai 
~-
c 
0 

~ 200 >­
Q) 

w 

100 
Rocky 
Shore 

0 

Coastal 
Forest 

500 1000 

Open Scrub Grassland 

1500 2000 2500 

Horizontal Distance (feet) 

Legend 

Lava Boulders 

Kiawe Tree (>10 ft.) 

Klawe Scrub (<10 ft.) 

Grasses 

Forbs 

Gully Vegetation 

05@@:JC?@ V-4. Typical Vegetation Profile Diagram of 
the Mahukona Resort Site 

mahukona resort 

Open Scrub Grassland 

3000 3500 4000 

V-20 Environmental Impact Statement 

D 
0 
0 
0 
0 

u 
a 
0 

□ 
0 
ll 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
Li 



D 

D 
[ 

0 
L 
D 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
[ 

0 
u 
l 

C. 

0 

mahukona ·resort 

LAMALOLOA 

Vegetation Cover Types: Lamaloloa 
and Kaih-cllena Properties 

Environmsntal ~ ~t 

Legend 

D Open SCrub Grassland 

@ Rocky Shore 

[1 Coastal Fo,est 

!{fl Gully Vegetation 

J CoastJine •.. 
/ Highway 

0 500 tOO'Q 

~ 



KAUPALAOA 

V-22 

Legend 

CII 
C 

~ 
::, 
.c 
CII 

::IE 
QI 
CII 
.c 

J 

mahukona resort 

D Open Scrub Grassland (illJ Gully Vegetation 

Fl ~ Rocky Shore 

[i} Coastal Forest 

Vegetation Cover Types: Kaupalaoa 
and Kehena 2 Properties 

,J- Coastline -·:._ .. 
/ Highway 

h.1-io @ 
Scale In fest Nonh 

Environmental Impact Statement 

0 
a 
0 
n 
0 
·D 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
{l 

D 
0 
0 
0 
0 
D 
u 



C 

r 
C 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
D 
D 
f 
0 
C 
0 
0 
0 

dense and well developed ln places. The rocky shore is somewhat wider here than 
along previously mentioned parcels. Many jeep trails cross this small parcel, and 
scenic vistas from the uplands towards the ocean are exceptional. 

Kehena 2. The 326 acres in the two parcels that constitute the Kehena 2 property 
make it the second largest on the project site. It is also the southernmost of the 
development areas. As one would expect, the dominant cover type is open scrub 
grassland, but the topography is generally more rugged than that of the other 
properties. The gullies, however, are not as deeply incised as in Kaiholena. Numerous 
bays and inlets occur along the coast. Boulder beaches, though wide in places, are 
discontinuous. Coastal forest occurs in dense patches. 

Probable Impacts on Vegetation 

Construction of the proposed resort would involve extensive clearance of the existing 
vegetation, as well as the importation of many exotic species for use in landscaping 
and the establishment of grass and other new ground cover for the proposed golf 
course. As a result, major changes ln the floristic makeup of the area may be 
expected. 

Despite the fact that there would be extensive changes in the type and distribution of 
vegetation types on the Mahukona Resort site, Elliott and Hall note that even without 
specific site plans for the development we can be re1atively sure that no significant 
direct adverse imp~cts on vegetation are likely to. result from the proposed project: 

There ls little diversity of cover types and even within cover types there ls 
little diversity of individual plant species. Dominants are all exotics which 
are xerophytic, (i.e.) adopted to harsh, dry, desert-like environments. 
Native species are poorly represented and of these, no rare or endangered 
species are known to exist... While some flora will inevitably be· 
destroyed, ... these will be replaced by a variety of ornamental and non­
ornamental species. Planting, fertilization, weed control, and irrigation in 
particular will improve the project site as a habitat for plant and 
consequently some animal species (Elliott and Hall, August 1979:26,33). 

While they believe that direct impacts on vegetation will not be significant, Elliott and 
Hall (August 1979) do call attention to indirect effects that vegetation changes can 
have on such things as climate, soil loss and fertility, the hydrologic cycle, air quality, 
and aesthetics. These effects are covered in other sections of this chapter. 

Mitigation Measures 

As indicated above, no significant adverse impacts on vegetation are expected as a 
result of the proposed project. However, this conclusion is based on only a general 
description of development plans and a vegetation survey conducted during the dry 
season. Once more detailed site plans become available, these conclusions could be 
reviewed and, if necessary, modified. Such a rev iew might also provide an opportunity 
to observe the area during the wet season when more annuals are apparent. 
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FAUNA 

Introduction 

The vegetation changes just described, together with the increased human activity 
that would accompany development and operation of the proposed resort facilities 
have the potential of affecting the area's fauna. To determine whether or not these 
effects are likely to be significant, a wildlife survey of t he Mahukona Resort site was 
conducted in June 1979 by Phillip Bruner, a biologist at Brigham Young University­
Hawaii. In addition to the on-site survey, background research (literature review and 
personal interviews with biologists familiar with this area) was undertaken as well. 

The primary objectives of this study were to survey the overall avifaunal composition 
and usage of the area, to learn whether or not any "endangered" species were present, 
and, if so, to determine the extent to which they depended upon t he resources of the 
site. A secondary goal was to investigate the feral mammals utilizing the habitat with 
special attention directed towards determining whether or not the "endangered" 
Hawaiian Bat (Lasiurus cinereus semotus) occurred there. 

Observations were conducted with binoculars and by listening for vocalizations. AU 
accessible areas were surveyed. At randomly selected sites eight-minute counts of all 
birds either seen or heard were taken. These counts were made in all types of habitat 
(open grassland, Kia we thickets, shoreline, roadside), at different times of the day, and 
under slightly varying weather conditions; they provide much of the basis for the 
population estimates contained in this report as weJl as serving to indicate general 
distribution patterns. 

Wildlife Present 

Non-resident (Migratory) Birds. Only one Wandering Tattler (Heteroscelus incanus) 
was observed along the rocky shoreline. However, since most migratory birds had left 
HawaU by May (i.e., before field work began), few sightings were to be expected. 
During the winter months (September to April), one would expect to find both 
Wandering Tattler and Ruddy Turnstone (Arenaria inter res) common along these 
shores. The grassland is probably t oo dense an ta.I to be utllized by inland migratory 
species such as the Golden Plover (PluviaJis dominica). 

Resident Indigenous (Native) Birds. No resident native birds were recorded during the 
study. The extreme dryness of the habitat probably precludes use by most native 
species, but the endemic Hawaiian Owl, caUed Pueo (Asio f!ammeus sandwichensis ) 
might be expected. Pueo are fairly common on ranchland and in forests on Hawaii 
Island. They have been found frequently along the Saddle Road, and also at lower 
elevations such as Honaunau. Some have been sighted in the Kohala coastal region. 

Resident Exotic (Introduced) Birds. Bruner (1979:3) recorded a total of 14 exotic bird 
species in the vicinity of the project. The relative abundance and habitat preference 
of these species is indicated in Table V-5. Of particular interest is the relatively 
localized nature of some species. For instance, only small groups (two to four 
individuals) of Mockingbirds (Mi mus polyglottus) were found on the properties planned 
for resort use, while further north, near Mahukona Harbor, the coastal Kia we thickets 
contained flocks of more than thirty. Other exotic passerine species varied from 
abundant to uncommon. Of note was the fact that Common Myna (Acridotheres 
tristis) and Japanese White-eye (Zosterops japonica) were less common than expected. 
Perhaps this was due to the lack of varied vegetation and the arid nature of the 
habitat. 
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Table V-5. Relative Abundance and Habitat Preference of Exotic Birds at Mahukona Resort 
Site. 

COMMON NAME SCIENTIFIC NAME HABITAT! ABUNDANCE2 

Ring-necked Pheasant Phasianus colchicus G,K,E 

Erckel's Francolin Francolinus erckelii G,K,E 

Gray Francolin Francolinus eondicerianus G 

Japanese Quail Coturnix Coturnix G,K,E 

Barred Dove Geopelia striata K,E,G,H 

Spotted Dove Streetoeelia chinensis K,E,G,H 

Barn Owl Tyto alba K,G 

Mockingbird Mimus eolyglottos K,H,E 

Common Myna Acridotheres tristis H,K,E 

Japanese White-eye Zosteroes japonica K,H,G 

Northern Carginal Cardinalis cardinalis K,H 

House Finch Caq~odacus mexicanus K,H 

l Habitat - Area most frequented. Order of most preferred or utilized begins at left. 

G = Grassland 
K = Kiawe thickets 
H = Housing (man-made structures) 
E = Edge of road 
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2 Abundance - Number of times observed during survey or frequency on eight minute counts: 

A = Abundant (average number on 8 minute count> 10) 
C = Common (average number on 8 minute count= 5 to 10) 
U = Uncommon (average number on 8 minute count < 5) 
R = Recorded but not on 8 minute count. Number that follows is the actual number seen or 

heard. 

Source: Bruner (June 1979). 
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Of the several game species known to inhabit the area, Erckel's Francolin (Franco­
Hnus erckelii) and Japanese Quail (Coturnix Coturnix) were found to be the most 
common. Fish and Game personal familiar with the North Kohala area report Gray 
Francolin (FrancoJinus pondicerianus), Black Francolin (Francolinus francolinus), 
Chukar (Alectoris chukar), and Ring-necked Pheasant (Phasianus colchius) as common. 
Only two of these species were recorded during the survey, and these were seen only in 
low numbers. 

Mammals. Although the Hawaiian Bat (Lasiurus cinereus semotus) occurs on Hawaii, it 
was not observed during this study and we are unaware of any records for this species 
at Mahukona. Most sightings of this bat have been made around Hilo and in t he higher 
rainforests. 

House Mouse (Mus musculus) and Mongoose (Herpestes auropunctatus) were abundant 
in the study area. In fact, the House Mouse population seemed to be at epidemic 
proportions. On the second day of the survey, 72 mice were counted during a 1.5 
minute period. This figure is aJJ the more surprising considering that this species is 
predominantly nocturnal. 

Impacts on Wildlife 

Development of the Mahukona Resort would alter the composition of the wildlife 
community that is present by changing the physical and floral environment in which 
the fauna must subsist. However, given the a bsence of any rare, endangered, or 
otherwise particularly sensitive species, it appears that the impact of the proposed 
project on wildlife would not be significant. 

The birds and mammals that utilize the site are highly mobile and, unlike the 
vegetation that is present, would not be destroyed during site clearance operations. 
However, since adjacent undisturbed areas are probably already at their carrying 
capacity, it should not be assumed that there would be no decrease in the population of 
individual species as a result of the proposed project. On the contrary, significant 
changes in species composition should be expected as the animals adjust to changed 
conditions. Species which will probably exhibit an increase in their current population 
with the advent of new housing and introduced vegetation are Warbling SllverbiU, 
House Sparrow, White-eye, and Myna. Game bird populations should be expected to 
decline with loss of habitat and the influx of dogs and cats that usually accompany 
housing developments. 

While no Pueo were recorded on the site, it is a likely foraging area for this speciest 
especially considering the large number of rodents (the Pueo's primary food) that were 
observed there. Development on the approximately two square miles of the Mahukona 
Resort site would reduce the Pueo's habitat, and perhaps population, as would new 
housing areas resulting from resort-related population growth. However, it should be 
noted that the habitat range of the Pueo is extremely broad as it ''appears to be 
tolerant of wide climatic extremes" (Berger, 1972:93) and that the overwhelming 
majority of its Big Island hab,tat would remain. 

Mitigation Measures 

No endangered or native species are known to inhabit the site of the proposed resort, 
although the Pueo has been sited on occasion in similar habitats elsewhere in the 
region. To mitigate impacts on game birds and Pueo as much of the natural grassland 
and Kiawe forest as possible should be retained, as these species rely on this kind of 
habitat, as opposed to mankured lawns and other resort Jandscaping, for cover and 
foraging. 
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IMPACTS ON THE NEARSHORE MARINE COMMUNITY 

Introduction 

The parcels that make up the site of the proposed Mahukona Resort are bordered by 
approximately 10,000 feet of coastline and adjacent nearshore reef which supports a 
rich marine community. While the proposed resort development would have no direct 
effect on this area, changes in runoff volume and water quality would probably occur 
that have the potential of creating adverse impacts if particularly sensitive marine 
communities are present. Because of this, a survey of the nearshore area was 
commissioned as part of this study (Dollar and Boucher, November 1980). The purpose 
of the analysis was: 

o To identify any resources present that may be of significant commercial or 
recreational value or that represent rare or unique ecological features susceptible 
to adverse effects from the proposed development; 

o To estimate the significance of changes that are likely to occur; and 

o To help determine an appropriate methodological approach for the future evalua-
tion of project-related changes. 

It must be emphasized that the absence of specific site plans made it necessary to 
work at a very conceptual ·level and that a review of the conclusions presented below 
will be necessary once additional information regarding the proposed development 
becomes available. 

It must also be noted that the discussion limits itself to the area fronting the 
Mahukona Resort site. Secondary development generated by resort-related employ­
ment also has the potential for affecting the marine environment, but, in the absence 
of specific knowledge regarding its location and •character, it is impossible to 
characterize this impact at the present time. 

DESCRIPTION OF THE MARINE COMMUNITY 

Physiography 

The physical structure of the shoreline and reef platform fronting the Mahukona 
Resort site is shown in Figure V-7. It is characterized by an accumulation of 
limestone on a volcanic basalt basement complex. From a physiographic standpoint, 
the reef can be divided into the following five zones: 

Littoral Zone. The littoral zone encompasses the area between the low-tide mark and 
the upper reaches of the wave-splash zone. Lava headlands consisting of jagged, 
barren lava platforms dotted with tide pools separate a series of small bays and give 
the coastline a scalloped appearance when seen from overhead. The bays generally 
contain small beaches made up of rounded basaltic boulders mixed with scattered 
bleached limestone cobbles. 

Basalt Boulder Zone. The boulders that comprise the littoral beaches extend below the 
low tide mark and form the first true benthic (bottom) zone. These well-rounded 
boulders change in color from black above the water line to pinkish-white below due to 
a solid covering of encrusting coralline algae. This zone extends to a depth of 10 feet 
and a distance of 25 to 30 feet offshore. At the seaward edge of the boulder zone is a 
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vertical drop of about eight feet. This drop-off is composed of an undercut ledge that 
may represent a submerged shoreline. Off the lava platform headlands, the boulder 
zone is replaced by short vertical basalt cliffs. It is of interest that these headlands 
extend seaward below water level as narrow flat-topped fingers. 

Limestone Platform Zone. Seaward of the drop that abruptly marks the edge of the 
boulder zone, the bottom consists of a flat, barren limestone platform, from 20 to 30 
feet wide, lying in 18 to 25 feet of water. This platform is also covered with coralline 
encrusting algae. The major topographic feature of this area is a honeycomb of 
shallow pits dug by the burrowing activity of several species of sea urchin. The 
relative paucity of fauna in both this and the previous zone is due to physical stress 
associated with storm waves breaking on the shaJlow reef. 

Porites Reef-building Zone. At a depth of approximately 25 feet, live coral colonies 
become the dominant bottom cover and form a solid carbonate reef platform. 
Numerious cube-shaped basalt extrusions and boulders are scattered over the platform. 
The tops of these are generally covered with live coral. Small patches of white 
calcareous sand were infrequently observed in this region. The terminus of this zone 
was marked by a second undercut step-ledge eight feet high. 

Porites Pinnacle/Sand Flat Zone. Seaward of the second ledge the substrate is 
predominantly fine white calcareous sand. Interspersed on the sand bed are numerous 
living coral pinnacles or mounds, as well as basaltic slabs and boulders. Many of these 
coral mounds are large pyramid-shaped Porites lobata colonies. As one moves seaward 
these coral mounds gradually become Jess abundant until at a depth of 80 feet they 
cease to occur and the substrate consists entirely of white sand. 

Corals 

One of the most important components of the tropical benthos is the scleractinian, or 
stony corals. These animals play a keystone role in that they are major contributors to 
the physical structure of the reef, provide food and shelter for other species groups, as 
well as provide a protective barrier to shoreline erosion. Species assemblage 
characteristics of coral communities are also known to be accurate indicators of 
natural environmental conditions as well as pollution since they are adversely affected 
by wave stress, turbidity, siltation, and changes in salinity. Hence, corals are very 
useful in evaluating reef community structure. 

During the course of the survey conducted for this study (Dollar and Boucher, 
November 1980), no corals were observed in the littoral or inshore basaltic boulder 
zones. Only small, scattered encrustations of Porites lobata and Poci11opora 
meandrina were present in the limestone platform zone. This paucity of corals is 
apparently due to the heavy wave stress that occurs in these shallow areas. 

In contrast to the very small amount of living coral present in the littoral and inshore 
basaltic boulder zones, corals are the dominant physiographic, as well as biological 
feature, of the Porites reef-building and Porites pinnacle/sand zones. Large 
hemispherical and pyramid shaped colonies of Porites lobata and dense thickets of 
branching Porites compressa blanket the ocean floor in the zones of active upward 
reef accretion. While the coral cover is high, species diversity is uncommonly low, 
with only four species other than Porites encountered. 

In general, Porites is the most succesful competitor on Hawaiian reefs. When 
conditions suitable for its growth persist with relatively little disturbance, it can 
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displace other species of corals through substrate monopolization. Its dominance in the 
reefs at Mahukona suggest that they have developed in an environment where a low 
frequency of large-scale wave disturbance and absence of major fluctuations in water 
quality have allowed the coral community to reach an advanced successional stage. 
This conclusion is also supported by the fact that there is no Pocillopora-dominated 
zone in the offshore waters at Mahukona. PociUopora is known as a "fugitive species" 
because of its ability to occur commonly in areas that are too harsh for other species. 
The relative abundance of PociUopora is a useful biological indicator of natural wave 
stress. This species was infrequently observed on the limestone platform and the few 
colonies of this species noted in the reef-building zone were all in the process of being 
overgrown by Porites thickets. In addition to those noted above, other coral species 
that occurred frequently (under ledges or outcrops) were the ahermatype 
Tubastrea coccinea and the antipatharian Cirrhi athes an uina. Pavona varians, 
Montipora verrucosa, Palythoa Tuberculosa and Porites Synaraea convexa were also 
noted on the reef platform. 

Benthic Invertebrates 

The macrobenthic invertebrate community in the vicinity of the Mahukona Resort is a 
exceptionally rich and diverse, relative to that found elsewhere along the West Hawaii 
coast and elsewhere in the Hawaiian archipelago. A total of 80 species were observed 
by Dollar and Boucher during their 1980 field survey (see Appendix C-}. MoUuscs (4-6 
species} and echinoderms (21 species) were the dominant components of the benthic 
fauna. 

In the littoral zone, the molluscs Littorina pintado, Nerita picea, and Cellana 
sandwichensis (opihi) are abundant; they form a typical littoral moluscan assemblage 
clinging onto the basalt substrate where they feed upon algae and detritus. A 
pulmonate limpet (Sif<honaria normalis) was occassional in the intertidal zone, and the 
armored sea urchin Colobocentrotus atrata) is very abundant at the zero tide level. 
The basalt shoreline of this region is riddled with honeycombs bored by the sea urchins 
Echinometra mathaei and Echinornetra oblonga, both of which are very common. The 
cowry Cypraea caputserpentis, the sea cucumber Actinopyga rnauritiana and the crab 
Grapsis grapsis are also present. 

Due to the high wave stresses characteristic of the basalt boulder zone, corals which 
provide shelter for other invertebrate species are absent, and habitat diversity is low. 
Consequently, the invertebrate fauna diversity of this region is low and restr icted to 
organisms capable of withstanding high wave energy. Among the sea urchins, 
Echinometra mathaei, Echinometra oblonga and Tripneustes gratiUa are extremely 
abundant, while Heterocentrotus mammiJlatus and Echinostrephus aciculatus are 
occasionally found tightly wedged into crevices. Echinothrix diadema ls also 
prominent. Filter feeders such as barnacles and the tube-dwelling Dendropoma sp. and 
molluscs such as Drupa morum, Morula uva, Chama iostoma, and Cypraea maculifera, 
all typically associated with regions of high wave energy, are found here. 

Though stiU somewhat barren, the diversity of macrobenthic invertebrates increases in 
the limestone platform zone, apparently due to deeper water and less wave stress. 
The sea urchins mentioned above continue to predominate. Heterocentrotus 
mamiJlatus becomes more abundant while Echinometra oblonga dimin ish. The long 
spined urchin Echinothrix calamaris occurs abundantly on the reef flat as do the 
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sea stars Unckia guildingil and Llnckia multiflora. Mollusc species associated with 
hard substrate with sand pockets, such as Conus textile and Conus ebraeus are seen, as 
are Drupa morum and Morula uva. 

The wide range of habitats found in the Porites lobata reef building zone--live coral, 
sandy substrate, coral rubble, ledges, and caves--each support a characteristic fauna! 
assemblage: 

o Live corai regions contain a wide variety of animals. In addition to those already 
mentioned, Acanthaster plancl (the crown-of-thorns starfish), Corallio hillia 
violacea (a gastropod mollusc}, and Spirobranchus gigantea (a ploycheate worm are 
abundant. The brittle stars (Opihiocoma spp.), sponges such as Clathrina sp. and 
hydroids such as Halocordyle distlcha inhabit the interstitial spaces of live corals. 

o Regions of dead coral rubble support a very diverse population of molluscs. Among 
species highly prized by collectors are the cowries Cypraea helvola, Cypraea 
isabella, Cypraea talpa, and the endemic Cypraea gaskoini, Charania tritonis 
(Triton's trumpet), Conus textile, Tonna perdix, Cymatium pileare, Bursa cruentata 
and Casmaria erinaceous. Bivalves such as Trapezium oblongum and Tellina 
elizabethae were observed wedged into rubble crevices. The sponge species 
Spirastrella vagabunda and Chondrosia chucalla are occasionally found encrusting 
the substratum. Nudibranch mollusc species Hexabranchus sanguineus and 
Phyllidia varicosa, which prey upon sponges, were also noted in this region, as were 
the sea urchins Echinometra mathaei and Eucidaris metularia, the pincushion 
starfish Culcita novaeguinae, and mollusc species such as Swainsonia newcombi and 
Latirus nodatus. 

o Ledge and cave fauna included several species of sponges and hydroids, as well as 
oysters (Spondylus sp.) and the slipper lobster Arctides regalis. Chondreocidaris sp. 
was infrequently observed in ledges at depths exceeding 20 meters. This 
observation was significant since this species of sea urchin is only rarely found in 
shallow reef habitats. Bryozoan species such as Lichenopora sp., Holoporella sp. 
and Triphyllozoan hirsutum were seen encrusting the ledges and cave walls. 

o Invertebrate species found in sandy areas of the Porites lobata reef-building zone 
are the same as those found in the sand and coral mound zone discussed below. 

In addition to invertebrates associated with solid substrata, species typically found in 
sand are present in the Porites pinnacle/sand flat zone. Molluscs predominating in this 
region were found by fanning sand tracks. The auger shells Hastula lanceata and 
Hastula penicillata, the miter Imbricaria olivaeformis, and the cerithid Rhinoclavis 
sinensis live in sand pockets, where they feed upon polychaete worms and 
hemichordates. Filter feeding bivalves such as Trachycardium orbita, Haumea juddi 
and Pinna muricata occur occasionally. Echinoderms such as the sea cucumber 
Holothuria atra, sea urchin Pseudoboletia indiana and heart urchin 
Clypeaster reticulata are also present. 

Reef Fishes 

Diversity of reef fish is generally positively correlated with topographic relief of the 
substrata and the stability of the environment. The large number of different zones, 
or habitats, as well as the highly complex vertical relief associated with the coral 
platforms, Java structures and undercut ledges present along the Mahukona shoreline 
support a highly varied fish fauna. The relative stability of the offshore environment, 
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i.e., the infrequency with which the fish are subject to the stress of high wave energy 
and/or major fluctuations in the physio-chemical quality of the water, has also allowed 
highly complex and specialized fish-habitat interactions to evolve there. As a result, 
the reef fish assemblage at Mahukona is very diverse, and a total of 76 different 
species were observed during the brief survey conducted for this report (see 
Appendix C). 

In addition to being very diverse, the reef fish population in the vicinity is relatively 
high. This appears to be a function both of the diversity of habitats already mentioned 
and of the relatively low fishing pressure that results from the area's remote location 
and difficult access. The absence of significant fishing pressure is evidenced by the 
abundance of individuals that are highly regarded food species such as goatfish and 
squirrelfish. Also, species considered to be highly desirable aquarium fish were 
abundant here, in contrast to Kona reefs where aquarium fish collecting is a profitable 
cottage industry. 

Benthic Algae 

In general, the seaweed flora of the Mahukona area is sparse and is monopolized by a 
few species (see Appendix C). This depauperate species assemblage is typical of the 
west coast of the island of Hawaii. Foliose algal species, whose presence is indicative 
of highly variable conditions, were predominant only on the limestone reef flat where 
there is a constant movement due to wave action. They were rare in the low-energy 
environment farther offshore. 

The most noticeable algal species of the intertidal zone are those growing at zero tide 
level directly exposed to the force of incoming waves. Pterocladia capillacea and 
Ahnfeltia concinna form a dense algal fringe at zero tide level. A small amount of 
Ulva fasciata or "sea lettuce" was observed on exposed basalt. The most abundant 
species present was Porolithon onkodes, a coralline alga, which forms a dense pinkish 
crust covering the rocky basalt faces and boulders of the intertidal zone. 

In the intertidal zone Pterocladia caerulescens forms a dense green mat where it 
grows upon rocks in tidal pools. The branching, calcareous Jania sp. was found growing 
intertwined with the Pterocladia mat. Amansia glomerataand Valonia aegagropila 
were uncommon in tide pools. 

Subtidally, the crustose coralline species Porolithon onkodes and Hydrolithon sp. were 
found encrusting virtually every exposed surface. In the subtidal boulder zone 
Porolithon onkodes formed a crust over the basalt boulders and the shells of barnacle 
and mollus species living there. Hydrolithon sp. was abundant on the limestone reef 
flat and covered coral rubble in the deeper habitats. Foliose algal species were 
extremely rare in the deeper coral-dominant zones. 

IMPACT OF THE PROPOSED MAHUKONA RESORT 

As mentioned in the introduct ion, the absence of detailed site and infrastructure plans 
for the proposed Mahukona Resort makes it impossible to perform an in-depth analysis 
of the project's potential impacts on the marine biological community at this time. 
However, the information that is available is sufficient to reach some general 
conclusions regarding such effects, and these are discussed below. 

V-32 

0 
0 
(J 

u 
D 
ij 

fl 

n 
D 
D 
D 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
[1 

a 



.J 

..J 

n 

lJ 

0 
D 
D 
D 
D 
[, 

D 
0 
D 
C 

\ 

Relative Quality of the Marine Community 

In the opinion of Dollar and Boucher (November 1980: 15), 

The reef communities at Mahukona represent some of the most pristine and 
diverse invertebrate and fish assemblages in the Hawaiian Islands. Reef 
coral diversity is low but percent bottom cover is high, indicating competi­
tive monopolization resulting from highly predictable conditions. The sum 
of these factors is a particularly interesting and beautiful Hawaiian coral 
reef that will add useful recreational and aesthetic resources to the 
planned development. 

A survey conducted as part of an earlier study by the State Department of Land and 
Natural Resources (197 5) included the shoreline area fronting the northernmost of the 
parcels on which the proposed Mahukona Resort would be built. The report reached a 
similar conclusion: 

Coral growths (sic) was luxuriant ••• in many other areas along the Lapakahi 
coastline. In terms of color, abundance, variety of form and shape, the 
coral growth at Lapakahi rivals that found at Kealakekua Bay Marine Life 
Conservation District and Underwater Park in Kona. The variety and 
numbers of fishes at Lapakahi are also equal to, and in some instances 
better than, what was present at Kealakekua Bay before it was established 
as a Marine Life Conservation District. (Hawaii, State of, Department of 
Land and Niitural Resources, 1975:5). 

Results of this and earlier surveys led to the establishment of the Lapakahi Marine 
Life Conservation District in February 1979. The waters fronting Lamaloloa (the 
northernmost of the Mahukona Resort parcels) were placed within subzone B of the 
District, confirming Dollar and Boucher's assessment of its values. 

Probable Impacts 

Studies conducted for this report indicate that the biological communities present in 
the offshore areas along the resort site are highly adapted to relatively stable and 
benign environmental conditions (e.g., low sedimentation and turbidity, constant 
salinity, etc.). This, in turn, suggests that they are relatively sensitive to changes in 
these factors that are beyond the normal range. In other words, it indicates that 
physical development that alters these conditions could produce a relatively large 
change in the structure of the biological community. 

Having concluded that the reef community at Mahukona is rather susceptible to 
change (but not necessarily destruction) if the physical environment in which it exists 
undergoes much modification, it is now necessary to consider whether such modifica­
tions are likely to occur as a result of the proposed Mahukona Resort. 

The proposed project does not involve any direct physical or chemical modifications to 
the nearshore environment. Hence, there would be no physical disruption of the 
existing habitat and, more importantly, no changes that would affect the amount of 
wave energy (the primary determinant of reef community structure) striking the 
shoreline. In the absence of an ocean outfall for treated sewage effluent or gross 
over-fertilization of the proposed golf course and landscaping, none of which are 
expected, the proposed resort development would not have a significant effect on 
water chemistry. In view of the above, the only possible effect of development 
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activities that is of concern is increased erosion and sedimentation resulting from land 
clearance and grading operations and from changed land cover and drainage patterns. 

The amount of erosion that will occur on any given piece of land is a function of many 
factors. The most important of these are the slope, the characteristics of the soil 
itself (particle size, cohesiveness, permeability, etc.), the type of ground cover 
present, and the intensity and frequency of the rainfall that may be expected to occur. 
The slope on the Mahukona Resort site is moderate and the erodibility potential of the 
soil (a shallow, very fine sandy loam) is relatively high. On the other hand, the 
permeability of the soil (as measured in laboratory tests, not in situ), is moderately 
high (from 0.63 to 2.0 inches per hour) and both the average rainfall (10 inches per 
year) and the most intense storm rainfaH (1.5 inches per hour for the 100-year, one­
hour event) are comparatively low (U.S. Weather Bureau, 1962:22). As a result, t he 
potential for damage to the marine environment from the proposed project is slight. 
So long as normal precautions are followed during grading and site preparation, 
construction of the proposed resort is unlikely to increase sedimentation rates to t he 
point where the existing marine community would be seriously altered. 

One additional effect may result indirectly from the proposed project. By making 
shoreline access much easier, the Mahukona Resort would almost certainly increase 
the number of local fishermen exploiting the area's resources. This would result in a 
decline in the populations of desirable food and commercial species. (Note that, 
assuming reasonable enforcement of the State regulations governing the Lapakahi 
Marine life Conservation District, the area fronting Lamaloloa, the northernmost of 
the parcels, would be largely protected from this impact.) Visitors interested only in 
viewing the magnificent concentration of tropical fish that is now present may view 
the decline in population as an adverse impact. Local resident s whose families would 
benefit from the availability of these rich fishing grounds would view the change 
favorably. 
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IMPACTS ON HISTORIC AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

INTRODUCTION 

In earlier times, Kohala supported a large population of aboriginal Hawaiians. They 
left behind them rich evidence of their culture, evidence that anthropologists have 
only recently begun to explore. One of the most significant research programs has 
focused on Lapakahi, just a short distance to the north of the proposed Mahukona 
Resort site, and material uncovered there made it evident that development activities 
on the Mahukona Resort property had a high probability of disturbing valuable 
archaeological remains there. 

In addition to the direct effects that construction of the proposed resort project could 
have on archaeological resources situated on-site, it could also indirectly impact 
archaeological resources both on adjacent lands and in the larger region. Access to 
parcels between and adjacent to the proposed development would be made easier as a 
result of the resort project, and an increase in the number of people using these areas 
could lead to the disturbance or destruction, intentionally or unintentionally, of 
archaeological resources. The secondary growth spurred by the project could also 
impact archaeological sites elsewhere in the region. However, since the exact 
location of this induced future growth is not known, these indirect impacts cannot be 
assessed until development approvals are being sought for support housing and other 
secondary growth projects. Because of this, the discussion in this section focuses only 
on archaeological resources within the proposed Mahukona Resort site. 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESEARCH ON THE PROPOSED RESORT SITE 

Prior to the present development proposal, very little archaeological work had been 
done on the Mahukona Resort site. The 1972 Statewide Inventory conducted by the 
State Parks Division of the Department of Land and Natural Resources (DLNR) 
contained far too little information to allow an assessment of the impacts of the 
proposed project. Therefore, an initial archaeological walk-through surface reconnais­
sance survey was conducted in June 1979 by the Bishop Museum Department of 
Anthropology (Sinoto, August 1979) in order to gain a better understanding of the 
resources that were present. 

The results of this reconnaissance survey not only reconfirmed the existence of a 
significant number of sites, "but also located additional, previously unrecorded sites, 
and provided preliminary insights into significant variations in morphological types and 
differential spatial distributions" (Schilt and Sinoto, January 1980:8). Recom­
mendations from this survey called for progressively intensive archaeological investi­
gations, with both long-range and incremental phase objectives. 

Based on the results of the reconnaissance survey and discussions with representatives 
of Mahukona Properties, the Bishop Museum staff then conducted a limited "Phase l" 
archaeological survey of the site (Schllt and Sinoto, January 1980). Note that, as used 
here and in their report, "Phase 1 Survey" refers to the fact that the survey is the first 
of a proposed [by the Bishop Museum] series of investigations on the Mahukona site. 
While the property slated for development during the first phase of the development 
schedule (Kaiholena) was studied most intensively, the survey encompassed all of the 
acreage covered by the present proposal. Within Kaiholena, precise plane-table and 
instrument locational mapping of all surface remains was undertaken. The scope of 
work for the other three properties--Lamaloloa, Kaupalaoa, and Kehena 2--called for 
only the accurate deJineation of site or cluster perimeters. Time constraints did not 
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allow an adequate instrument locational survey of the mauka parcels of these 
properties. The makai parcels were given priority because the reconnaissance survey 
indicated that they contained a greater number of sites. 

The purpose of the Phase I archaeological work was to carefully identify the existing 
remains, to define further necessary work, and to help establish a mitigation program 
for the proposed resort development. Research objectives entailed establishment of a 
tentative formal classification, based on morphological site types in the Kaiholena 
property, which would be applicable to the other properties as well. 

FINDINGS OF PHASE I SURVEY 

The Phase I survey designated 24 discrete sites and 21 site clusters within the makai 
parcels of the three properties not scheduled for immediat e development as 
"restricted areas". It recommended that further work be done on t hese parcels before 
site plans are drawn. Table V-6 shows the resources recorded in the Lamaloloa, 
Kaupalaoa, and Kehena 2 makai parcels. 

A total of 270 sites (18 in the mauka parcel and 252 in the makai parcel) (SchiJt and 
Sinoto, n.d.: 1) were identified within Kaiholena, the first of the properties scheduled 
for development. The location and characteristics of these sites were recorded and 
t hey were classified on the basis of the structural morphology of the surface remains. 
As indicated in Table V-7 the sites range in complexity from natural salt pans and 
simple ,single-stone modifications to elaborate, multi-featured compound structures. 

In general, the mauka parcel of this property exhibits characteristics of the mid• 
elevation intermediate zone identified at Lapakahi (Newman 1970:9). A predominance 
of small crude sites in low numbers, and the frequency of trails suggest temporary 
utilization of this area as a link between the coastal settlement and the inland 
agricultural lands. The most frequently represented site types in the mauka parcel are 
ahu and C-shape structures. The trails that do occur have been extensively disturbed 
at some time in the past, and only partial segments are present. There are two 
parallel segments which are atypical since they are oriented north-to-south (i.e., 
parallel to the coast) rather than in the common mauka-makai pattern. 

The sites in the makai parcel of Kaiholena are generally characterized by their large 
size, elaborate construction, and the frequent occurrence of accessory features such 
as salt pan/water catchments and bait cups. The predominant site types are ahu (45), 
C-shapes (52), enclosures (33), platforms (19), and compound structures (43). In terms 
of spatial distribution, the coastal sites exhibit a continuous dense pattern from sea 
level to a 100-foot elevation (about 100-150 meters linear distance inland). The large 
number of extensive midden scatters suggests that the area was intensively used by 
the aboriginal Hawaiians. Sites and site complexes of particular interest in the makai 
portion of the Kaiholena parcel are: 

o A unique, extensive complex of ahu and modified outcrops, numbering more 
than 70; 

o A remarkably well-preserved square enclosure surrounding what is probably a 
stone-lined well; 

o Two large platforms located well above the typical elevations for the more 
elaborate structures; and 
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Table V-6. Summary of Archaeological Resources Located in the Makai Parcels of the 
Kaupalaoa, Kehena 2, and Lamaloloa Properties.I 

Property 
Name 

Kaupalaoa 

Kehena 2 

Lamaloloa 

Resource 
Type 

Enclosures 
C-shapes 
Remnant structure 
Alignment 
Ahu 
Clusters of sites 

Enclosures 
C-shapes 
Platforms 
U-shapes 
Disturbed structure 
Clusters of sites 

Enclosure 
U-shape 
Clusters of sites 

No. of Examples 
Recorded 

2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
6 

6 
2 
5 
2 
1 
8 

1 
1 
7 

1 Time constraints did not allow thorough investigations of the mauka parcels. 
Priority was given to the makai parcels due to the far greater number of sites 
known to be present there. 

Source: Schilt, Rose and Sinoto, Aki {January 1980). Limited Phase I Archaeological 
Surve of Mahukona Pro erties: North Kohala Island of Hawaii. Department 
of Anthropology, Bernice P . Bishop Museum: Honolulu Ms. 013180), 
pp. 12-13. 



Table V-1. Archaeological Resources of the Kaiholena Property. 

NATURAL 

Unmodified 

SaJt pan/water catchment 
Overhang/cave shelter 

Modified 

Modified outcrop 
Overhang/cave shelter 

ARTIFICIAL 

Non-structure 

Single-stone modilicatfon 
papamu 
petroglyph 
bait cup 
sall pan/water catchment 

Strncture 

Informal 
ahtt 

Formal 
cairn 
platform 

circular /oval 
rectangular /square 
enclosed 
other 

stone alignment 
single stone alignment 
low stone border/terrace 

wall structure 
linear wall 
open-ended walled structure 

C-shape 
U-shape 

enclosure 
circular /oval 
rectangular/ square 
other 

compound 

OTHERS 

Trails 

homogeneous integral components 
heterogeneous integral components 

Anomalous/undefined structure 
Remnant 
Cultural deposit 

u 
1 

69 

3 

I 
13 

I 
4 

6 1 
8 

16 
18 
2 

18 
25 

u 
3 

111, 
7 

Source: Schtlt, Rose and Sinoto, Aki (January 1980). Limited Phase I Archaeological 
Surve of Mahukona Pro erties; North Kohala. Island of Hawau. Department 
of Anthropology, Bernice P. Bishop Museum: Honolulu Ms. 013180), 
pp. 16-18. 
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o An apparent holua slide (usually considered a chiefly sport). 

Table V-7 categorizes by type the 270 sites recorded in the Kaiholena parcels. Since 
the frequencies include multiple tallies from a single site, the numbers add up to more 
than 270. 

VALUE OF SITES 

The archaeological resources documented in the Bishop Museum report offer tremen­
dous potential as a data base from which 'to explore several focal questions in 
Hawaiian archaeology. Their importance is underscored by comparison with the 
research work done at Lapakahi, an ahupua'a north of the proposed resort site which 
shows many similarities of archaeological resources. While most of the structures at 
Lapakahi are of the post-contact period, indications are that the Kaiholena coastal 
settlements were abandoned in the prehistoric or early historic period and did not 
experience extensive historic modifications. The archaeological remains here are 
valuable for testing the model of cultural transformation developed from the research 
at Lapakahi. The Bishop Museum report (Schilt and Sinoto, January 1980:121) 
concluded: 

In summary, we view the archaeological remains in Kaiholena to be highly 
significant in their potential to yield information critical to understanding 
the emergence of complex, ranked social systems in Kohala and Hawaii as 
a whole. Also, the excellent condition and preservation of large numbers 
of archaeological sites [afford] a preservation and public interpretation 
potential which equals that of the Lapakahi State Park. 

Because only a reconnaissance survey was done of the other three properties, their 
resources could not be analyzed in the same manner as those in Kaiholena. 

The criteria used in evaluating the sites on the Kaiholena property and in formulating 
tentative recommendations included the following: 

1) The present condition of the site or the amount of damage that the feature has 
already sustained due to jeep road construction, erosional processes, camping 
activities, etc. 

2) The size and complexity of each she and its potential to yield information 
relevant to major archaeological questions. 

3) The extent to which the site is represented in the total inventory of site types. 

4) The qualification of the above criteria by a consideration of the site's location 
vis-a-vis other similar and different sites and its nearest neighbors (i.e., spatial 
relationships indicating possible functional associations). 

The Bishop Museum's report presented tentative recommendations for each of the sites 
in the Kaiholena property (Schilt and Sinoto, January 1980: 122-135). These are 
summarized in tabular form in Appendix D. Sites were placed in one of two 
categories: preservation or mitigation. The preservation category includes a subset 
called "main precinct." Figure V-8 shows very broadly where the groupings of sites in 
each category are found, and the boundaries of the main precinct. The Bishop Museum 
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stresses that their recommendations regarding each site may change, depending on the 
results of more intensive work. 

Sites that were in very good condition, were considered sufficiently unique, or were 
representative of a particular site type were placed in the preservation category. The 
need to conserve sites for data recovery by future generations of researchers was also 
considered in determining whether or not to designate them as "preservation". Sites 
were recommended for placement in the "main precinct" category if the preservation 
of spatial and functional associations was necessary, or if the sites had potential for 
development into an historical theme park for public interpretation. Placement in this 
category implies preservation but not total avoidance; investigation and restoration 
work would be performed on some sites. 

The "mitigation" category was recommended for sites where research and salvage 
excavations would be appropriate. Sites were placed in this category if their condition 
was too poor to merit preservation, if they were not deemed worthy of preservation 
but could provide significant archaeological information, or if they were threatened 
with imminent destruction. 

PROBABLE IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Since there are so many archaeological sites of considerable value, if great care is not 
taken in the design of the project to preserve not only individual sites, but also 
groupings and relationships, the impact of the proposed Mahukona Resort project on 
archaeological resources could be highly adverse. 

On February 19, 1980, a meeting took place in the DLNR State Parks Division office 
involving representatives of the State Historic Preservation office, the developer, the 
planning firm, the design consultant, and the Bishop Museum. The development plans, 
the archaeological findings, and the recommendations were discussed, and a general 
verbal agreement was reached by all parties involved to implement the major actions 
recommended by the Bishop Museum. No definite archaeological program has been 
set, both because further research work is necessary and site-specific development 
plans have not been decided upon. The developer intends to work with the Bishop 
Museum archaeologists to minimize impacts of the proposed development on archaeo­
logical resources. 
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VISUAL IMPACTS 

The proposed Mahukona Resort would stretch along 5 kilometers (3.1 miles) of the 
North Kohala coast. Situated on the moderately sloping lower flank of the Kohala 
Mountain, the area's open grasslands and scattered kiawe give it a distinctly open 
feeling. Views are extensive rather than confined, and the highway is close enough to 
the shore to make the ocean a major visual component of the setting. The 
construction of 5,200 condominium apartments, hotel rooms, and homes would 
inevitably result in a change to an urban setting. The overall density of about five 
units per acre is relatively low, but many of the actual hotel and apartment sites 
would be developed quite intensively. Moreover, the fact that the urbanization would 
occur near the middle of a twenty-mile-long stretch of presently undeveloped land 
would tend to accentuate people's awareness of it. 

The absence of site plans for the proposed development makes a detailed consideration 
of its visual impacts impossible at this time. However, the openness of the terrain, 
the fact that the site is bisected by the region's main arterial roadway, and the 
development densities that are being sought combine to insure that man-made 
structures and landscaping associated with the resort will be visually dominant. 
Depending upon the site layout that is adopted, particularly with respect to the 
placement of large structures in proximity to the highway, the impact could be severe 
or relatively benign. The best that can be done (barring a rerouting of the highway 
above the site) is to utilize the proposed golf course, other recreational open space, 
and the low-rise, low-density residential units as buffers between the highway and the 
mass of the development. This would allow viewers' eyes to climb gradually to the 
tallest, most massive buildings, as well as making them the backdrop to a fresh, lush 
landscape near at hand. The worst impact (from the public's viewpoint) would result if 
sizeable apartment or hotel structures were constructed close to the highway, 
especially if they were not heavily screened by landscaping placed close to the 
roadway. . 

In short, the proposed resort development would inevitably result in a sharp alteration 
in the visual environment on and immediately around the project site. Whether or not 
the change would be positive or negative (i.e., would improve or degrade existing 
views) depends upon the specific site layout that is adopted and the architectural 
quality of the structures that are built, as well as on the particular aesthetic values of 
the viewer. 

Secondary growth generated by the Mahukona Resort would also affect the visual 
environment of the North/South Kohala study area. However, until basic land use 
decisions are made by the County regarding the type and location of residential 
development that will be allowed and developers respond to these decisions and to 
underlying market forces with concrete proposals, a meaningful discussion of the 
visual impacts of secondary growth is impossible. 

Finally, it should be noted that already-planned South Kohala resort development and 
its attendant secondary growth will result in much more substant ial regional changes 
in the existing visual environment than would the proposed Mahukona Resort project. 
However, to the extent that t he present proposal increases the amount of urbanization 
that occurs or substantially affects its location, development of the Mahukona Resort 
could significantly affect visual impacts for either better or worse. 
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TRANSPORTATION IMPACTS 

INTRODUCTION 

The proposed Mahukona Resort, like the other destination resorts already planned for 
South Kohala, will affect the transportation network in a variety of ways. First, it 
will increase the volume of aircraft operations that must be handled by Big Island 
airfields, especially Ke-ahole Airport in North Kona. Secondly, it will increase the 
demand placed upon and the financial support for the Big Island's public transportation 
system. Finally, it wiU significantly increase vehicular traffic of all types on the 
existing highway network. These effects are described in more detail in the remainder 
of this section. 

In reading this material, it should be remembered that transportation impacts are by 
their very nature geographically speciflc. In view of the uncertainty which surrounds 
the exact location of the secondary growth that would be stimulated by the resort 
development postulated under both regional growth scenarios (i.e., with and without 
the proposed Mahukona Resort), a precise delineation of future highway traffic 
volumes is impossible at this time. Instead the analysis presented here discusses the 
general constraints which exist and highlights areas where significant problems could 
occur as a result of the projected growth. -

AIR TRANSPORTATION 

Existing Conditions 

At present, commercial airlines and air taxi services provide the only regular 
passenger service between the Island of Hawaii and the remainder of the state. The 
major inter-island gateways are Hilo's General Lyman Field and Kona's Ke-ahole 
Airport; limited passenger service is also provided at the Waimea-Kohala Airport in 
Kamuela and at the Upolu Point field in North Kohala. General Lyman Field also 
handles flights to the U.S. mainland, making it the only place in the state, other than 
Honolulu, having direct air access to overseas markets. Passenger and cargo 
information for recent years is summarized in Table V-8. Air operations for Hilo and 
Ke-ahole are summarized in Table V-9. 

Hilo's General Lyman Field is the only airport on the island which is currently capable 
of handling fully-loaded long-range jet aircraft on an all-weather basis. There is space 
available to lengthen the runway at the Ke-ahole Airport so that it could accept direct 
flights to the mainland, but present State and County policy is to retain Hilo as the 
island's only international gateway for the forseeable future. 

Resident Air-Trip-Generation Rate. Readily available airline passenger data does not 
distinguish between residents and visitors. However, a coarse approximation of the 
present split can be had by translating the Hawaii Visitor Bureau's data on visitor 
arrivals and intended outer island visits into passenger estimates for the Big Island and 
then subtracting those from the passenger totals for the island's airports. The 
methodology used for deriving the air-trip-generation rate for Big Island residents is 
admittedly rough; however, it is adequate for discussing impacts on air transportation 
facilities on Hawaii Island because the percentage of resident trips is so small 
compared to total trips. 

In 1978, approximately 30 percent of westbound passengers (i.e., about 910,000) 
arriving in the state indicated their intention to visit the island of Hawaii (Hawaii 
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Table V-8. Overseas and Inter-Island Passengers and Cargo--Hawaii Island: 1977. 

General Lyman Field 1 

Ke. ahole Airport 1 

Waimea Airport! 

Upolu Point Airfield 1 

Hilo Harbor2 

Kawaihae Harbor2 

Tota13 

Overseas Passengers 
In Out 

108,631 139,332 

Inter-Island Passengers 
In Out 

585,382 

54,5,990 

13,381 

1,512 

54,9,260 

560,267 

12,189 

1,297 

-----------··•-------8,381----··-·•------------

108,631 139,332 1,146,265 1,114,013 

Car.go (short tons) 

__l!!_ ~ 

8,846 24,123 

2,837 2,081 

384 178 

1 3 

614,843 398,324 

614,843 191,516 

75.3,551 616,225 

l Data for 1977 from State of Hawaii, Department of Transportation, Air Transportation Division, Statewide 
Airport Statistics, 1960-1977 and other reports, and County of Hawaii Department of Research and Development 
Data Book 1978 (September 1978: 167). 

2 From U.S. Department of the Army (l 977). 

3 Passenger totals do not include Hilo Harbor. 

Source: Compiled by Belt, Collins&. Associates from sources referenced above. 
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Table V-9. Air Operations By Category of Operator at General Lyman Field and Ke-ahole 
Airport: 1971, 1977, 1978. 

Operations By Category of Operator (as% of Total} 
Air Air General 

Airport and Year 

General Lyman Field: 
1971 
1977 
1978 

Ke-ahole Airport: 
1971 
1977 
1978 

Total 
Operation 

56,167 
60,377 
52,677 

27,132 
83,616 
91,033 

Carrier Taxi Aviation Military 

35.9 
33.5 
38.8 

39.3 
18 .1 
18.0 

2.71 
5.9 

12.5 

18.8 
18.0 
21.7 

47.1 
43.1 
32.1 

35.9 
47.9 
44.5 

14 .2 
17 .5 
16.6 

6.0 
16 .o 
15.8 

1 Air Taxi Operations were combined with general aviation operations until July 1971. 

Source: County of Hawaii Department of Research and Development (September 1979:92) 
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Visitors Bureau, 1978 Monthly). No data is available for eastbound visitors, but, based 
on the assumption that they are only about half as likely to .visit the Big Island as are 
westbound visitors , it is estimated that about 90,000 of them visited Hawaii County in 
1978. At one arrival and one departure per visitor, this would account for 2,000,000 
trips by out-of-state visitors. The State Department of Transportation (as reported in 
Hawaii, County of, Department of Research and Development 1979:191) figures for 
1978 show a total of about 2.7 million passengers arriving and departing the Big Island. 
This means that about 700,000 passenger trips were made by residents of the State. In 
1978, residents of Hawaii Island constituted about nine percent of the State total 
(Hawaii, State of, Department of Planning and Economic Development, November 
1979:17). Assuming that a Big Island resident is about twice as likely to generate a 
trip in and out of Hawaii Island as is a resident of another island, then an increase of 
one resident in the population would lead to an additional 1.5 to 2.0 trips per year. 
This is generally consistent with data gathered in a 1975 survey of passengers at Big 
Island a irports (Kentron Hawaii, Ltd., October 1976:C-66). 

Impacts on Air Transportation Facilities and Their Mitigation 

Without-Mahukona Scenario. Based on the information presented above, it is 
estimated that the resort growth presently planned for the North/South Kohala impact 
area would generate an additional 6,400 a ir passenger trips per day in and out of Big 
Island airports by the year 2000 (see Table V-10). This is almost 80 percent more than 
the 7,600 trips per day that were recorded in 1978. Even if the average passenger 
loads stayed at the 75-person per flight level recorded in 1975 and all of these flights 
were handled at Ke-ahole Airport, both of which are "worst-case" assumptions unlikely' 
to occur, the increase in flight operations by air carriers would amount to an average 
of 85 per day, or almost twice the present number. Ke-ahole, with its spacious layout 
and generally good flying conditions, is quite capable of accommodating this growth 
(Hawaii, State Department of Transportation, October 1976), although some improve­
ments in terminal facilities and could be required. 

With-Mahukona Scenario. The addition of the proposed Mahukona Resort to other 
planned development would increase the average number of passenger-trips through 
Big Island airports by about 2,000, or about 15 percent, above what it would be without 
it. The limited terminal improvements necessary to accommodate the development 
projected under the without-Mahukona scenario would also suffice for the with­
Mahukona scenario. 

PUBLIC GROUND TRANSPORTATION 

Existing Conditions 

As one would expect given the generally rural nature of Hawaii County, the existing 
public transit system is rather limited. The County of Hawaii''s Mass Transportation 
Agency operates the "Hele On" bus system which provides inter-and intra-city bus 
service, as well as shuttle service for employees of the Mauna Kea Beach Hotel. 
Ridership figures for fiscal years 1978 and 1979 are presented in Table V-11. 

As might be expected, t he per-capita bus ridership on the Big Island is very much 
lower than it is on more urbanized and less spread-out Oahu. In 1978, for example, 
public transit ridership on Oahu averaged 87 trips per resident (Hawaii, State of, 
Department of Planning and Economic Development, November 1979: 16 and 301), 
while Hawaii Island had an average of about 4.5 trips by public transit per resident 
(Hawaii, County of, Department of Research and Development, September 1979:188), 
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Table V-10. Estimated Air-Passenger Trips to and From Hawaii Island • 

Average Number of Passenger 
Trips Per Day For: 

Planned South Kohala Resorts 1,2,3 

Existing Development4 

Proposed Mahukona Resort 2,3,5 

Projected Secondary Growth 
- Without the Mahukona Resort6 
- With the Mahukona Resort7 

TOTAL 
- Without the Mahukona Resort 
- With the Mahukona Resort 

1990 

3,300 

7,600 

50 
60 

10,900 
10,900 

1995 

5,000 

7,600 

950 

80 
100 

12,700 
1.3,600 

2000 2005 

6,300 6,300 

7,600 7,600 

1,300 1,900 

110 100 
130 125 

14,000 14,000 
15,300 15,900 

1 Average visitor census for planned resorts from Table IV-11: 1990-5,750; 1995--9,450; 
2000--12,600; 2005--12,600. 

2 Based on the following average length of stay: 1990--.3.5; 1995--3.75; 2000-- 4.0; 2005--lf.0. 

3 Calculated by (Average Visitor Census)+ (Average Length of Stay) x (2). 

4 Total passenger trips for 1978 + 365. 

5 Average visitor census for proposed Mahukona Resort from Table Ill-1 lf: 199 5--1, 7 50; 
2000--2,650; 2005--3,800. 

6 Based on population projections shown in Table IV-12 and an estimated 2.0 passenger 
trips/year resident. 

7 Based on population projections shown in Table IV-17 and an estimated 2.0 passenger 
trips/year/resident. 

\ Source: Compiled by Belt, Collins &: Associates. 
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Table V-11. Ridership On the "Hele onn Bus System; Fiscal Years 1978 and 1979. 

Route/System 

Hilo System 

Kona System 

Kona-Hilo 

Honaka'a-Hilo 

Ka'u-Hilo 

MKBH-Kohata 

MKBH-Honoka'a 

Ka'u Shuttle 

All Routes 

FY 1978 

167 ,249 

30,600 

37 ,7.56 

16,207 

12,038 

45,906 

32,763 

I ,820 

367 t 77) 

Riders hie 

FY 1979 

174,797 

67,733 

38,883 

20,777 

11 , 518 

1/.8 , 914 

30, 183 

321 

417 ,414 

Aver. Persons 
Per Day 

(FY l979) 

479 

186 

107 

.57 

32 

133 

83 

1 

1, 144 

Source: Hawaii, County of, Department of Res~arch and Development (I 977 and 1978). 
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or about one-twentieth as much. Of the public transit trips that were made in 1979 on 
the Big Island, almost 20 percent were on the shuttles that serve employees of the 
310-room Mauna Kea Beach Hotel (MKBH). In contrast, the Kailua-Kona system, 
which serves the primary West Hawaii resort area with over ten times as many hotel 
rooms as the MKBH, carred only about 15 percent of the island total. These figures 
make it clear that, except where there is special bus service for workers, residents of 
the North/South Kohala impact area are heavily dependent on their automobiles for 
transportation. 

Impacts on Public Transit 

The development that is projected under the without-Mahukona scenario would 
greatly increase the visitor and resident population of the North/South Kohala impact 
area. It may be presumed that tour operators will provide bus service to visitors, but 
development of a public transit system that meets the needs of residents ls less 
certain. Based on experience at the Mauna Kea Beach Hotel, it ls evident that 
employees will use a shuttle service for their work commute trips if it operates on a 
convenient schedule at a reasonable price. Given the isolation of the presently­
planned resorts from existing residential areas, the wage structure of the visitor 
industry, and the increasing cost of operating private automobiles, it appears that 
hotel operators may have to imitate the MKBH shuttle program if they are to attract 
the wqrkers they will need during at least the initial phases of their developments. 
Whether this initial contract service can eventually be replaced by regularly scheduled 
service open to the general public will depend upon a number of factors, particularly 
the location of the residential areas that develop in support of the resort employment 
centers. 

The addition of the proposed Mahukona Resort to the other planned visitor destination 
areas (i.e., the with-project scenario), will increase the residential and transient 

• population of the impact area. This, in turn, will provide a larger population base on 
which a bus system could draw, thereby offering economies of scale and the potential 
for increased frequency of service. At the same time, since the Mahukona Resort is 
separated from the other planned resorts, service to it could be uneconomical (except 
for employee shuttles) unJess a significant amount of the required support housing is 
placed in North Kohala, 

HIGHWAYS 

Existing Road Network 

North and South Kohala's existing road network is shown in Figure V-9. Queen 
Ka'ahumanu Highway, which serves all of the planned South Kohala resort areas, 
originates just outside of Kailua-Kona. It terminates at a T-intersection with the 
Waimea-Kawaihae Road. The western leg of the "T" leads to the beginning of the 
Kawaihae-Mahukona Highway (Akoni PuJe Highway) and to Kawaihae Harbor. The 
eastern leg of the Waimea-Kawaihae Road continues on to the town of Waimea. 
There, it joins the Hawaii Belt Road, which provides access east to the Hamakua coast 
and Hilo, and south to the upland areas of South Kohala and North Kona. The other 
roads in the area that are of particular note are Waikoloa Road, which connects Queen 
Ka'ahumanu Highway with the Hawaii BeJt Road via Waikoloa village, and the Kohala 
Mountain Road linking Waimea with Hawi on the northern tip of the island. 

All of the roads are two-lane facilities, and only Queen Ka'ahumanu Highway and 
portions of Akoni Pule Highway are of modern, high-speed design. With the exception 
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of the Mauna Kea Beach Hotel entrance road, all of the roads intersecting Queen 
Ka'ahumanu Highway are designed to high standards and have separate acceleration/ 
deceleration and left-turn storage lanes. The Waimea-Kawaihae Road is an older 
facillty with relatively steep grades and many curving sections. According to the 
State Highways Department, a new four-lane alignment for this roadway has been 
proposed, but no definite construction schedule has been set. 

Existing Traffic Volumes 

The greatest traffic impacts that would result from the proposed Mahukona Resort and 
planned South Kohala resort development will occur on Queen Ka'ahumanu Highway, 
Akoni Pule Highway (Kawaihae-Mahukona Road), and the Waimea-Kawaihae road, 
especially in the vicinity of intersections. As indicated by the following estimates of 
average daily traffic (ADT), present traffic volumes on those and other main roadways 
in the region are presently light (Voorhees, 1979:7): 

o 1,750 vehicles per day (vpd) on Queen Ka'ahumanu Highway north of the Waikoloa 
Road intersection. 

o 3,100 vpd on Queen Ka'ahumanu Highway at the Waimea-Kawaihae Road. 

o 2,800 vpd on the Waimea-Kawaihae Road at its intersection with Queen 
Ka'ahumanu Highway. 

o 2,450 vpd on the Waimea-Kawaihae Road west of its intersection with Queen 
Ka'ahumanu Highway. 

o 7,500 vpd on the Hawaii Belt Road (Mamalahoa Highway) east of its intersection 
with the Kawaihae-Waimea Road. 

Accident History 

Accident data maintained by the State Department of Transportation provides useful 
insights into highway safety conditions on the major roadways in the region. The 
annual number of accidents and fatalities on each roadway segment for three recent 
years is shown in Table V-12. 

The numbers of accidents per million miles of vehicle travel in 1978 on each roadway 
segment were 0.7 for Queen Ka'ahumanu Highway, 4.6 for the Waimea-Kawaihae 
Road, and 4.4 for the Akoni Pule Highway. These rates compare with an estimated 
rate of 3.3 accidents per million miles of vehicle travel on all State roadways on the 
Island of Hawaii. Hence, Queen Ka'ahumanu has a lower than average rate of 
accidents while the Waimea-Kawaihae Road and Kawaihae-Mahukona Highway have a 
higher than average rate of accidents. In general, the older roadways have a higher 
accident rate than the newer roadway. 

Projected Traffic Volumes 

Without-Mahukona Scenario. As we have emphasized repeatedly in this report, so 
much development is planned for South Kohala over the next twenty years that 
forecasting conditions without the proposed Mahukona Resort project is extremely 
difficult. To provide a general indication of the traffic levels that may be expected, 
the resort project development plans summarized in Table IIl-7 and the household 
growth estimates shown in Table lll-10 were used together with the trip-generation 
rates shown in Table V-13 to produce the trip estimates summarized in Table V-14. 
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Table V-12. Accident Summary Report for Major Roads in North/South KohaJa. 

Roadway Segment 
Number of Accidents Per Year 
1976 1977 1978 

Queen Ka'ahumanu Highway 
Waimea-Kawaihae Road 
Kawaihae-Mahukona Highway (Akoni Pule Hwy.) 

16 
32 

2 

14 
.50 

4 

1.5 
.52 

4 

Source: State Department of Transportation; table compiled by Alan M. Voorhees &: 
Associates (1979). 

Table V-13. Trip-Generation Rates Used In Projecting Traffic Volumes. 

Type of Unit 
Resort Hotel 
Resort Condominium 
Resort Residential 
Resort Commercial (1,000 s.f) 
Residential 

Vehicle-Trips/Unit During Peak Month 1 
Per-Day Peak Hour 

5.0 0 .50 
3.6 0.32 
2.7 0.27 

58.0 .5.80 
6.0 0.72 

1 Incorporates occupancy assumptions stated in Appendix A. 

Source: Estimates by Belt, Collins & Associates. 
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Table V-14. Vehicle Trips Resulting From Planned and Proposed Resort Development. 

Projected Number of Vehicle-Trips Generated (by Year) 

Type of Development 1990 1995 2000 2005 
Daily Peak-Hour Daily Peak-Hour Daily Peak-Hour DaHy Peak-Hour 

Planned S. KohaJa Resorts! 

Resort Hotel 15,800 1,600 26,500 2,700 35,100 3,500 35,100 3,500 
Resort Condo 12,700 1,100 20,200 1,800 27,000 2,400 27,000 2,400 
Resort CommerdaJ 6,300 600 10,500 1,100 13,900 1,400 13,900 1,400 
Residential 20 2100 2,400 30 2600 3 2700 39 2000 4,700 36 2000 4 1300 

Total 54,900 5,700 87,800 9,300 115,000 12,000 112,000 11,600 

Pro,e.osed Mahukona Resort 2 

Resort Hotel 2,000 200 4,300 430 6,000 600 7,500 750 
Resort Condo 1,100 100 3,200 290 6,800 600 11,500 1,070 
Resort Commerdal 800 80 1,900 190 3,000 300 4,300 430 
Residential 2,700 320 5 2700 690 8,400 11000 9,600 1,150 

Total 6,600 700 15,100 1,600 24,200 2,500 32,900 3,400 

AJJ Develo,e.ment 

Resort 38,700 3,680 66,600 6,510 91,800 8,800 99,300 9,550 
Residential 22,800 2,720 36,300 4,390 47,400 5,700 45 1600 5,450 

Total 61,500 6,400 102,900 10,900 139,200 14,500 144,900 15,000 

1 Based on projected development from Table 111-1, households from Table IV-12, and trip-generation rates from Table V-13. 

2 Based on projected development from Table 11-1, households from Table IV-17, and trip-generation rates from Table V-13. 

Source: Compiled by Belt, Collins & Associates. 
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It must be emphasized that the figures in Table V-14 are merely rough estimates of 
the total number of additional vehicle trips that would be made throughout the region 
as a result of the expected development. Not all of the trips would be made on the 
same highway segment. Moreover, since the traffic generation rates are based in 
large-part on studies of trip-ends, there is undoubtedly some "double-counting." 
Neverthelesst the figures do provide some insights into the magnitude of potential 
future traffic volumes with and without the proposed Mahukona Resort. The following 
are among the most important conclusions that can be drawn from the data: 

o By the year 2000, already-planned South Kohala resorts would generate up to 
76,000 trips per day on Queen Ka'ahumanu Highway. To the extent that the 
residential development that occurs in support of the resorts also depends on Queen 
Ka•ahumanu Highway, the number of trips generated on it could be even greater. 
Assuming a normal time distribution for these trips, they would cause the capacity 
of t he existing roadway to be exceeded. Expansion of Queen Ka'ahumanu Highway 
to a minimum of four lanes, careful attention to intersection design, and 
signalization of busy crossroads would be required. 

o The existing Waimea-Kawaihae Road, with its dangerous curves and low capacity, 
will quickly become inadequate and require replacement. If significant residential 
development occurs in North Kohala before a new alignment is built, recon­
struction of the Queen Ka'ahumanu Highway/Waimea-Kawaihae Road intersection 
will be necessar y. 

o The capacity of Akoni Pule Highway would probably not be exceeded unless the 
great majority of secondary growth (residential and commercial) that would be 
generated by South Kohala development is situated in North Kohala, an unlikely 
occurrence. 

o Highway improvement s will have to take into consideration the location of the 
secondary growth that wiU be supported by the planned resort development. 

With-Mahukona Scenario. As illustrated by the estimates shown in Table V-14, the 
addition of the proposed Mahukona Resort would increase t he total number of 
additional vehicle trips made in the region by 30 percent. Some of the more important 
implications of such an increase include: 

o A dramatic increase in t raffic congestion on Akoni Pule Highway would be 
produced by the Mahukona Resort. However, because of the low existing volume 
(about 2,500 vehicles per day in 1978), it is possible that the Mahukona Resort 
alone would not cause traffic to exceed its capacl ty. However, when the effects of 
the other planned South Kohala resort developments are taken into account as well, 
it seems likely that the Kawaihae-Mahukona Highway would reach capacity 
sometime between 1995 and 2000. Upgrading to four Janes or the establishment of 
an effective bus system would become necessary at that t ime. Localized 
congestion at intersections could occur before that time. 

o The traffic that would be generated by the proposed Mahukona Resort is only about 
one-third the volume that would result from already-planned development. 
Because of t he location of the proposed Mahukona Resort, perhaps as much as a 
third or more of the traffic it would directly and indirectly generate would not 
affect the roadways most impacted by the planned South Kohala resorts. 
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o Adverse impacts on traffic flow could be minimized by making North Kohala and 
the proposed Mahukona Resort a largely self-contained unit. More specificaUy, 
this would involve: 

- steps to insure that most Mahukona Resort employees live in North Kohala; 
- efforts to confine most employee housing for South Kohala resorts to South 

Kohala; 
- use of the Mahukona Resort primarily as a base for exploration of North 

Kohala's attractions and for visitor activities on site. 

o The Mahukona Resort would also contribute traffic to Queen Ka'ahumanu Highway 
and the Waimea-Kawaihae Road. Major improvements to these roadways would be 
necessitated in any case by the already-planned South Kohala development, but 
implementation of the proposed Mahukona Resort would hasten the day when they 
would have to be made. 

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation of traffic congestion that would be produced by the construction of the 
proposed Mahukona Resort cannot realistically be separated from measures needed to 
accommodate traffic generated by other resort development in South Kohala except, 
possibly, on Akoni Pule Highway. 

Were the proposed Mahukona Resort the only project planned for the North/South 
Kohala impact area, it is likely that provision of adequate turning and 
acceleration/deceleration lanes at the access road intersections with the Akoni Pule 
Highway might be sufficient to avoid major traffic problems from the proposed 
development, at least until after 2000. However, when potential traffic increases 
associated with planned South Kohala resort development are taken into account as 
well, it appears that widening Akoni Pule Highway to four lanes or establishment of an 
effective and efficient bus system could prove necessary. The developer might be 
expected to undertake highway improvements on land fronting his property, but the 
responsibility for improvements elsewhere along the route would probably fall to State 
or County government. These could be made in conjunction with changes to Queen 
Ka'ahumanu Highway and the Waimea-Kawaihae Road necessitated by resort 
development in South Kohala. 
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AIR QUALITY IMPACTS 

INTRODUCTION 

The proposed Mahukona Resort could affect air quality in several ways. First, and 
most importantly, increases in vehicular traffic generated by the proposed project 
could affect pollutant concentrations in the vicinity of roadways. The generation of 
power needed t o satisfy the energy needs of t he resort and attendant secondary 
growth, as well as the construction activities associated with the development process, 
would also affect atmospheric quality. These effects, viewed in the context of 
continuing resort development in South Kohala, are discussed in the remainder of this 
sect ion. 

EXISTING AIR QUALITY 

No air quality data is available for the Mahukona Resort site or for other parts of the 
study area likely to be affected by the proposed project. The nearest State 
Department of Health air quality monitoring station is in Hilo some 60 miles and 
several large mountains away. Recent data from that station show that both the 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards and the State's much more stringent air 
quality standards (see Table V-15) are being met there. In view of the absence of any 
significant man-made pollutant sources in the vicinity of the Mahukona Resort site, it 
seems likely that air quality there is even better than at Hilo, and for the purposes of 
this analysis it may be considered pristine. (It should be noted that the worst air 
pollution episodes on the Big Island are due to infrequent and unpredict able volcanic 
activity. Emissions from this source have not been completely characterized, but it is 
known that they contain high levels of particulates accompanied by gasses containing 
mercury and sulfur.) The latest emissions inventory for the Count y is shown in Table 
V-16. 

CLIMATIC FACTORS 

The two climatic factors which have the most direct and significant effects on air 
quality are wind and rain. Average annual rainfall within the North/South Kohala 
study area varies greatly from place to place. On the wet windward side of the Kohala 
Mountain it ranges from 3,250 to 4,500 millimeters (125 to 175 inches) per year; 
Kamuela, in the high plateau between the Kohala Mountain and Mauna Kea, receives 
about 2,000 miHimeters (7 5 to 80 inches) per year; the leeward coastline of the 
Kohalas from Anaeho'omalu to Mahukona receives less than 250 millimeters (10 inches) 
per year. 

What little rainfall the dry Kohala coast does receive tends to occur in the winter 
months. The five driest months, April through August, average less than 9 millimeters 
(0.35 inches) of rainfall each, or about four percent of the annual total. 

Hourly wind data for the dry Kohala coast coUected by the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (1967) shows that east-southeast winds prevail during the night and early 
morning hours while west-northeast sea breezes occur during most of the daylight 
hours . This land-seabreeze regime is present over 80 percent of the time. In general, 
the nighttime land breezes are slightly lighter than the daytime sea breezes (an 
average of 2.8 meters per second (6.3 miles per hour] compared to an average of 3.6 
meters per second [8.0 miles per hour]). Winds in excess of 10.7 meters per second (24 
miles per hour), which occur with some regularity at many places on the state's 
windward shores, are extremely rare here. Because of the dominance of the land-sea 
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Table V-15. Air Quality Data for Hilo Compared to Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards. 

Maximum Average (in us/m3) in anr 24 hours Air gualitr Data - Hilo 
Range of Values for Average 

Federal Standards State 24-Hours Concentrations (ug/m 3) 1975-1979 
Pollutant Primaryl Secondarr2 Standard 1975 1976 1977 1978 19794 (uym3) 

Particulate Matter 260 150 100 12-89 11-64 15-80 13-1693 17-65 32 

Sulfur Oxides 365 - 80 <5-32 <5 <5 <5-45 <5-20 <5 

Nitrogen Dioxide - - 150 <5-29 9-244 - no sampling - 17 

1 Intended to prevent adverse effects on public health. 

2 Intended to prevent adverse effects on public welfare including effects on comfort, visibility, vegetation, animals, aesthetic 
values, and soiling and deterioration of materials. 

3 Since one 24-hour average a year may be above the standard, this does not represent a violation of the standard. 

4 Three months of data. 

Source: Morrow (1979: Table 1) based on data from State Department of Health. 
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Table V-16. County of Hawaii Air Pollutant Emissions Inventory: May 1978. 

Tons/Year 
Sulfur Particu- Carbon Hydro-

Source Oxides lates Monoxide Carbons 

Transportation 

Motor Vehicles 135 324 24,643 3,758 
Aircraft 56 147 1,233 712 
Vessels 201 27 50 38 
Gasoline Handling & Evaporation 0 0 0 331 

Subtotal 392 498 25,926 4,839 

Fuel Combustion in 
Stationary Sources 

Residential, Commercial, Institutional 38 20 11 9 
Industrial 1,348 6,046 1,527 1,.518 
Steam-Electric Utilities 2,275 79 29 19 

Subtotal 3,661 6,145 l, .567 1,546 

Solid Waste Disposal 

Open Burning 3 1.53 1, 116 236 
Incineration 0 0 0 0 

Subtotal 3 153 1, 116 236 

Industrial Process Losses 64 1,989 0 1,625 

Agricultural Field Burning 0 6,564 23, 166 7,722 

TOTAL 4,120 15,4.5.5 52,64-4 161117 

Source: Morrow (1979: Table 2) based on data from State Department of Health. 

Nitrogen 
Oxides 

3,032 
378 
166 

0 

3,576 

50 
1,915 
1,007 
2,972 

43 
0 

4,3 

0 

722 

7,388 
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breeze regime, the potential for pollutant buildup over longer-term averaging periods 
is greater than at locations where the tradewinds prevail. 

IMPACTS OF TRAFFIC ON AIR QUALITY 

Without-Mahukona Scenario 

Air quality impacts for a situation very dosely approximating the "without-Mahukona" 
scenario outlined in this report were investigated as part of studies conducted by the 
State for the Lalamilo Water System (State of Hawaii, Department of Land and 
Natural Resources, March 1980: IIl-123 through III-13.5). As is true for the present 
study, the absence of detailed information regarding the location of secondary growth 
limited the detail to which the study could be carried. Nevertheless, sufficient 
information was available for the report to conclude: 

Unless the current road system is expanded to meet the projected demand, 
State, and possibly Federal, air quality standards are likely to be exceeded 
at locations near major intersections (p. III-13.5). 

The report went on to note that highway improvements aimed at eliminating potential 
congestion might not completely eliminate the possibility of standards violations, but 
that it would significantly reduce near-roadway ambient pollutant concentrations. 
Moreover, because of the pristine quality of the existing air, the dispersed nature of 
the automotive sources when viewed in an overall regional context, and the absence of 
significant non-automotive sources of the major pollutants (except particulates), the 
projected resort development and secondary growth were not seen as producing 
standards violations in areas removed from the major arterial roadway intersections. 

In view of the great uncertainty which exists regarding the exact location of secondary 
growth (a problem which has been mentioned elsewhere in this report as a complicat­
ing factor in the present analysis), the Lalamilo EIS did not attempt to quantify 
pollutant levels. Quantitative analysis was also forestalled by the fact that specific 
intersection and roadway designs are not available for road segments that would need 
to be improved in order to accommodate the projected traffic volumes. 

With-Mahukona Scenario 

Emission Factors. In order to estimate both total emissions and ambient air quality 
impacts attributable to the proposed Mahukona Resort project, our air quality 
consultant, James Morrow, computed appropriate average annual emission factors 
using the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA) MOBILE 1 program (U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency, August 1978) and input values for highway traffic 
volume and average highway speed developed by Morrow (1979: Table 7). Lead 
emission factors were derived from other EPA publications (U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, 1977), To make the analysis as locationally-specific as possible, 
the vehicle age distribution for Oahu was used in lieu of the national average 
statistics. 

Annual Emissions. Annual emissions of the principal automotive pollutants that would 
result from the proposed Mahukona Resort project were estimated using the emission 
factors referenced above and the trip generation rates described in the traffic impact 
section of this chapter. They are summarized in Table V-17. As might be expected, 
the emissions of carbon monoxide (CO), total hydrocarbons (THC), and the oxides of 
nitrogen increase with time as traffic volumes increase and average speeds decrease. 
This is true even during the 198.5-199.5 period when composite emission factors are 
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Table V-17. Est imated Average Annual Emissions From Mahukona Resort-Related Traffic on 
Akoni Pule Highway Between Kawalhae and Hawi: 1985-2005. 

Estimated Emissions (in tons/rear)l 
Projected 2005 

Emissions 
as% of 1978 

PoJlutant 1980 1990 1995 2000 2005 Hawaii Co. Total2 

Carbon Monoxide 200 160 320 440 630 1.2 

Total Hydrocarbons 22 18 31 42 60 0.4 

Nitrogen Oxides 24 30 59 88 106 1.4 

Lead 80 25 18 23 22 n.a. 

Based on estimates made by M9rrow (1979: Figures 4-7). 

2 Calculated by dividing amount shown for 2005 by the May 1978 emissions totals shown in Table 
V-16. Note that, because other emissions will change as well, this is not an estimate of the 
percentage contribution in 2005. -

Source: Compiled by Belt, Collins & Associates. 
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generally dropping as the proportion of newer, well-controlJed (from an em1ss1on 
standpoint) vehicles increases. Emissions increase even more markedly after 1995 
when no new emissions standards that might offset traffic increases are scheduled to 
take effect. The projected slowing in nitrogen oxide increases after 1995 is due to the 
fact that increased congestion is expected which will lead to lower average traffic 
speeds and, consequently, lower nitrogen oxide emissions per vehicle-mile travelled. 
Because of the interrelationships between average highway speeds and emissions and 
between average highway speed and the volume of traffic relative to capacity, the 
post-1990 emission rates could differ significantly from those shown here depending 
upon what highway imprpvements are. actually made. 

The lead emissions exhibit a quite opposite pattern as they initially decline sharply 
despite the projected increase in traffic. This is largely due to the increasing fraction 
of new, controlled cars which cannot use leaded gasoline and the resulting sharp 
reduction in the use of leaded gasoline. However, after about 1995 they too start to 
rise again. This is due to the presence of trace amounts of lead (.01-0.5 grams per 
gallon) even in "unleaded" gasoline (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 1977), The 
reason for the apparent decline after 2000 is the same as discussed above for nitrogen 
oxides, 

In comparison with the "without-project" scenario, emissions from vehicles using the 
Akoni Pule Highway would be much higher if the project is constructed than if it is 
not. However, until regional growth patterns have been more clearly established, it is 
impossible to quantify the change. 

Ambient Air Quality Impacts. For this study, a microscale analysis of the Mahukona 
Resort project's impact on ambient air quality (Morrow, 1979) was performed for the 
section of Akoni Pule Highway between Mahukona Resort and Kawaihae (i.e., the road 
segment most affected by the project) using the EPA-developed computer model 
HIW A Y (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, February 197 5). Because carbon 
monoxide ls the largest fraction of polJutant emissions by mobile sources and is 
relatively inert (i .e., non-reactive), in the atmosphere, it was judged a good indicator 
of potential air quality impacts and was modeled for this study. Estimated concentra­
tions were computed for an array of receptor locations ranging from 5 to 20 meters 
from the edge of the highway. Peak-hour and eight-hour peak traffic volumes were 
considered for each phase of the development. Worst-case and most-probable-case 
meteorological conditions were input for each of the traffic periods considered. 

The results of this analysis indicate that so Ion as the traffic volume on the hi hwa 
remains below capacity (i.e., the v/c ratio 1s ess t an 1.0 al State an Fe eral 
ambient air quality standards would easily be met. The highest one-hour average 
concentration of CO, for example, ls estimated at Jess than 5 parts per million (ppm) 
as compared to a State standard of 9 ppm and a Federal standard of 35 ppm; the 
highest eight-hour average CO concentration was less than 1 ppm versus the State 
standard of 4.5 ppm and the Federal standard of 9 ppm. However, once the 
volume/capacity ratio on the highway exceeds 1.0, a situation which would probably 
occur sometime after 1995 if both the Mahukona Resort and all planned south Kohala 
development are implemented, the resulting congestion is likely to produce CO levels 
in excess of standards close to the highway. Since it is extremely improbable that the 
postulated resort and residential growth would occur in the face of a transportation 
tie-up, two alternative traffic/air quality scenarios appear more likely. The first is 
that roadway improvements would be made that would increase capacity, thereby 
reducing the projected v/c ratio and the pollutant build-up potential to the point where 
standards violations would not occur. The second is that the amount of development 
that actually occurs will be Jess than has been postulated, both as a result of the 
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County's refusal to grant continuing development permits in the face of severe 
existing traffic congestion and by the reluctance of developers to proceed with 
t entatively scheduled projects made inaccessible by traffic congestion. 

In summary, t herroposed Mahukona Resort project would not, in and of itself, result 
in a violation o State or Federal ambient arr quality standards. If developed in 
conjunction with planned South Kohala projects, there is a high probability that 
projected traffic volumes on the Akoni Pule Highway would be in excess of existing 
capacity. If an over-capacity situation develops, ambient air quality violations would 
occur. However, likely responses to the projected traffic congestion would be to 
increase the capacity of the highway and/or to restrict further development, and this 
would eliminate the potential problem. 

IMPACTS OF ELECTRICAL POWER GENERATION ON AIR QUALITY 

In addition to the emissions that would result from traffic generated by the projected 
primary and secondary growth, electrical power production on the island would need to 
be increased as well. Based on planning factors provided by the Hilo Electric Light 
Company (July 1979) and an assumption that the energy source would be primarily 
Bunker C residual oil, estimates of the amount of emissions that would be generated 
are shown in Table V-18. An understanding of their relative size can be had by 
comparing them with the current emissions inventory shown in Table V-16. 

Because of the dispersed nature of the electrical power grid (many sources, over­
lapping service areas), it was not possible to estimate changes in ambient air quality 
t hat would result from the projected growth. However, in order to obtain the 
necessary operating permits for new generating units it installs to meet the demand, 
HELCO will need to prepare a detailed assessment of this topic. 

It should also be noted that the estimates are based on oil being used as a fuel. With 
the geothermal projects now being developed on the Big Island and the renewed 
interest in efficient utilization of organic wastes (bagasse, refuse, wood, etc.), it is 
highly Jlkely that Bunker C oil will supply only a part of the energy that is needed. 
The air quality impacts of these alternatives must be addressed on a source-by-source 
basis as concrete proposals are made. 

SHORT-TERM (CONSTRUCTION) IMPACTS ON AIR QUALITY 

The principal source of short-term air quality impact will be construction activity. 
Construction vehicle activity will increase automotive pollutant concentrations along 
the Akoni Pule Highway as well as at the project site itself. Increased truck traffic on 
that highway wiU also reduce its service level and lower the average operating speed. 
This would contribute to higher emissions of most pollutants, the major exception 
being nitrogen oxide. The site preparation and earth moving wHJ create particulate 
emissions as will building and on-site road construction. Construction vehicle 
movement on unpaved on-site roads will also generate particulate emissions. Since the 
area is very dry due to an annual rainfall of less than ten inches, it will be important 
to employ continuous and effective dust-suppression measures. Failure to do this wlU 
undoubtedly result in violations of State and possibly federal particulate standards. 
This will become even more important in later phases as more people will then be 
living in the area. The sea breeze that seems to dominate most of the daylight hours 
wlU carry particulate emissions inland which provides further reason for effective dust 
control. 
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Table V-18. Estimates of Emissions Attributable to Electric Power Generation to 
Serve the Mahukona Resort. 

Emissions 
(tons/lear) 

Pollutant 10096 Occueanc~ 7096 Occueancl 

Sulfur Oxides 276 191 

Nitrogen Oxides 151 105 

Particulates 20 14 

Carbon Monoxide 6 4 

Hydrocarbons 1.3 LO 

Source: Morrow (1979: Table 13 ). 
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WATER RESOURCE IMPACTS 

INTRODUCTION 

Construction of the Mahukona Resort would directly affect the region's water 
resources in two ways. First, various wells which would be constructed for the resort's 
potable water systems, to irrigate its golf courses, and to dispose of treated sewage 
effluent, would alter the quantity and quality of groundwater in this vicinity. Second, 
stormwater runoff from areas to be developed would occur more frequently and in 
somewhat greater amounts than does runoff from the existing, open terrain. 

In addition to these direct effects at the resort site, the project would have secondary 
effects on water resources elsewhere in North and South Kohala. New residents and 
commercial activity, stimulated by the resort but Jocated elsewhere in the region, 
would increase water consumption. This would add to the pressure (generated by the 
planned South Kohala resort development and related secondary growth) to develop 
additional supply and distribution capacities. 

FACILITIES WHICH WOULD DIRECTLY IMPACT THE HYDROLOGIC 
ENVIRONMENT AT THE RESORT SITE 

As indicated in Chapter II, at this stage in planning the resort, specific decisions on 
construction of water, sewerage, drainage, and golf course irrigation facilities have 
not been made. However, resource availability, topography, and practical economics 
limit options for these to the following: 

Water Supply. The success of a potable water well drilled 3 • .5 miles south of the resort 
at Kohala Estates justifies exploratory drilling inland of the resort site for a source of 
water supply. (See Figure V-10 and Table V-19; the recently completed Kohala Estates 
well is designated number 3.) If the groundwater inland proves to be of inadequate 
quantity or quality, then wells 8 miles north in the vicinity of Kokoiki could be 
developed. The groundwater in Kokoiki is known to be more than adequate for the 
needs of the resort (Bowles et.al., 187lf.:61; Sewaki, 1980). With either development 
option, the cost of wells, transmission, and distribution facilities would be substantial. 
It should be noted that all of the areas identified as potential well locations lie beyond 
the boundary of the Mahukona Resort site. In obtaining a satisfactory water supply it 
will be necessary for the developer to negotiate agreements with neighboring 
landowners and/or the State and County governments. 

Sewerage. An activated sludge treatment plant would deliver secondarily-treated 
effluent to the golf course irrigation system for reuse. When the quantity of effluent 
exceeds irrigation needs, excess effluent would be disposed of in injection weUs 
located on the treatment plant grounds. Calculations indicate that this would not 
normaUy be necessary as the needs of the golf course exceed the amount of effluent 
that is available. 

Brackish Irrigation Wells. Initially, brackish wells would be the sole source of 
irrigation supply for the resorts' first golf course. As visitors and commercial activity 
at the resort increase, treated sewage would first supplement and then largely replace 
brackish well water as the supply source. Two brackish wells would be required for the 
first 18-hole golf course. Depending on the quantity of treated sewage available, 
either one or two more brackish wells would be needed when the second golf course is 
constructed. Prospective brackish well locations are shown on Figure V-10. 
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Table V-19. Data on Wells in the North and South Kohala Region of Relevance lo the Mahukona Resort . 

Year-Round 
Identifying USGS Iden ti I ying Bottom of Representative Original Average 
Number on Well Name Year Ground Well Still Water Chloride Purpose Current Pumpage 
Figure V- 10 Number (If any) Installed Elevation Elevation Level Content ~ Use Rate 

Ut. msl) Ht. msl) Ut. msll (mg/I) (MGD) 

71.54-01 McCandless well 1881 )0;!;_ unknown unknown unknown exploratory unused 0.00 
at Mahukona 

2 664.5-01 Grove No. I 1962 4200+ 4044 41331 unknown exploratory unused 0.00 

) 6549-01 Kohala Estates 1979 1"62 - .53 6 • .5 60 exploratory domestic pump not yet 
installed 

4 61/.51 -02 Windmill Estates 1972 40! unknown unknown 9.50 industrial unused 0.00 

5 6451 -01 Grove No. 2 1962 40+ unknown unknown 2400 exploratory unused o.oo 
6 6450-01 .. 1980 400+ - JO to - 15 unknown 1400!_ irrigation irrigation pump not yet 

installed 

7 6147-01 Kawaihae 16 196) 982 - .58 4 .6 to .5.2 180 to 260 exploratory unused 0.00 

8 6148-01 & Kawaihae 14 1961 & .57.5 - 41 3.3 3.50 exploratory domestic 0.1.5 (each) 
6148-02 1969 

9 6049-02 & Mauna Kea Beach 1967 & ,o -40 unknown 1800 air air 2.00 (each) 
6049, 03 Hotel J and 4 1969 conditioning conditioning 

IO 6048-01 Kawaihae 1.5 1961 392 - 37 ) to .5 .5.50 exploratory unused o.oo 
II 6048-02 Mauna Kea Beach J961j 3110 . i,o ti.7 700 irrigation irrigation 0,36 

Hotel I 

12 6049-01 Mauna Kea Beach 1964 188 - 30 4 .7 700 irrigation irrigation 0.36 

I) 5948-01 1-lapuna 1970 2146 - 24 2,6 4ti0 irrigation irrigation 0.05 

14 .5946-01 Lalamilo-A 1977 1172 - 105 8.2 75 exploratory unused 0.00 
5946-02 Lalamilo-B 1979 1089 -69 6 . 6 32 exploratory/ domestic not yet In 

domestic service 
5946- 0J Lalamilo-C 1980 1087 - 46 . 5 7.6 " exploratory/ domestic not yet in 

domestic service 

1.5 .5745-01 Parker .5 1969 1207 - 20 16 JO domestic domestic 0.20 

16 5714.5-02 Parker 4 1969 1208 - 24 16 JO domestic domestic 0.20 

17 5750-01 Parker Shaft 1961 37 - 3 2.8 700 irrigation irrigation 0.8.5 

18 .561f8-0I Parker 2 1968 622 - 31 ,. 1 380 exploratory unused o.oo 
19 56118-02 Parker I 1968 815 - 34 6.1 560 exploratory Irrigation 0.72 

This well hit perched water at a depth of 67 feet; .5 feet lower, the water in the hole was lost (Lao and Adams, 1968). 

< Source: Compiled by Delt, Collins & Associates. The primar y source of information i~ the USGS files, Honolulu Q([jce, 6th Floor of the Federal Building. This is 
I supplemented by field measurements ol Helt, Collins & Associates or information obtained from well owners and/or drillers. 
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Drainage Structures. The eight percent slope across the resort site dominates 
drainage considerations. Because of this gradient, it would be necessary to employ 
swales or conduits running across slope to deliver runoff from developed areas to the 
on-site gulches which run almost directly downslope to the shorellne. The area is 
generally dry and storm rainfalls are infrequent and of modest intensity. However, 
once concentrated runoff does collect in one of these gulches, it moves toward the 
shoreline at high velocity. Due to the greater extent of impervious surfaces, runoff 
from intensively developed areas of the resort would tend to increase the frequency 
and amount of stream flow in the gulches. The landscaped areas of the site would slow 
the runoff more than the present sparse vegetation and therefore increase percolation, 
resulting in less and Jess frequent runoff. Despite this lessening of runoff due to 
landscaping, the overall effect of site development is Jlkely to be an increase in 
runoff. 

ASSESSMENT OF THE RESORT'S DIRECT IMPACT ON THE 
HYDROLOGIC ENVIRONMENT 

The impact of the modest change in frequency and amount of stormwater runoff is 
dealt with in the section of this report dealing with impacts on the nearshore marine 
community. A more significant aspect to consider ls the impact on groundwater of the 
resort's various wells. Tables V-20, V-21, and V-22 show projected pumping, irrigation, 
and injection rates. These numbers were created using plausible assumptions which 
are stated in the tables and their footnotes, but it should be kept in mind that they 
only establish approximate use and disposal rates. Moreover, because they are stated 
in terms of average rates, they also mask short-term anomalies which would occur in 
unusually rainy periods or if occupancy rates vary significantly above or below 70 
percent. 

The most important conclusion regarding the impact on groundwater portrayed in 
Tables V-20, V-21 and V-22 are as follows: 

(i) Virtually all treated sewage effluent would be used for golf course irrigation; 
the only exception would occur during a particularly rainy period and/or when 
visitor occupancy rates are unusually high. 

(ii) After initial golf course start-up, when approximately one MGD of brackish 
well water would be needed for irrigation, use of well water for irrigation 
would drop off significantly. 

(iii) Total groundwater consumption would amount to about 1.0 MGD in the early 
stages of the project and increase to two or three MGD when the 
development reaches maturity. 

Based on these use rates and the likely locations of the various wells, no adverse 
effect on ground water would be expected. If the potable wells are located directly 
inland of the resort site, then the 2 to 3 MGD ultimate groundwater withdrawal rate 
would utilize all the developable groundwater flux in this area. Careful management 
of well pumping schedules would be required to avoid overdraft, a practice which 
would be in the developer's interest. If it is not done, progressive salting of the 
irrigation wells might occur. It could even extend as far inland as the potable wells. 

If the potable wells are located to the north in Kokolki, there would be less possibility 
of overdraft at either Kokoiki or the resort site. Kokoikl is on the opposite side of the 
Kohala mountain's rift zone from the resort (refer to Figure V-10). Groundwater 
resources there are proven by existing wells and the natural !low is greater than on the 
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Table V~20. Projected Potable Water Use Rate of the Mahukona Resort. 

1986-1990 1991-1995 1996-2000 2001-2005 Total 

No. of Units Develo.e,ed In Period: l 

Hotel Rooms 400 450 350 300 1,500 
Condominium Apartments 300 600 1,000 1,300 3,200 
S-F Residential Homes 100 100 150 150 500 
10,000 s.f. Commerdal l . 4 1.8 2.0 2.0 7.2 
Acres of Recreation Space 8 6 6 5 25 

Additional Water Use (in MGD) BI Development 
Constructed in Time Period:2 

Hotel Rooms 0.140 0.158 0 .123 0.105 0.526 
Condominium Apartments 0.120 0.240 0.400 0.520 1.280 
S-F Residential Homes 0.050 0.050 0.075 o .075 0.250 
10,000 s.f. Commercial 0 .008 0.01 l 0.012 0.005 0.036 
Acres of Recreation Space 0.032 0.024 0.024 0.020 0.100 -Total 0.350 0.483 0.634 0.725 2.192 

Cumulative Water Use (in MGDtBx DeveloP!!!ent Type: 

Hotel Rooms 0 . 140 0 .298 0 . 421 0.526 
Condominium Apartments 0.120 0.360 0.760 1.280 
S-F Residential Homes 0.050 o. 100 0.175 0,250 
10,000 s.f. Commercial Space 0.009 0.019 0.031 0.036 
Acres of Recreation Space 0.032 0.056 0 . 08 0.100 --

Total 0.350 0.833 1.467 2.192 

1 From Table 11-1. 

2 Based on water use rates projected by Belt, Collins & Associates (1980: 13 & 14) as follows: Hotel - 350 gal/room/day; 
Condominium Apartment • 400 gal/unit/day; Single-Family Residence - 500 gal/unit/day; Commercial - 6,000 gal/ 10,000 s.f. 
floor area/day; Recreation - 4,000 gal/acre/day. These reflect 100 percent occupancy rates and are, therefore, higher than 
what the year-round usage rate would be. 

< Source; Belt, Collins & Associates. 
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Table V-21. Summary of Projected Domestic Water Use, Sewage Generation, and Coif Course Irrigation Requirements of the Mahukona Resort. 

EX!!!:£1ed Wet-Season (Nov. thru Februarr) Flow Rates I Exeected Dr~-Season (June thru Seetembe_r) Flow Rates3 

Domestic Water Use Domestic Water Use Sewage Generated Sewage Generated 
Supplied by Deep for Possible Golf Course lrrigation2 Supplied by Deep for Possible Golf Course lrrigation4 

~ Wells Reuse Reguirement Wells Reuse Reguirement 
(MGD) (MGD) (MGD) {MGD) {MGD) (MGO) 

1990 0.25 0.18 0.88 0.42 0.29 t.05 

1995 D.58 O.til 0.88 1.00 0.70 1.05 

2000 1,03 0.72 1.63 1.76 1.23 1.92 

2005 1.53 1.07 1.63 2.63 t.84 1.92 

Wet-season potable water and sewage generation rates are taken to be 70 percent of year-round, 100 percent occupancy flow rates. Sewage flow is assumed 
to be 70 percent of potable water use. 

2 The wet-season golf course irrigation application is taken to be 1.5 Inches per week Jess about 0.23 inches taken care of by rainfall during these winter 
months. It is assumed that the first 18-hole course will have 180 irrigated acres; the second 18-hole course, to be added In the third development phase, will 
add 150 irrigated acres. 

3 Dry-season potable water and sewage generation rates are taken to be 120 percent of year-round, 100-percent occupancy flow rates. 

4 Dry-season golf course irrigation Is taken to be 1.5 inches per week with no effective rainfall. 

Source: Belt, Collins & Associates. 
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Table V-22. Summary of Groundwater Pumping and Injection at the Mahukona Resort by Time Period. 

Wet-Season (Nov.-Feb.) Ratesl Dry-Season (June-Sept.) Ratesl 

lnjection3 
Net4 

Injection3 
Pumeing . at Sewage Pumeing at Sewage Net 

Time Potable Brackish2 Treatment Groundwater Potable Brackish2 Treatment Groundwater 
Period Wells Wells Plant Withdrawal Wells Wells Plant WithdrawaJ4 

Preparation5 o.oo 0.88 < 0.01 0.88 o.oo 1.05 < 0.01 1.05 

1986-1990 0.25 0.70 < 0.01 0.95 0.42 0.76 < 0.01 1.18 

1991-1995 0.58 0.47 < 0.01 l.05 1.00 0.35 <0.01 1.35 

1996-2000 1.03 0.91 < 0.01 1.94 1.76 0.69 <0.01 2.45 

2001~2005 1.53 0.56 < 0.01 2.09 2.63 0.08 <0.01 2.71 

l AU flgures in MG D. 

2 Pumpage from brackish wells is the difference between the sewage flow and the irrigation requirements as shown in Table 3. 

3 Injection wells would be constructed as a back-up effluent disposal system, but golf course irrigation would normally utilize all 
the effluent generated, The wells would be used only in case of problems with the golf course irrigation system or during 
exceptionally rainy periods. 

4 Note that the estimates assume that the development is served by one integrated system. Failure to connect all the sewage 
treatment facilities with the golf courses could result in an increase in total withdrawals. 

5 11Preparation11 involves the establishment of the golf course. Since this occurs prior to the occupation of the site by visitors, 
residents, or employees, all of the irrigation water must be drawn from the brackish wells. 

< Source: Belt , Collins & Associates. 
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leeward side of the rift zone. There ls little doubt that the resort's potable water 
requirements could be met by several wells there. (Bowles, et.al., 1974:.58-64 provides 
a good summary of groundwater development potential on the Kokoiki side of the rift 
zone.) At the resort site, groundwater withdrawals would only be for brackish 
irrigation water if the Kokoiki source were used for potable water, and there is 
undoubtedly adequate groundwater for this use. 

SECONDARY IMPACTS ON WATER RESOURCES OF NORTH AND SOUTH KOHALA 

Without-Mahukona Scenario 

New residential and commercial development, located off the region's major resort 
sites but attributable to it, will have impacts on regional water resource allocation and 
capacities of some of the existing water systems. Data on which the discussion of 
these impacts are based are summarized in Tables V-23 and V-24 and Figures V-11, 
V-12, and V-13. Some of their most significant aspects are: 

o Water use in Waimea increased steadily at about seven percent per year through 
the 1970s, but held reasonably constant in North Kohala and along the Kawaihae­
Puako coast (Table V-23 and Figure V-11). In North Kohala, this reflects a stable 
population. In Kawaihae-Puako, limited supply capacity through the pipeline from 
Waimea was a factor, particularly in the last several years of the decade. 

o Completion of the Lalamilo water system, expected in June 1981, will greatly 
increase water supply capacity and service area of the County system serving the 
South Kohala coast (Figures V-12 and V-13, and Table V-24). This will enable 
several condominium projects in Puako, now held up because of inadequate water 
service capacity, to proceed. More significantly, it will allow two large-scale 
resort developers, Mauna Kea Properties, Inc. and Mauna Lani Resort, Inc., to 
proceed with hotel and condominium projects. These two developers contributed 
$2 million to the construction of the system, and 1.0 MGD of the system's water 
has been committed to their use. 

o After the first increment of the Lalamilo system is on-line in mid-1981, the 
substantial surplus supply capacities shown in Table V-24 will exist in various 
Kohala systems. Of particular benefit is that the Waimea system can be reJieved 
of supplying the South Kohala coast. This will result in a surplus there and put off 
the need for source and treatment additions for some years. 

o Private systems, particularly the Waikoloa system, seem destined to have less 
impact than the county system on regional water supply, in proportion to their 
capacities, for at least some years hence. This is largely a matter of their location 
in relationship to the region's population centers. 

A time-series analysis of water consumption and population growth ln the area served 
by the Waimea water system indicates that average per capita water use (based on the 
estimated de facto population) remained steady at 170 gallons per day throughout the 
1970s. Because it serves a similar user mix, this consumption rate is believed to be a 
good indicator of the water use rate that wiJJ be experienced in the Kohalas between 
now and the completion of the Mahukona Resort project. 

Using this 170-gaJJon (per capita, per day) use rate together with estimates of existing 
population from Table V-13, the resort development projections shown in Table III-1, 
and the secondary growth forecasts summarized in Tables IV-16 and IV-17, future 
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Table V-23. Water Service by the County Department of Water Supply to North and South KohaJa Through the 1970s. 

Fiscal Year 

1979-1980 

1978• 1979 

1988-1978 

1976-1977 

1975-1976 

1974-1975 

1973-1974 

1972- 1973 

1971- 1972 

1970-1971 

Average Metered Consumption (MGD) 

South KohaJa 
Kawainae North 
-Puako Waimea Kohala 

0~504 0 .673 0.341 

0.491 0.631 0.323 

0.484 0.701 0 . 336 

0.706 0 . 644 0 . 335 

0.667 0. 550 0.320 

0. 658 0.506 0.332 

0.580 0 . 524 0.339 

0.622 0.440 0.324 

0.555 0.455 0. 318 

0.455 0 . 339 0.276 

Total for 
North and 

South Kohala 

1. 518 

1.445 

1.521 

1.685 

1. 537 

1,496 

l .443 

l. 386 

1.328 

1.070 

Source: Annual Reports of the Hawaii County Department of Water Supply. 

Number of Metered Services 

South Kohala 
Kawaihae North 
-Puako Waimea Kohala 

248 1,369 977 

246 1,272 959 

239 1,158 916 

234 1,088 900 

226 1,032 893 

219 993 881 

220 953 865 

205 872 841 

205 805 828 

188 733 801 

Total for 
North and 

South Kohala 

2,594 

2,477 

2,313 

2,222 

2,151 

2,093 

2,038 

1,918 

1,838 

1,722 
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Table Y-24, Present and Near-Future Capacllles and Use of Water Sy,tems ln the South and North Kohala Reglon,1 

Water Srstem 

Public: Systems: 
Walmea 

Lalamilo 

North Kol,ala 

Private Systems, 
Walkoloa 

Kol,ala Estates 

Mahukona Resort 

All llgures In MGn. 

Existing 
On-Line 
~ 

).,. 

Present Situation 

l\verage 
Consum2_tlon 

1.2 

Posslble 
Additional 
Consume.tJ_l!!ll 

O.&, 

(presently under construction) 

1,i,7 0.)4 0.) 

2.0 0.07 1.1 

_, 

Near Future 
On-line 
Ca~ 

).j4 

.J.7 

1,t,7 

2.0 

1,0 

Near-Future Sltuatlon2 

Average 
Consum.2.tton 

o.B 

1.i,6 

M 

0.2.JB 

o.o, 

Possible 
Additional 
Consum.2.t1on.J 

Prospects for E•pandlng Supply 

1.2 

0.7 

0.l 

o., 

o., 

Expansion of raw water storage and subse­
quent expansion of treatmenl capacity 
required. 

Addi tlonal wells would expand the sys I em 
to ,.:, MGO capaclty1 following that, a new 
well field and lransmlsslon sySlem would 
be required. 

Groundwater resources are more than ade­
quale, bul Installation of new wells would 
be required. 

New wells could expand capacity to between 
, MGD and 7 MGD. 

New wells might expand capacity to 2 MGD 
or lMGD. 

Exploratory drilling would be required to 
establish a supply source directly Inland; 
next logical supply choice Is 7 miles north 
near Hawl. 

2 The near-future situation depicted here assumes: the lalamllo Water System, presently under construction, ts brought on-line; DIVS terminates delivery of \\lalmea 
water to the coast wllh completion ol the Lalamllo system; the deep well drllled Inland of Kohala Estates is outfitted with a 1.0 MCD pump. 

.J Possible additional consumption Is the difference between average consumption and DWS' deftnlllon of the safe supply capacity. The safe supply ls the on-line 
capacity reduced by a I.U factor to account for transmlssion/dlstrlbullon leakage and by a 1., factor to account for peak-season consumpllon. 

4 The published capacity of the system Is ),, MCD (Department of Water Su,,ply, 1971:40 but experience In recent droughts has shown Its practical capacity to be 
substanlially less than this. It Is supplied by surface water and a valid probability analysis Is required to establish actual yield. 

' All of the current Walmea system surplus would have to be used In \\lalrnca. There ls no excess trans,niuion capacity to the Kawalhae-Puako coastal area. 

6 Consumption of Lalamllo system water Initially will Include current Kawalhae-Puako use, several Puako condominium projects on hold pending water development, 
and the Initial projects ol the Mauna Lani and Mauna Kea rroperties re5orts. 

7 North Kol1ala system on-line capacity Is based on low-flow rates lrorn tunnel $0Urces and the -00 gallon per minute well and pump In Hawi. 

1 Near-luture consumption ol Walkoloa system water will include the -60-room hotel now under construction at Anaeho'omalu Day. 

9 Approiimately " to 20 homesites in Kohala Estates U$Cd water trucked from Kawalhae to the Estates' dlstrlbulion reservoir. The amoun t ol this use is Included in 
the figure of Wairnca useage. 

Source: Compiled by Dell, Collins & l\ssodates using sources and assumptions noted above. 
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Trends in Service Connections and Water Consumption for 
County Department of Water Supply Systems in North and 
South Kohala: l 970s 
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water demand in the North/South Kohala study area can be projected and compared to 
the total capacities of planned water systems in the region. This comparison is 
depicted in Figure V-14. In region-wide totals, it appears that the capacity of existing 
and planned systems will comfortably exceed demand at least through the year 2000. 
However, a number of factors dictate that this conclusion be treated with caution. 

First, in order for the apparent region-wide surplus depicted in the figure to be 
realized, population growth will have to be distributed in proportion to the capacity of 
the water systems. Specifically, new residents will have to settle primarily in the 
service areas of the Lalamilo, Waikoloa, and Kohala Estates systems. Only limited 
numbers could settle in the traditional population centers of Hawi and Waimea (see 
Table V-24). 

Second, the surplus shown for the Waimea system may actually be much smaller than 
the official estimate shown in Table V-24. The system depends upon a surface water 
source whose flow is highly variable. Recent experience during drought periods 
suggests that demand may already be very close to the amount that the system can 
provide on a reliable basis. A valid probability analysis of both the flow rate of the 
source (Kohakohau Stream) and the use patterns of consumers wiU be required to 
establish its actual yield. 

Third, the population distribution that would be required to efficiently utilize all of 
the sources is not one that ls likely, or even possible, under existing State and County 
land use designations, and it is not one which necessarily matches landowners' present 
intentions. Plans for the -Kohala Estates subdivision, for example, call for only 400 
residential units to be built. At an average use rate of 500 gallons per day per unit, 
this amounts to only 200,000 gallons per day, or 20 percent of the system's potential 
1.0 MGD capacity. Unless additional residential or commercial development is 
undertaken within the service area of this system, the remaining 0.8 MGD capacity 
could not be utilized to support the projected secondary gr9wth. In the same vein, it ls 
not clear that the residential units that can be developed at Waikoloa will be sold at a 
price that persons who are economically dependent upon the projected resort develop­
ment will be able to pay. If they are not, residential development there may proceed 
slowly and the available water resources may not be fully utilized. 

With-Mahukona Scenario 

The potential impact of the Mahukona Resort on future water resource allocation 
needs to be looked at in two ways, first in terms of region-wide totals and then 
specifically in reference to North Kohala. Population projections presented elsewhere 
in this EIS show the project would increase regional resident and visitor population by 
17 and 29 percent, respectively. Reasonably, visitors who stay at the Mahukona 
Resort would be supplied by the resort's new water system, one paid for by the resort 
developer and whose contribution to regional water system capacity is not reflected in 
Figure V-14. This leaves the resort's secondary population growth to be 
accommodated within the surplus capacity depicted on Figure V-14. This secondary 
population is estimated to be 2,250 in 1995 and to reach 3,800 by the time the project 
is completed. Using the same factors upon which Figure V-14 is based, these new 
residents would consume 0.38 MGD and 0.65 MGD in those two years, respectively. 
This would require on-line system capacities of 0.66 MGD in 1995 and 1.12 MGD 
ultimately. These numbers are within the region-wide apparent surplus shown on 
Figure V-14. 

While it appears that the existing and planned water supply in the region ls sufficient 
to accommodate population growth associated with the Mahukona Resort on the 
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condition that the growth is distributed geographically in almost exactly the same way 
that water supply is available, there is a significant possibility this would not occur. In 
particular, the Mahukona Resort's proximity to existing North Kohala communities 
suggests that, in the absence of strong control exerted by the County, a substantial 
proportion of the secondary population growth it would produce might locate there. If 
this does occur, expansion of the existing county water system there would be 
required, including new supply wells and greater distribution capacity. It is established 
that the water resource is adequate for such expansion. It would simply be a matter of 
making the necessary capital investments. 

It is worth noting in passing that the presence of a resort developer at Mahukona could 
benefit the County if the need to expand the North Kohala system does arise. Without 
the Mahukona Resort project, the Department of Water supply would probably have to 
pay for new source development at Kokoiki. With it there is a possibility that the 
developer could be induced to put up a sizeable portion of the required capital in 
return for a substantial share of the water, much as has been done with the Lalamilo 
Water System project in South Kohala. 

Cost Considerations 

All of the planned and proposed resort projects are being required to develop and/or 
finance water systems in order to obtain necessary development permits. As a result, 
the public is being required to finance only a small portion of the capital cost. The 
Waikoloa, Lalamilo, and Kohala Estates systems, i.e., the three major new water 
systems expected to serve Kohala development, all utilize deep wells with lifts of 
from 1,100 to 1,4-00 feet. Because of this, the cost (per 1,000 gallons) of electricity 
needed to operate the systems will be significantly greater than the present county­
wide average. In fact, electricity costs alone are expected to be greater than $0.50 
per 1,000 gallons, or more than the Department of Water Supply now charges users. 
The Waikoloa and Kohala Estates systems are expected to remain private; owners will 
undoubtedly recover their costs by charging more than the rates set by the Depart­
ment of Water Supply. (Waikoloa residents currently pay about $1.00 per 1,000 
gallons, or twice the DWS rate.) The Lalamilo system will be a public system however, 
which means that residents who live in areas with lower water supply costs will 
subsidize users of water from this source. 
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IMPACTS ON PUBLIC FACILITIES, SERVICES, AND UTILITIES 

The growing population of the North/South Kohala area would require a gradual 
expansion of the existing public facilities, services, and utilities. While it is not 
possible, at this time, to project precisely the needs that would exist by the year 2005, 
it is possible to anticipate the types and approximate magnitude of the demand. This 
chapter addresses the projected needs for schools, health care facilities, recreational 
faciHties, police and fire protection, electrical power, solid waste disposal, and sewage 
treatment systems. 

SCHOOLS 

Existing Facilities 

The North/South Kohala impact area ls served by three public and three private 
schools. KohaJa High/Elementary serves the North Kohala District, from kindergarten 
through 12th grade. Waimea Element ary/Intermediate serves South Kohala for 
kindergarten through 9th grade. South Kohala high school students are bused to 
Honoka'a High for grades 10 through 12. The private schools are Hawaii Preparatory 
Academy (grades 1-12), the Parker School (grades 7-12)--both in Waimea, and the 
Kohala Mission School (grades 1-8) in Hawi. The 1978 enrollment at these three 
private schools was, respectively, 396, 106, and 22 (Hawaii, State of, Department of 
Education, December 1978:21). 

The capacities, current enrollments, and the Department of Education's projections of 
year 2000 enrollments in the public schools serving the area are shown in Table V-25. 
The enrollment projections do not specifically take into account expected resort­
related secondary growth. However, the large growth in enrollment foreseen for 
Walmea Elementary/Intermediate as a projection of current growth trends in the area 
resulting Jargely from the impetus of the visitor industry. 

Projected Impacts 

The Depar tment of Education (Lau, March 24, 1981) does not normally make 
projections for school enrollment based on the limited information now available about 
the planned and proposed resorts and related secondary growth. They wait until the 
plans for projects are much more concrete, usually after zoning approval, to calculate 
new projections. The DOE's experience with the resort area of Ka'anapali on Maul, 
where many workers are bused in from the Wailuku/Kahului area, and with Waikoloa 
Vilage, which has generated very little public school enrollment, leads them to 
downplay the effect that the planned and proposed resorts wilJ have on the schools. 

There are obviously many unknowns which make projections for school enrollment 
difficult. Among these are: 

o the exact demographic makeup (e.g. , age, income, family size) of the expected 
additional families; 

o the location of the necessary addit ional residential areas; 

o factors which could cause residents to send their children to private schools. 

Still, the impact of the planned and proposed resorts can be roughly estimated. 
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Table V-25. Capacities, Current Enrollment, and Enrollment Projections for Schools 
Serving North/South Kohala. 

Current 
School Grades Capacity! Enrollment 1 

Kohala K-12 773 710 

Waimea K-9 7883 683 

Honoka'a K-12 1,088 1,0374 
Total 2,649 2,430 

1 Howard Lau, Facilities Branch - DOE, phone conversation March 24, 1981. 

2 Ed Matsushige, Planning Branch - DOE, phone conversation March 20, 1981. 

DOE 
Projected 
Enrollment 
(year 2000)2 

630 

1,070 

.!.t..!.!Q 
2,810 

3 Capacity as of 1980 (Belt, Collins & Associates: March 1980); four classrooms are now 
being added. 

4 An examination of Waimea Intermediate enrollment by grade (Hawaii, State of, 
Department of Education, September 1978: 11) indicates that about 150 students at 
Honoka'a High are from South Kohala. Therefore the total public school enrollment of 
students from North and South Kohala is approximately 1,540. 

Source: Compiled by Belt, Collins & Associates based on sources noted in footnotes 
above. 



Results of the 1980 Census (U.S. Census Bureau, February 13, 1981) and the enrollment 
information presented in Table V-25 indicate that in 1980 there were about 0.2 public 
school students in the study area for each person who resided there. Applying this 
same ratio to the projected year 2000 resident population without the proposed 
Mahukona Resort (see Table IV-17) indicates that already-planned resort development 
in South Kohala would increase the number of public school students in the study area 
in the year 200.5 by 2,900. Based on the same factor, the Mahukona Resort's secondary 
growth would add another 760 students to the public school system for a total increase 
of 3,660 students between now and 2005. 

For a variety of reasons, the two most important being a continuing decline in the 
birth rate and, the fact that a substantial proportion of the resort industry labor force 
is likely to consist of childless transients, it is expected that the student/capita ratio 
in 2005 will be no more than two-thirds the present rate, and quite possibly less. 

Regardless of the exact enrollment increase that occurs, the relatively small excess 
capacity possessed by existing facilities indicates that substantial new construction 
will be required, either on vacant land adjacent to existing schools or on entirely new 
sites. The Department of Education's present policy is to accommodate growth by 
expanding existing facilities (rather than by constructing entirely new schools) 
whenever possible, and we have been told that sufficient vacant land exists on the 
school sites listed in Table V-25 to accommodate all of the growth that is projected. 

Despite the presence of sufficient vacant land on existing sites and the DOE's desire to 
avoid the establishment of a new school, such a move could become almost inevitable 
if a large part of the projected secondary growth were to be located in the South 
Kohala coastal area. Otherwise, the Department would find itself bussing most of the 
elementary-level students 10 to 1.5 miles to and from school. This is not only 
undesirable from an educational standpoint, it would also add greatly to the system's 
transportation costs. 

Mitigation Measures 

As noted above, the Department of Education believes that existing school sites have 
sufficient vacant land to accommodate the faci lities necessary to serve the population 
growth in the region both with and without the proposed Mahukona Resort. Given the 
long lead time necessary for the construction of hotels and other resort facilities, it 
will be possible to wait until developers' plans are actually being implemented before 
beginning construction of new classrooms and other facilities. In short, it seems 
feasible, in some ways even preferable, for the Department to respond to immediate 
pressures rather than engage in long-term planning. 

The one situation where this is probably not true is if a large portion of the secondary 
growth were to be centered in the South Kohala coastal area, far from the nearest 
school. If this were to occur, travel times for students and transportation costs for 
the Department of Education might well be excessive. In this case, development of a 
new school would be called for as a means of forestalling these adverse effects. 
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condition that the growth is distributed geographically in almost exactly the same way 
that water supply is available, there is a significant possibility this would not occur. In 
particular, the Mahukona Resort's proximity to existing North Kohala communities 
suggests that, in the absence of strong control exerted by the County, a substantial 
proportion of the secondary population growth it would produce might locate there. If 
this does occur, expansion of the existing county water system there would be 
required, including new supply wells and greater distribution capacity. It is established 
that the water resource is adequate for such expansion. It would simply be a matter of 
making the necessary capital investments. 

It is worth noting in passing that the presence of a resort developer at Mahukona could 
benefit the County if the need to expand the North Kohala system does arise. Without 
the Mahukona Resort project, the Department of Water supply would probably have to 
pay for new source development at Kokoiki. With it there is a possibility that the 
developer could be induced to put up a sizeable portion of the required capital in 
return for a substantial share of the water, much as has been done with the Lalamilo 
Water System project in South Kohala. 

Cost Considerations 

All of the planned and proposed resort projects are being required to develop and/or 
finance water systems in order to obtain necessary development permits, As a result, 
the public is being required to finance only a small portion of the capital cost. The 
Waikoloa, Lalamilo, and Kohala Estates systems, i.e., the three major new water 
systems expected to serve Kohala development, aU utilize deep wells with lifts of 
from 1,100 to 1,400 feet. Because of this, the cost (per 1,000 gallons) of electricity 
needed to operate the systems will be significantly greater than the present county­
wide average. In fact, electricity costs alone are expected to be greater than $0.50 
per 1,000 gaUons, or more than the Department of Water Supply now charges users. 
The Waikoloa and Kohala Estates systems are expected to remain private; owners will 
undoubtedly recover their costs by charging more than the rates set by the Depart­
ment of Water Supply. (Waikoloa residents currently pay about $1.00 per 1,000 
gallons, or twice the DWS rate.) The Lalamilo system will be a public system however, 
which means that residents who live in areas with lower water supply costs will 
subsidize users of water from this source. 
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IMPACTS ON PUBLIC FACILITIES, SERVICES, AND UTILITIES 

The growing population of the North/South Kohala area would require a gradual 
expansion of the existing public facilities, services, and utilities. While it is not 
possible, at this time, to project precisely the needs that would exist by the year 2005, 
it ls possible to anticipate the types and approximate magnitude of the demand. This 
chapter addresses the projected needs for schools, health care facilities, recreational 
facilities, police and fire protection, electrical power, solid waste disposal, and sewage 
treatment systems. 

SCHOOLS 

Existing Facilities 

The North/South Kohala impact area is served by three public and three private 
schools. Kohala High/Elementary serves the North Kohala District, from kindergarten 
through 12th grade. Waimea Elementary/Intermediate serves South Kohala for 
kindergarten through 9th grade. South Kohala high school students are bused to 
Honoka'a High for grades 10 through 12. The private schools are Hawaii Preparatory 
Academy (grades 1-12), the Parker School {grades 7-12)--both in Waimea, and the 
Kohala Mission School (grades 1-8) in Hawi. The l 978 enrollment at these three 
private schools was, respectively, 396, 106, and 22 (Hawaii, State of, Department of 
Education, December 1978:21 ). 

The capacities, current enrollments, and the Department of Education's projections of 
year 2000 enro!Jments in the public schools serving the area are shown in Table V-25. 
The enrollment projections do not specifically take into account expected resort­
related secondary growth. However, the large growth in enroJJment foreseen for 
Waimea Elementary/Intermediate is a pro jection of current growth trends in the area 
resulting largely from the impetus of the visitor industry. 

Projected Impacts 

The Department of Education (Lau, March 24, 1981) does not normaJJy make 
projections for school enrollment based on the limited information now available about 
the planned and proposed resorts and related secondary growth. They wait until the 
plans for projects are much more concrete, usually after zoning approval, to calculate 
new projections. The DOE's experience with the resort area of Ka'anapali on Maul, 
where many workers are bused in from the Wailuku/Kahulul area, and with Waikoloa 
Vilage, which has generated very little pubJlc school enroJJment, leads them to 
downplay the effect that the planned and proposed resorts will have on the schools. 

There are obviously many unknowns which make pro jections for school enrollment 
diff kult. Among these are: 

o the exact demographic makeup (e.g., age, income , family size) of the expected 
additional families; 

o the location of the necessary additional resident ial areas; 

o factors which could cause residents to send their children to private schools. 

Still, the impact of the planned and proposed resorts can be roughly estimated. 
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Table V-25. Capacities, Current EnroJJment, and EnroJJment Projections for Schools 
Serving North/South Kohala. 

Current 
School Grades Capacity! EnroUmentl 

Kohala K-12 773 710 

Waimea K-9 7883 683 

Honoka'a K-12 1,088 1,0374 
Total 2,649 2,430 

1 Howard Lau, Facilities Branch - DOE, phone conversation March 24, 198 l. 

2 Ed Matsushige, Planning Branch - DOE, phone conversation March 20, 1981. 

DOE 
Projected 
EnroUment 
(year 2000)2 

630 

1,070 

.!..z.!!.Q 
2,810 

3 Capacity as of 1980 (Belt, Collins & Associates: March 1980); four classrooms are now 
being added. 

4 An examination of Waimea Intermediate enrollment by grade (Hawaii, State of, 
Department of Education, September 1978: 11) indicates that about 150 students at 
Honoka'a High are from South Kohala. Therefore the total public school enroJJment of 
students from North and South Kohala is approximately 1,540. 

Source: Compiled by Belt, Collins & Associates based on sources noted in footnotes 
above. 
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Results of the 1980 Census (U.S. Census Bureau, February 13, 1981) and the enrollment 
information presented in Table V-25 indicate that in 1980 there were about 0.2 public 
school students in the study area for each person who resided there. Applying this 
same ratio to the projected year 2000 resident population without the proposed 
Mahukona Resort (see Table IV-17) indicates that already-planned resort development 
in South Kohala would increase the number of public school students in the study area 
in the year 2005 by 2,900. Based on the same factor, the Mahukona Resort's secondary 
growth would add another 760 students to the public school system for a total increase 
of 3,660 students between now and 2005. 

For a variety of reasons, the two most important being a continuing decline in the 
birth rate and, the fact that a substantial proportion of the resort industry labor force 
is likely to consist of childless transients, it is expected that the student/capita ratio 
in 2005 will be no more than two-thirds the present rate, and quite possibly Jess. 

Regardless of the exact enrollment increase that occurs, the relatively small excess 
capacity possessed by existing facilities indicates that substantial new construction 
will be required, either on vacant land adjacent to existing schools or on entirely new 
sites. The Department of Education's present policy is to accommodate growth by 
expanding existing facilities (rather than by constructing entirely new schools) 
whenever possible, and we have been told that sufficient vacant land exists on the 
school sites listed in Table V-25 to accommodate all of the growth that is projected. 

Despite the presence of sufficient vacant land on existing sites and the DOE's desire to 
avoid the establishment of a new school, such a move could become almost inevitable 
if a large part of the projected secondary growth were to be located in the South 
Kohala coastal area. Otherwise, the Department would find itself bussing most of the 
elementary-level students 10 to 15 miles to and from school. This is not only 

. undesirable from an educational standpoint, it would also add greatly to the system's 
transpor tation costs. 

Mitigation Measures 

As noted above, the Department of Education believes that existing school sites have 
sufficient vacant land to accommodate the facilities necessary to serve the population 
growth in the region both with and without the proposed Mahukona Resort. Given the 
long lead time necessary for the construction of hotels and other resort facilities, it 
will be possible to wait until developers' plans are actually being implemented before 
beginning construction of new classrooms and other facilities. In short, it seems 
feasible, in some ways even preferable, for the Department to respond to immediate 
pressures rather than engage in long-term planning. 

The one situation where this is probably not true is if a large portion of the secondary 
growth were to be centered in the South Kohala coastal area, far from the nearest 
school. If this were to occur, travel times for students and transportation costs for 
the Department of Education might well be excessive. In this case, development of a 
new school would be called for as a means of forestaJHng these adverse effects. 
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HEAL TH CARE FACILITIES 

Existing and Planned Facilities 

Three medical facilities are available to North/South Kohala area residents and 
visitors: Kohala Hospital near Hawi, Honoka'a Hospital, and the Lucy Henriques 
Medical Center in Waimea. The two hospitals are administered by the State 
Department of Health. (There are no privately administered hospitals on the island.) 
The Lucy Henriques Clinic is a non-profit operation, privately owned and administered. 
The present service capabilities, operating levels and examples of facility utilization 
at the two hospitals are outlined in Table V-26. 

The Lucy Henriques Cllnic is the most modern of the three facilities, in both 
equipment and building design. However, it is not certified to operate as a hospital. 
Patients can be treated there and kept in the facility's two holding beds for 24 hours at 
the most. In addition to the two beds, there are four physicians' offices, two dentists' 
offices, and an examination room. Fluoroscopy and X-ray services are available. The 
emergency room is open 8 AM to 9 PM, Monday through Friday and from 8 AM 
Saturday to 9 PM Sunday. 

The Kohala Hospital is housed in a structurally sound concrete block building. It 
presently meets the medical needs of the community satisfactorily. No structural 
changes to the facility are planned at the present time. However, some acute care 
beds are being redesignated as skilled nursing beds because the acute care occupancy 
rate is less than five percent while the skilled nursing (long-term care) beds are full all 
the time. · 

The Honoka'a Hospital is housed in a wooden building. In order to comply with 
Medicare and Medicaid requirements, sprinklers and fire-proofed walls have been 
installed and the 9-bed wards reduced to 4-bed wards. Due mainly to the resultant 
poor utilization of space, the State Department of Health has planned a new Honoka'a 
Hospital on the same parcel, just mauka of the present building. They expect to turn 
the present facility over for use as a skilled nursing unit or non-patient public health 
facility. The new hospital is planned to accommodate a small amount of growth in the 
region resulting from the consolidation of sugar plantations and new macadamia nut 
orchards in the area (Thompson, March 27, 1981). 

Projected Impacts 

No plans have been made for a new acute care hospital to serve the projected increase 
in population due to resort growth. Since the State Department of Health does not 
know where the residential growth in the region wiU occur it is not making any plans 
at this time, but Waimea would be a favored location for a new facility if population 
growth is concentrated in this area. Since the number of acute care beds at Kohala 
Hospital are being reduced, a new hospital in the region would provide the impetus to 
phase out all acute care there and limit that facility to skilled nursing and 
intermediate care. 

The expected population growth in the region would probably necessitate the construc­
tion of a new acute care hospital in North or South Kohala. The cost of this facility 
would fall largely on the State Department of Health. If rapid population increases 
outstrip the growth in health care facilities, patients would have to seek services in 
hospitals outside the region--probably in Hilo, Kona, or Honolulu. Patients requiring 
specialized care are forced to do this now. 
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Table V-26. Present Service Capabilities and Operating Levels of Hospitals Serving 
North/South Koha!a.1 

Koha!a Hoseltal Honoka'a Hosei ta! 
Acute Care Skilled Nursing Acute Care Skilled Nursing 

Beds 16 10 27 8 

Admissions 100 6 530 17 

Ave. Daily Census 0.7 10.5 7.7 6.9 

Ave. Length of Stay 
(days) 

2.6 549.3 5.3 147.6 

Percent of Occupancy 4.2% 105 .3% 29% 86% 

Examples of 
Facllltl Utilization 

Outpatient visits 2,344 2,411 

Emergency room visits 816 799 

Operations n.a. 138 

DeHverles n.a. 88 

Radiological exams 1,589 2,000 

Anesthesia 70 141 

l All figures are for fiscal year ended June 30, 1980. 

Source: Data obtained from State of Hawaii, Department of Health, County/State 
Hospital Administration Office. 
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One beneficial impact of the population growth is that it would tend to attract to the 
area medical specialists, whom the present population cannot support. Then a broader 
range of medical services would be available in the region. 

Mitigation Measures 

As mentioned above a new hospital would probably be required to provide adequate 
health care services to the residents and visitors of North and South Kohala. If a new 
acute care hospital cannot be built in sufficient time to respond to the area's 
population growth, expansion of the existing hospitals may be a necessary intermediate 
step. Once the size and location of the expected secondary growth is more firmly 
established, planning for a new facility should begin. 

RECREATIONAL FACILITIES 

Existing Situation 

Existing recreational facilities in North and South Kohala include beach parks, school 
playgrounds, historic sites, gyms, a marina, boat ramps, golf courses, tennis courts, a 
rodeo arena and race track, a scenic viewpoint, and forest reserve land. The specific 
recreational facilities are listed in Table V-27 along with the activities available at 
each; their locations are shown on Figure V-15. There are also several hiking trails in 
the area. 

Hawaii County's recreation plan defines two types of parks. Group l includes 
neighborhood and community type parks, while Group 2 parks serve· a larger region or 
the entire island. Beach parks are classed as Group 2 facilities. For North and South 
Kohala the amount of park acreage by Group and the ratio of acreage per 1,000 
residents is shown in Table V-28. 

The recommended standards reported in the County of Hawaii Recreation Plan are 
five acres per 1,000 population for Group l parks and ten acres per 1,000 population 
for Group 2 parks (Hawaii, County of, Department of Parks and Recreation, 1974:12). 
The North Kohala District meets the Group 1 standard, and the Group 2 standard is 
met if total, rather than developed, acreage is computed. The South Kohala District 
does not meet either standard, even by including two State parks in the Group 2 
calculation. An additional 4.7 acres of Group 1 and 8.7 acres of Group 2 park would be 
required to meet the recommended standards. 

Expected Impacts and Planned Mitigation 

Since resort developments provide numerous on-site recreational facilities and activi­
ties for their guests, the impact of visitor population growth on public recreational 
facilities, with a few exceptions noted below, is not considered significant. On the 
other hand, the large amount of resident population growth that is spurred by resort 
employment will place significant additional demands on the limited recreational 
resources. 

To meet the recommended standards for Group l and 2 parks for the expected study 
area population growth resulting from the planned South Kohala resorts, 72.5 more 
acres of Group 1 and lfl.5 more acres of Group 2 parks would be required. If the 
Mahukona resort is developed as well, resultant resident growth in North/South Kohala 
would require 19 and 38 more acres for Group 1 and 2 parks respectively, in addition to 
the acreage noted above--for a total of 91.5 additional acres of Group 1 parks, and 
183 more acres of Group 2 parks (see Table V-28). 
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Table V-27, Existing Recreational FaciliOes in North and South Kohala. 

Area 
Facility (Acres) Agency Activities 

Nortll Kohala: 

Camp Koapaka (Old 3. 7 Private Retreat group activities 
Makalapa School) 

Hala"ula School Playground ,.o State School playground activities 

Kahua Ranch Pavilion Private Picnicking 

Kamehameha Park 18 .4 County Indoor and outdoor recreational activities 

Kapa'a Beach Park 26.3 County Skin diving, fishing, picnicking, 
camping 

Kohala High/Elementary School 4 . S State Playground c!c high school athletic 
activities 

Keokea Beach Park 7.1 County Limited swimming, fishing, picnicking, camping 

Lapakahi State Historic Park State Self-guided tour of remains of fishing 
village 

Mahukona Beach Park/Boat l . ! County Swimming, skin diving, fishing, boat 
HarbOC' launching, picnicking, camping 

Mormon Gym, Hawi Private Indoor recreational activit ies 

Pololu-Honokane Valley Reser-..e State Wilderness, hiking 

South Kohala: 

Hapuna Beach Park 6.5.0 State Swimming, surfing, camping, lodging 

Kahilu Hall Private Indoor recreational activities 

Kawaihae Boat Harbor 10 .0 State Marina, boat-launching ramp, fish ing 

Kohala Forest Reserve 23,800.0 State Wilderness, hiking· 

Mauna Kea Beach Hotel Golf 400 Privat e Golf, tennis 
Course and Tennis Courts (fee) 

Puako Boat Ramp 0 • .5 State F ishing, boat-launching ramp 

Pu'ukohola Heiau. National Park Federal In terpretation of h1Storic sites 

Samuel Spenc er Beach Park 13.4 County Swimming, picknicking, campmg 

Thelma Parker Gym State County recreational programs in a 
State-owned facility 

W alkoloa Golf Cour:14! Private GoH 
(fee) 

Waimea Elementary/Inter- .5 . 0 State School playground acnvities 
mediate School 

Waimea Park 10 . .5 County Outdoor recreational acuviues 

Waimea Playground 2. 3 County Open grassed area , landscapmg 
(Church row) 

Waimea Rodeo and Racetrack Private Rodeo activit ies 

Waimea Youth Center Private Indoor recreational activities 

Source:. Hawa!\• County of, Department of Parks and Recreation H974} and (July 22, 1981 ), and 
Hawau, State of, Department of P lanning and Economic Development (December 191.5). 
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Table V• 28. Park Acreages and Ratios to Resident Population in North and South Kohala: 1980 and 2005. 

Resident Population 

Park Area (in acres): 
Group 1 
Group 2 

Park Acres/ 1,000 residents: 
Group 1 
Group 2 

Additional acres needed to reach 
recommended standards: 

Group 1 
Group 2 

l From 1980 Census. 

2 From Table IV-17. 

Existing 

North Kohala: 1980 South Kohala: 1980 

3,249 l 4,6041 

27.9 18.3 
36.53 37.44 

8.6 4.0 
11.23 8.1 

- 4.7 
_5 8.7 

Additional 
North and South Kohala: 2005 

w/o Mahukona with Mahukona 

14,5002 18,3002 

5.0 5.0 
10.0 10.0 

72.5 91 • .5 
145.0 183.0 

3 If only developed park acreage is counted (8.7 acres)7 then the acreage per 1,000 residents is only 2.7. 

4 Kawaihae Boat Harbor and developed portion of Hapuna State Park (14 acres) are included in this figure. GeneralJy, 
the County Department of Parks and Recreation bases its ratios only on County park acreage. 

5 If only developed park acreage is counted, 23.8 more acres need to be developed to reach the recommended standard. 

Source: Hawaii County of, Department of Parks and Recreation (1974), and Hawaii State of, Department of Planning and 
Economic Development (December 1975). 
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This is a substantial amount of park acreage to acquire and develop in less than 25 
years, however, there is a large amount of suitable land in the area. Since almost all 
of the Group 1 park needs can be met in the subdivision process through the park 
dedication ordinance, the County need purchase neighborhood park sites only in 
existing neighborhoods without such a park. For Group 2 type parks a large part of the 
demand is for beach parks. These resources are limited and therefore, land values are 
high. The 1974 County recreation plan proposed establishment of recreation reserves 
at Mau•umae Beach, Kaluhi'ikanu Beach, Wai'ula'ula Point, Kukui Point (these four are 
between the Mauna Kea Beach Hotel and Samuel Spencer Beach Park), and at 
Anaeho'omalu Bay, Maka'iwa Bay, and Pauoa Bay. For North Kohala the plan proposed 
negotiation with landowners for rights-of-way to the coast at Kapana Bay, Niuli'i, and 
Hapu'u, and development of the Upolu Point Recreation Area. No direct purchase has 
been undertaken for any of these sites, although negotiations during the development 
permit process have assured protection of and public access to Anaeho'omalu, 
Maka'iwa, and Pauoa Bays which front the Waikoloa and Mauna Lani Resorts. The 
County has also negotiated for a public right-of-way to the beach at Kauna'oa Bay in 
front of the Mauna Kea Beach Hotel. 

While visitors would compete with residents for the limited shoreline resources, it 
must be recognized that development of the resorts will increase residents' access to 
these resources. If sufficient beach and shoreline acreage is not available to fulfill all 
of the Group 2 park needs then there is an abundance of land available to develop 
other Group 2 type parks which include historic areas, viewpoints, and facilities for 
indoor sports, spectator sports, or cultural activities. 

' One beneficial impact that increased growth, especially in the visitor population, 
might have ls to increase interest in and visits to such historic parks as Lapahaki 
State Historic Park and Pu'ukohola Heiau National Park. The State Department of 
Land and Natural Resources, Di vision of State Parks published in 1973 two plans for 
developing a series of sites in the study area. For North Kohala the concept was to 
restore sites connected with Kamehameha l's life as a way of promoting North Kohala 
as a "visitor destination area" and illustrating the culture of the Hawaiian people. For 
South Kohala there was a plan to develop a shoreline trail system linking historic sites, 
beach parks, and other recreational areas. The increased resident and visitor census in 
the area may provide the impetus to develop these historic parks and trail system. 

Additional Mitigation Measures 

Although the 1974 County Recreation Plan proposed a substantial number of new parks 
and facilities, especially in South Kohala, no land purchases for these proposed parks 
have been made (Miyao, March 27, 19& 1). Purchase of the land designated for regional 
parks now, before development pressures increase the cost, would help insure an 
adequate supply of Group 2 park land for the future population. An adequate supply of 
neighborhood park acreage can be assured by enforcement of the Park Dedication 
ordinance. A decision by the County Planning Department to restrict new housing 
developments to a few areas, rather than allowing a scattered pattern of development, 
would result in neighborhood parks that are larger and easier to maintain than many 
small, scattered ones. 
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POLICE PROTECTION 

Present Facilities and Staffing 

The Hawaii County Police Department currently maintains two stations ln the study 
area. One ls in Waimea, South Kohala; the other ls situated in Kapa'au, North Kohala. 
The staffing of these facHlties in March 1981 was: 

Kapa'au 

1 Captain 
2 Sergeants 
9 Police Officers 
1 Secretary/Stenographer 

Waimea 

1 Captain 
1 Lieutenant 
2 Sergeants 

13 Police Officers 
1 Secretary/Stenographer 

Based on 1980 population figures, there are presently 3.7 police officers per 1,000 
residents. 

According to Chief Guy Paul of the Hawaii County Police Department (March 13, 
1981), the present North Kohala staffing is adequate, but the Waimea station has more 
calJs than its staff can adequately handle. Both of the police stations were recently 
constructed--Waimea's in 197 5 and Kapa'au's in 1973--and have the capacity to handle 
a substantial increase in staffing (Paul, March 13, 1981). Should additional space be 
required, there is room on the sites of both stations for expansion. 

Projected Impacts 

The projected future growth in the area's resident and vis itor population associated 
with planned and proposed resort development in the Kohalas would undoubtedly 
increase the demand for police services. However, the increase in demand would not 
necessarlly be in direct proportion to the increase in population. The extent to which 
staffing would need to increase is dependent upon numerous factors, many of which 
are impossible to predict at this time. However, some understanding of the level of 
staffing increases that might be required may be had by considering four possibilities. 
In order of increasing requirements they are: (i) estimates made by Chief Guy Paul, 
present head of the Big Island police force; (ii) estimates made by his predecessor, 
Acting Chief 'v1artin Kaaua; (iii) estimates based on an extrapolation of the present 
resident population to police officer ratio; and (iv) estimates based on an extrapolation 
of the present de facto population to police officer ratio. 

When contacted as part of this study, Chief Guy Paul estimated that a 50 percent 
increase in personnel at the Waimea Station would be required to properly serve 
growth associated with the planned South Kohala resorts (as shown in Table 111-17). If 
the proposed Mahukona Resort is also built, he projected a need to increase staff at 
the Kapa'au Station as well, probably by ten to twenty percent. This amount of new 
personnel could be housed within the existing stations (Paul, March 13, 198 l). 

When Chief Paul's predecessor, Acting Chief Martin Kaaua, was consulted in 
December 1979 during the preparation of the Lalamilo Water System EIS, he stated 
that: 
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Development of the North and South Kohala regions at the magnitude 
projected would require a 100- to 150-percent increase in staffing in the 
South Kohala district and a 50-percent increase in personnel for North 
Kohala. The high concentration of resort development in the South Kohala 
coastal region coupled with the anticipated increase in households in the 
Puako, Kawaihae and Waikoloa areas may necessitate the construction of a 
police station in that area. 

This estimate does not reflect requirements resulting from population growth due to 
the Mahukona resort, but only refers to development of the planned South Kohala 
resorts and their secondary growth. To the extent that the proposed Mahukona Resort 
resulted in additional population growth in the South Kohala coastal region, it would 
contribute to the need for additional police facilities there. 

A third possibility that was examined assumed that the demand for police services 
would rise in direct proportion to the increase in resident population and that the 
number of police personnel would need to be increased proportionately. This is not a 
"worst-case" scenario because it assumes that an increase in workload that is likely to 
occur as a result of the substantial visitor population staying at the resorts would be 
offset by economies of scale possible with the larger population. 

A final "worst-case" scenario considered was the possibility that the number of police 
officers required would rise in proportion to the increase in the de facto population 
(i.e., residents plus visitors). This assumes that visitors have the same protective 
requirements as residents and ignores potential economies of scale. On the other hand 
(and in line with all the other possibilities listed), it also assumes that the projected 
development will not alter the underlying crime rate that determines, in part, the 
magnitude of police requirements. 

The numbers of police officers and the police/resident ratios for the present and the 
four possible future situations outlined above are presented in Table V-29. It must be 
remembered that this kind of ratio is a very crude indicator of the level of service 
provided, as need or demand for police does not vary directly with population. As a 
comparison, Oahu as a whole has a ratio of 2.1 police officers per 1,000 resident 
population, while the North Shore/windward coast area of Oahu has a ratio of only 1.1 
officers per 1,000 residents, 

The impact of tourism development on crime is discussed under social impacts in 
Chapter IV of this report. A rough estimate of the economic impacts of the increase 
in police officers is given in Table V-29. 

Mitigation Measures 

The size of the police force needed to adequately serve an area is a function of the 
crime rate, the size of the resident and visitor population, and the geographic 
distribution of the people who are being served. The crime rate, the forces which 
affect it and actions which could mitigate resort development's impact on it are 
discussed in the social impact section of the report. Generally speaking, there are 
some actions which could be taken by resort operators that may minimize the feeling 
of alienation which leads to criminal acts against visitors. Other steps can, and will, 
be taken to provide private security forces that can assist law enforcement agencies in 
dealing with crimes on resort sites. 
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Table V- 29. Estimated Uniformed Police Officer Requirements for North and South Kohala: 200.5. 

Year 200.5 Projections I 

1980 A5Sumetion A2 
w/o Mahukona w/ Mal.uliona 

l\ssurnetion 53 
w/o Mahukona w/ Mahukona 

Assumetion elf 
w/o Mahukona w/ Mahukona 

Assumetlon o.5 
w/o Mahukona w/Mahukona 

North & South Kohala 
Population 7,8'0 22,J.50 26,150 22,3.50 26, 1.50 22,J.50 26, 1.50 3.5,700 43,300 

Number of Police 
Officers 29 37 39 .52 - 61 n.a. 83 97 121 147 

Average number o( 
police per I ,000 
population J.7 1. 7 1 • .5 2.J - 2,7 n.a. J . 7 J . 7 3.4 3.4 

Number of Additional 
officers ·- 8 10 23 • 32 n.a. .51/ 68 92 118 

Yearly Cost of Addi-
tional 0Hicers6 
(in $1,000) $ 176 $ 220 $.506 • $7011 $1,188 $1,496 $2,024 $2,.596 

Assumption A, D, and C use resident population figures, while Assumption D uses de~ population figures. 

2 Using Chief Guy Paul'5 estimates (March 13, 1981) of a .50-percent personnel tncrease at the Waimea Station and a JO- to 20-percent increase at the Kapa'au Station, 

3 Using then Acting Chief Martin Kaaua's estimates (December 12, 1979) of a 100- to J.50-percent personnel increase at the Waimea Station and a .50-percent increase at 
the Kapa•au Station. This assumption would involve construction of a new station. 

4 Using the present ratio of police officers per 1,000 residents. This assumption would also involve construction of a new station, 

.5 Based on present police officer:de facto population ratio and projected resident and visitor populations [rom Table IV- 16 and IV- 17. This assumption would also require 
construction of a new station. - - -

6 Based on estimate from Chief Guy Paul (March 13, 1981) that It costs $22,000 to hire and keep one police officer one year. Patrol vehicle costs are included in this 
figure, 

Source: Belt. Collins & Associates based on sources noted above. 
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With respect to a reduction in the size of the resident and visitor population, only a 
decrease in the scale of the proposed resorts could accomplish that. Such a reduction 
would, of course, be accompanied by an equivalent decrease in the direct economic 
benefits that resort development has been relied upon to provide. 

With respect to the effect that the geographic distribution of development could have 
on the Hawaii County Police Department's work load, Chief Paul has indicated that, 
from his viewpoint, subdivisions close to the region's main highways are preferable to 
more isolated developments because the response time to a call is minimized. 
Concentrating development within areas served by a private security force is also a 
help. 

FIRE PROTECTION 

Existing Facilities 

The only fire station within the North/South Kohala study area which is manned on a 
24-hour per day, 365 days per year basis is in Waimea. The Waimea station, which is 
approximately 24 road miles and 35 to 40 minutes from the site of the proposed 
Mahukona Resort, is manned by 13 persons working in three shifts. At present, it is 
equipped with a pumper, a water tanker, and a rescue van, and can handle rescue 
operations and emergency medical services as well as fire protection. While it 
provides good service to Waimea and adjacent areas, it is far too removed from North 
Kohala and the South Kohala resort areas to provide adequate service to these areas. 
Other fire protection is provided by: 

o a public, one-truck station at Kawaihae that operates eight hours per day with one 
man supplemented by volunteers; 

o a one-truck, eight-hour fire station in Kapa'au that depends on volunteer fire 
fighters; and 

o a one-truck, volunteer fire company in Puako. 

o a private fire truck manned by volunteers that is stationed at the Mauna Kea Beach 
Hotel; 

o a private, one-truck facility adjacent to the Waikoloa Village store that is manned 
by volunteers; 

At present, there is no ladder company on the island. 

The volunteer nature of most of the fire fighting force, together with the limited 
equipment and large distances, means that the quality of the fire protection provided 
outside of Waimea is low. However, because of the dispersed nature of the existing 
development, it is the best that is practical at present. 

Expected Impacts of Future Development 

Planned South Kohala Development. The resorts planned for South Kohala involve a 
large amount of high value construction. Adequate protection of these areas, as well 
as the support housing and industrial/commercial areas likely to arise in response to 
the population growth, will require the eventual construction and manning of at least 
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one, and quite possibly two additional 24-hour fire stations and the upgrading of 
others. The exact location of these facilities will have to be determined at a later 
date. 

Proposed Mahukona Resort and Secondary Development. The Mahukona Resort site is 
ten miles from the nearest fire station. Given the nature of the roadway and expected 
traffic conditions, it would take at least 15 minutes for an engine from Kawaiahae or 
Kapa'au to reach a fire there. While delays of this magnitude are tolerable in low­
density areas, they are unacceptable for facilities such as are being proposed. 

Optimal fire protection for the resort would require on-site facilities, particularly 
since the arid climate makes it susceptible to brush fire hazards. Since the County 
would almost certainly not provide an on-site fire station during the early stages of 
the Mahukona development, the developer may need to make provisions for private 
fire protection services during this period. Moreover, because of the limited on-site 
population which is expected, a full-time, County-operated fire station may never be 
warranted. Unless hotel and condominium owners are able to organize their own 
reliable service, fire protection on the site may always be less than is desirable. 

Fire protection for the secondary development that is generated by the Mahukona 
resort, depending on its location, may or may not require greater increases in Fire 
Department facilities and/or staffing than would already be necessitated by the South 
Kohala resorts' secondary growth. 

Mitigation Measures 

The best way to protect life and property from fire is to insure that all new 
construction is as fire-proof as possible. Ideally, and especially for the taller resort 
buildings, this would involve provision of automatic sprinklers and smoke/fire detec­
t ion systems. As a further preventive measure, all employees of the hotels should be 
instructed and drilled on how to respond to fire and other emergencies. Beyond that, 
provision of on-site fire-fighting facilities, both for the South Kohala resorts and 
Mahukona Resort, is desirable. The three South Kohala resorts could probably be 
adequately served by one fire station, if properly located. Secondary growth should be 
directed into areas where 24-hour service could be provided. At present, Waimea is 
the only town with such 24-hour service. The same goal could be accomplished by 
allowing substantial growth around Kawaihae or Kapa'au and upgrading t hese fire 
stations to full-time status or, alternatively, by clustering growth in areas where a 
new facility could provide adequate service. 

With these measures, the region's projec ted de facto population of almost 43,000 would 
be adequately protected from fi re hazards. 

ELECTRICAL POWER 

Existing Facilities 

Electrical power on Hawaii Island is provided by the Hawaii Electric Light Company 
(HELCO), a subsidiary of Hawaiian Electric. The majority of the power is generated in 
plants utilizing conventional fossil fuels, but about one-fifth of the electricity is 
obtained by the utility via purchase-power agreements with various sugar companies 
who generate it using bagasse-fired boilers driving steam turbines (see Table V-30) 
Total capacity (nameplate ratings of the HELCO turbines plus the amount typically 
delivered to HELCO by t he sugar companies) totals 126,575 KW. 
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Table V-30. Approximate Capacity of Power Sources Contributing to the Hawaii 
Electric Light Company Power Distribution Grid. 

Facility Location Capacity {KW) Comments 

Hawaii Electric Light Co.1 

Shipman Hilo 23,425 4 units, all oil-fired steam turbines 
W.H. Hill Hilo 37,100 2 units, both oil-fired steam turbines 
KanoeJehua Hilo 21,150 1 oil-fired combustion turbine of 

11,650 KW 
1 2,000-KW and 3 2,500-KW diesels 

Pu'u'eo Hilo 3,000 3 1,000-KW diesels 
Waimea S. KohaJa 13,000 3 1,000-KW and 4 2,500-KW diesels 
Keahole N. Kona 5 1000 2 2,500-KW diesels 

Subtotal= 102 I 675 

Sugar Companies 2 

Papa'ikou Factory Papa'ikou 150 Bagasse-fired 
Pepe'ekeo Factory Pepe'ekeo 16,000 Bagasse-fired 
Honoka'a Factory Honoka'a 1,000 Bagasse-fired 
Laupahoehoe 

Factory Laupahoehoe 750 Bagasse-fired 
Puna Sugar Co. Pahala 61000 Bagasse-fired 

Subtotal= 23,900 

Total Capacity = 126,575 

1 Based on Hawaiian Electric Company listing dated January 1, 1979 reported accurate as 
of January 1981. • 

2 Reported by Murata and Gibson, Energy Inventory for Hawaiian Sugar Factories--1975. 
Hawaiian Sugar Planters' Association, Volume 59, No. 5, Table .3. 

Source: Compiled by Belt, Collins & Associates from sources noted above. 
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The transmission system, which is shown in schematic form in Figure V-16, consists 
primarily of 69-KV lines, but two areas, Puna and North Kohala, are served by lines 
with 34.5-KV capacity. Most areas are served by a looped system so that service can 
be maintained even if an accident or storm cuts one line. Exceptions to this are along 
the road to Pahoa in the Puna District and in North Kohala, where only single 34.5-KV 
lines are provided. 

Expected Impacts of Future Development 

Based on present rates of energy use by residential, commercial and 
hotel/condominium units, it is expected that the growth associated with the already­
planned South Kohala resorts will require about 105-milHon kilowatt hours per year 
(see Table V-31.) This is roughly one-quarter of the amount that was sold by HELCO 
in 1979 (Hawaii, State of, Department of Planning and Economics Development, 
November 1980:345). 

Meeting this need will require the construction of significant new generat ing capacity. 
Of particular concern is the need for additional low-cost base load facilities in lieu of 
the small diesel units that skyrocketing fuel prices have made so expensive to run. 
The successful development of a producing geothermal well in the Puna District 
tapping the Kapoho Geothermal Reservoir, experiments in wind energy at Kahua 
Ranch in North Kohala, and the OTEC project at Keahole Point in the North Kona 
District are just the most promising of the natural energy development projects 
scheduled for the Big Island over the next twenty years. The economics of geothermal 
energy look particularly attractive, and Dr. Charles Helsley, director of the Hawaii 
Institute of Geophysics, has estimated that the Kapoho Geothermal Reservoir is 
capable of producing 500 megawatts of power for one hundred years (Hawaii Natural 
Energy Institute, 1980:9). Hence, it appears that Hawaii County is in a good position 
to meet the projected increase in power use from natural energy sources. 

With respect to the transmission system, the recent completion of a 69-KV line 
connecting the Waikoloa substation with the Waimea-Kawaihae Jine provides looped­
service to all of the South Kohala area, significantly increasing the relia bility of 
service to the coastal resort sites. 

The proposed Mahukona Resort lies well below and west of the existing 34.5-KV 
transmission line paralleling the Kohala Mountain Road that provides service to North 
Kohala. HELCO has indicated that this line would probably be upgraded to 69-K V if 
substantial new resort and/or residential development were to occur there or 
elsewhere in North Kohala. The resort site would be fed by a spur line taken off the 
main transmission corridor. At present, HELCO does not believe that there will be 
sufficient demand in the North Kohala region to warrant installation of a second 
transmission corridor into the district that would provide backup service. As a result, 
power outages may be expected to occur somewhat more frequently than they would in 
the South Kohala resort area where a service loop has been provided. 

The 25-million kilowatt hours per year that would be consumed at the Mahukona 
Resort are only a third of the amount that would be required by already-planned South 
Kohala resorts. Overall, the Mahukona Resort project and associated secondary 
growth would increase energy consumption in the Kohalas by about 34-million kilowatt 
hours per year, or about five to seven percent of the island's total. This could easily 
be accommodated by known geothermal sources if those sources can be developed as 
fully as is now anticipated. 

\ 
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Table V-31. Projected Additional Electrical Power Consumption By Planned and Proposed 
Development Within North and South Kohala: 200.5. 

Land Use: 

On-Site 

Hotel 
Condominium 
Residential 
Commercial 
(1,000 s.f.) 

Off-Site 

Residential 
Commercial 
(1,000 s.f.) 

Projected Development (in uni'ts)1 

Planned 
Resorts Mahukona Total 

7,020 
7,.500 

240 

.5, 100 
109 

1,.500 
3,200 

500 
74 

1,300 
28 

8,.520 
10,700 

.500 
314 

Subtotal 

6,400 
137 

Subtotal 

Total Additional Kohala Electrical Power Use 

Projected Energy Use 2 (in million KWH/year) 
Planned 
Resorts Mahukona Total 

42 
30 

1..5 

73 • .5 

31 
1 

32 

10.5 • .5 

9 
13 

3 
0 • .5 

2.5 • .5 

8 
0 

8 

33 .5 

.51 
43 
3 
2 

99 

39 
1 

40 

139 

1 Unit counts are from Table IV-19 for hotel and condominium units. Residential unit 
estimates are the sum of figures for resort sites shown in Table ID-2 and the off-site 
development shown in Table IV-19. Commercial floor area shown is the sum of the amounts 
from Table III-2 (on-site) and from Table IV-26 (off-site). 

2 Estimates are based on the following projected design consumption rates: 
Hotel Room - 6,000 KWH/year 
Condominium - 4,000 KWH/year 
Residential - 6,000 KWH/year 
Commercial (1,000 s.f.) - 7,000 KWH/year 

Source: Belt, Collins &: Associates. 
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Mitigation Measures 

The electrical power consumption estimates shown in Table V-31 are based on average 
usage rates at the present time. They do not account for any of a variety of energy­
conserving design features that could be incorporated in the project. Use of solar 
water heating, waste-heat recovery from air-conditioning systems, natural ventilation 
and lighting, wind-powered generators driving pumps on the deep wells supplying 
water, and on-site photo-voltaic systems could reduce power consumption from the 
HELCO grid substantially below the level shown. 

SOLID WASTE GENERATION, COLLECTION, AND DISPOSAL 

Existing Situation 

At present, existing refuse collection and disposal facilities in the study area consist 
of an open dump near Hawi, a landfill in Waimea, and compactor-transfer stations in 
Puako and Waimea. At present, Hawaii County does not provide refuse collection 
services to individual residences or businesses in the study area. Each household must 
take its refuse to one of the compactor-transfer stations, landfills, or open dumps 
listed above. Refuse collected by private contractors cannot be deposited in the 
compactor containers; instead it must be trucked to either the landfill in Waimea or 
the dump in Hawi. At present, all of the County's solid waste operations in the region 
are handled by a staff of four persons. 

Since the life expectancy of the landfill in Waimea is less than one year, the Hawaii 
County Sewers and Sanitation Bureau is searching for a new sanitary landfill site near 
Waimea that will have sufficient capacity to accommodate many years of growth. The 
Bureau also plans to close the open dump in North Kohala and replace it with a 
compactor-transfer station (Sugiyama, March 16, 1981). 

Expected Impacts of Future Development 

Without the proposed Mahukona Resort project, it is expected that the amount of solid 
waste generated in the Kohalas would amount to approximately 64 tons per day (see 
Table V-32). This is 42 tons per day more than at present. With the Mahukona Resort 
it would rise by another 14 tons per day to a total of 78 tons per day. Two additional 
employees would be required to handle the increased tonnage under either future 
scenario. 

A representative of the Department of Public Works has indicated that the collection 
procedure would probably remain essentially unchanged under both the with- and 
without-project scenarios, but that additional compactor-transfer stations would 
probably be required. The location of these new transfer stations depends upon the 
growth pattern that emerges. Large new subdivisions will probably be required to set 
aside space (approximately one acre) for a compactor-transfer station and provide a 
container. 

Mitigation Measures 

There is little that resort developers can do to reduce the per capita solld waste 
generation rate, particularly of the secondary growth that would be stimulated by 
their activities. Theoretically, the County could influence this generation rate 
through regulations regarding recycling and packaging; practically, however there are 
few things they could regulate, and even fewer that could be enforced. 
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Table V-32. Projected Solid Waste Generation in North and South Kohala With and 
Without the Proposed Mahukona Resort: 2005. 

Existing Development 

Planned South KohaJa Development 

Average Visitor Census 
Commercial Space: On-site (1,000 s.f .) 
Commercial Space: Off-site (1,000 s.f.) 
Residents 

Proposed Mahukona Resort 

Average Visitor Census 
Commercial Space: On-site (1,000 s.f.) 
Commercial Space: Off-site (1,000 s,f.) 
Residents 

No. of Waste­
Generating Units 

__ 2 

8,8503 
240.54 

109.5 
14,.5006 

Subtotal 

3,8003 
74 , 54 
28.5.5 

3,soo6 
Subtotal 

Waste Generated 
(lbs/day)l 

44,0002 

30,975 
2,044 

927 
.50 2750 

84,696 

13,300 
633 
242 

13 2300 

27,475 

Estimated year 2005 Waste Load Without Mahukona = 
Estimated year 2005 Waste Load Wit h Mahukona = 

128,696 
.J.56 z 171 

1 Generation rates used are: 3.5 lbs/person/day (City and Count y of Honolulu, 
Department of Public Works, Refuse Division) and 8.5 lbs/ 1,000 s.f. of commercial 
space/day (Belt, Collins&: Associates, June 1979:IV-101). 

2 Not applicable. Estimates of existing waste obtained from County records. 

3 From Table IV-16. 

4 From Table 111-2. 

5 From Table IV-26. 

6 From Table IV- 17. 

Source: Compiled by Belt , Collins &: Associates from sources noted above. 
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It is possible to mitigate the impacts of solid waste disposal, however. The County is 
in the process of selecting a new sanitary landflll site, which will necessitate the 
preparation of an environmental impact statement. That document wilJ explore the 
design provisions necessary to avoid or minimize adverse impacts. 

SEW AGE TREATMENT AND DISPOSAL 

Existing Situation 

All sewage in North and South Kohala is handled by individual systems such as 
cesspools; the only exception is the sewage from the Mauna Kea Beach Resort and 
from the commercial/condominium area of Waikoloa Village which is collected and 
treated at private sewage treatment plants. If an owner has any problems with his or 
her system, a private firm must be contracted for the repairs. If this involves 
pumping, the sludge is taken by the contractor to the County's sewage plant in Kailua 
for treatment and disposal. 

Expected Impacts of Future Development 

As indicated in Table V-21, by the time it is completely developed, the proposed 
Mahukona Resort would generate nearly two million gallons per day of sewage 
requiring disposal. This would be collected and carried to a centralized facility for 
secondary treatment and disposal, primarily through golf course irrigation. The 
treatment plant wilJ be constructed and operated using private funds. It will meet all 
State and Federal water quality and public health standards. Hence, the impact on the 
County and its residents is expected to be negligible. 

The situation with respect to the sewage impacts of secondary growth is less clear. 
The County's present policy is that developers will be required to provide their own 
sewage treatment facilities. This approach is likely to work reasonably well if most of 
the residential growth is concentrated in a few master-planned projects where it could 
be efficiently served by a centralized sewage treatment facility and collection system. 
Given the present pattern of large landholdings, such a development scenario appears 
quite feasible, and it is certainly one that is likely to result in adequate treatment for 
the sewage. 

More problems could occur if the secondary growth is scattered. In this eventuality, 
sewage treatment would presumably be provided by numerous small-scale 11package 
plants" installed by the original developer but operated and maintained by an owners' 
group. Such facilities perform admirably when new, but they typically receive less­
than-optimal maintenance. This, in turn, frequently leads to a high incidence of 
malfunctions as the systems age. If the difficulties lead to a public health hazard, 
State and County agencies inevitably become involved. 

Mitigation Measures 

Since alJ developers must show evidence of prov151ons for safe and reliable sewage 
treatment plants or individual systems before being issued a permit to operate, review 
by the County and/or State Department of Health at that time can assure that any 
necessary mitigation measures are made conditions to the permit. Another control the 
County has which could mitigate impacts, would be to discourage scattered new 
subdivisions which would require many smalJ package sewage treatment plants. If new 
development is clustered and shares a smaller number of plants, there could be more 
supervision and control of sewage treatment and disposal. 
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CHAPTER VI 
RELATIONSHIP OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT TO EXISTING LAND USE PLANS, 

POLICIES, AND CONTROLS AND LOCATIONAL ASPECTS OF SECONDARY GROWTH 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter is split into two main sections. The first, discusses the various land use 
plans, policies, and controls that are applicable to development on the Mahukona 
Resort si.te or which would affect secondary growth resulting from the proposed resort 
project. Its main concern is the extent to which the Mahukona Resort proposal is 
consistent with established public policy. The second part of the chapter deals with 
the unresolved policy issue of where secondary growth resulting from planned and 
proposed resort development in the North/South Kohala study area would/should be 
located. It outlines several policy options and indicates which of these appear most 
likely to minimize adverse impacts from resort-related secondary development. 

RELEVANT LAND USE PLANS, POLICIES, AND CONTROLS 

A number of different plans, policies, and controls are in effect which bear some 
relationship to the proposed development of the Mahukona Resort. In general, they 
are of two main types: (1) policy plans and (2) geographicaJly-specific land use plans. 
The proposed project's consistency with them is discussed below. 

POLICY PLANS 

The Hawaii State Plan 

The 197 5 Hawaii State Legislature adopted legislation revising Chapter 225, Hawaii 
Revised Statutes. This set in motion a series of activities that led to the passage of 
Act 100 (the Hawaii State Plan) by the 1978 Legislature and its subsequent approval by 
the Governor in May 1978. 

The Hawaii State Plan consists of five basic components: 

o An Overall Theme, which sets forth certain principals or values which are an 
integral part of Hawai'i 's present society. 

o Goal Statements, which express desired end-states in the areas of the economy, the 
physical environment, and social well-being. 

o Objectives and Policies regarding population, the economy, the physical 
environment, facllity systems, and socio-cultural advancement. 

o Implementation mechanisms designed to carry out the State Plan. 

o Priority Directions, which identify areas of statewide concern that merit 
immediate attention. 

The State Plan's statement of goals and objectives (Sections ii through 28) are the most 
relevant to the task of judging the consistency of the proposed Mahukona Resort with 
it. However, they are so numerous and so generally stated that a point by point 
analysis of each one is impractical here. Instead, we have selected for discussion only 
those which are most directly related to the proposed resort project. 
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Section 5(2) and (3). These two objectives call for increasing economic and employ­
ment opportunities on the Neighbor Islands consistent with community needs and 
desires and with the ability to provide adequate support services and facilities. 

The proposed Mahukona Resort would increase the number of jobs available to Kohala 
residents. Moreover, surveys conducted as part of this study (see Chapter IV) indicate 
that jobs for the community's youth is a major concern. On the other hand, the 
amount of employment growth likely to result from already-planned development in 
South Kohala is expected to exceed the labor force that is available locally, thereby 
necessitating in-migration on a scale not desired by present Kohala residents. By 
adding to the employment opportunities, the proposed Mahukona Resort would 
accentuate the potential problems noted above. At the same time, it would create 
jobs for North Kohala residents within their own district, thereby decreasing the 
amount of commuting they must do. Given the long lead time necessary for the 
development of the Mahukona and other resorts, there should be sufficient time to 
provide adequate support services and facilities for the expected population growth. 

Section 6(a)(l) and (2). These objectives call for increased income, job choice, fuH 
employment, and a growing and diversified economic base. 

Both already-planned and proposed resort developments wilJ at first tend to offer 
residents an alternative to the present agriculturally-based economy. They will lower 
unemployment. However, over the long-run the large-scale resort development 
scheduled for Kohala, will leave the region as dependent on tourism and the visitor 
industry as it has historically been on sugar and ranching. The proposed Mahukona 
Resort wiJI do nothing to weaken this dependence. 

Section 6(b)(9) and (14). These objectives concern the encouragement of economically 
satisfying, labor-intensive activities that have a favorable financial multiplier within 
the Hawaiian Economy. 

In comparison to agriculture, currently the Big Island's most important industry, resort 
use is very labor intensive. It also compares quite favorably with all other industries 
which have significant development potential there. As indicated in the discussion of 
benefit-cost ratios presented in Chapter IV of this report, it also appears likely to have 
a favorable financial multiplier. 

Section 7. Objectives in this section have to do with encouraging agriculture in the 
state. 

None of the land on which resort development is proposed contains iertile agricultural 
soils. Secondary growth near Waimea and in North Kohala could exert some develop­
ment pressure on lands suitable for agricultural use, but it would be very slight in 
comparison to the amount of land that is available. The presence of resorts would 
provide an attractive market for loca1Jy-grown produce, meat, and dairy products. 
Hence, from an agricultural viewpoint, the proposed project would appear to be 
consistent with State policy. 

Section 8. This section focuses on policies which would result in a visitor industry that 
constitutes a major component of steady growth for Hawaii's economy. 

Both the proposed Mahukona Resort and the three major resort destination areas in 
South Kohala are fully integrated resort communities similar to that which exists at 
Ka'anapali on Maui. Because they would adhere to overall master plans aimed at 
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providing long-term earnings rather then fast speculative profits, resort growth in the 
Kohalas is likely to meet this objective. Historically, destination resort areas under 
unified control have been of a higher quality and have proven more stable than has 
haphazard growth. 

Section 1 l(a)(2) and (b)(8) and (9). This objective focuses on protection of unique and 
fragile environments; and recommended policies are aimed at insuring multiple, but 
prudent and compatible, uses of shoreline resources. 

The proposed Mahukona Resort would be designed to harmonize with the existing 
physical environment. No major changes in the shoreline or topography are envisioned. 
The biologically rich coastal waters would be used as a recreation area rather than 
exploited physically. Construction of the resort would open an extensive stretch of 
shoreline to public use, making it more accessible for recreational, educational, and 
scientific purposes. 

Section 12. This objective concerns the maintenance of Hawaii's scenic and historic 
resources. 

Information obtained from archaeological research commissioned for this study has 
already enhanced people's knowledge of earlier cultural activities in the area. Present 
land use controls insure that this information can be put to use in designing a resort 
project which capitalizes on, rather than destroys, the cultural and scenic resources 
that are present. 

Section 13. This objective focuses on the maintenance of the quality of Hawaii's land, 
air, and water resources. 

The proposed project is consistent with this in that it would not result in a significant 
degradation of these physical resources and is in an area that is not subject to serious 
threat of flooding or tsunamis. However, alJ of Hawaii island is in a zone 3 risk area 
for earthquakes. This is higher than the remainder of the state, but, to place it in 
proper perspective, is not as severe as the zone 4 rating given California, the most 
populous state in the nation. 

Sections 14- through 18. These objectives relate to the provision of public facilities 
(water, waste disposal, transportation, and electrical power) sufficient to meet the 
needs of a growing population. 

Aspects of the proposed Mahukona Resort project aimed at meeting these objectives 
include the provision by the developer of water and sewerage systems necessary for 
the resort operation and construction of roadway improvements on portions of the 
Akoni Pule Highway immediately adjacent to the resort site. Additional improvements 
to the rest of Akoni Pule Highway may be necessary around 2000, due to traffic 
increases from the South Kohala resorts as well as Mahukona Resort, Under the 
without-Mahukona scenario, already-planned resorts will create traffic congestion on 
the Waimea-Kawaihae Road and on Queen Ka'ahumanu Highway that will require 
significant roadway improvements. However, if these improvements are made, these 
roadways would be able to accommodate the additional traffic generated by the 
proposed Mahukona Resort project without difficulty. The electrical power generation 
and transmission system serving the Mahukona Resort site will probably have to be 
upgraded if the project is implemented, but representatives of the Hawaii Electric 
Light Company have indicated that this would not be difficult. 
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Section 19. This objective calls for the provision of opportunities for Hawaii's people 
to secure reasonably priced, safe, sanitary, liveable homes and for orderly develop­
ment of residential areas that are sensitive to community needs and other land uses. 

As currently proposed, the plan for the Mahukona Resort provides for only a limited 
amount of on-site housing aimed at the local residential market. The Hawaii County 
General Plan requires that resort developers provide up to one employee housing unit 
for every two hotel units that are built, the exact number being determined by the 
County through an analysis of housing needs at the time the project is being 
implemented. It should be noted that the most vulnerable employees are existing 
residents because they and their children incur the greatest costs (psychological and 
social as well as monetary) if excessive housing costs force them to move away from 
their birthplace. Presumably, potential in-migrants would have to be satisfied that 
they could find satisfactory housing before they would move to the area. Hence, 
normal market forces and the developers' self-interest should insure that this segment 
of employees is accommodated. 

Hawaii Coastal Zone Management Plan 

The Hawaii Coastal Zone Management Act (Act 188, SLH 1977) establishes basic State 
policy with respect to actions affecting the coastaJ zone. The act establishes specifjc 
objectives and policies in seven broad categories. The categories, together with brief 
comments r egarding t he Mahukona Resort project's relationship to them, are sum­
marized below. 

Provision and Protection of Recreational Opportunities. The proposed resort would 
provide a number of recreational facillties (golf, tennis, riding, etc.). It would not 
preclude continued recreational use of the shoreline; in fact, by improving access it 
would enhance the usefulness of this resource for recreation. 

Protection and Restoration of Historic Resources. The extensive archaeological 
surveys that have been conducted of the Mahukona Resort site have added signifi­
cantly to anthropologist s' understanding of cultural patterns along the Kohala coast. 
The developer has indicated a willingness, and the County has the authority to require, 
that valuable resources will be salvaged and/or restored. 

Improvement of Scenic and Open Space Areas. The project would alter the visual 
character of the area by introducing urban-type development in an area currently 
occupied only by scrub vegetation. 

Protection of Coastal Ecosystems. Analyses conducted as part of this study indicate 
that the project would probably not adversely af feet coastal ecosystems. Confirma­
tion of this must await engineering designs for the storm drainage and sewage disposal 
systems. 

Provision for Coastal Dependent Economic Uses. Visitor fac ilities are the only type of 
"coastal-dependent11 use that are economically feas ible in this area. 

Reduction of Coastal Hazards. The Mahukona Resort would be constructed mauka of 
areas subject to inundation by storm waves and/or tsunamis. 

Improvement of Review Process. The project is a private one that would not affect 
this public responsibility. 
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State Functional Plans 

The State Plan calls for the preparation of twelve State Functional Plans, each of 
which concerns itself with one specific functional area, e.g., transportation, tourism, 
housing, agriculture, etc. These functional plans are to: 

" ••• contain objectives to be achieved and policies to be pursued in the 
primary field of activity and such policies shall address major programs and 
the location of major [State-financed] facilities. The functional plan shall 
also contain implementation priorities and actions which may include, but 
not be limited to, programs, maps, regulatory measures, standards, and 
interagency coordination provisions," (Section 57, Hawaii State Plan) 

Under the deadline originally specified in Act 100, the first four Functional Plans were 
to be ready for consideration by the 1979 Legislature, with the remaining eight due in 
1980. Preparation of the plans has been considerably more time-consuming than 
legislators had envisioned, however, and none of the draft plans submitted for approval 
thus far has been adopted. The 1981 State Legislature which is now in session had 
hoped to complete its review this year so that the State Functional Plans could be 
adopted by late spring. However, as this is written there is increasing evidence that 
final action will not be taken until 1982. 

GEOGRAPHICALLY SPECIFIC LAND USE PLANS 

This category includes all those plans which designate specific geographic areas for 
particular uses. It Includes the State Land Use Law, the Hawaii County General Plan, 
and Zoning. 

State Land Use Law 

The State Land Use District Regulations are administered by the Land Use Commis­
sion of the State of Hawaii, an independent body established by Act 187 of the 1961 
State Legislature. In line with its legislative mandate (Chapter 205, Hawaii Revised 
Statutes), the State Land Use Commission1s regulations are intended to: 

"preserve, protect, and encourage the development of lands in the State for 
those uses to which these lands are best suited in the interest of public 
health and welfare of the people of the State of Hawaii." (Hawaii, State 
of, Land Use Commission, December 1975:38) 

In accordance with these regulations, all lands in the State have been placed in one of 
four Land Use Districts: Urban, Agriculture, Conservation, and Rural. General 
standards for establishing district boundaries are clearly defined in Section Il.2.2. of 
the Land Use District Regulations; Section IV outlines procedures by which District 
boundaries may be amended. 

At present, most of the site of the proposed Mahukona Resort project is in the State 
Agricultural District. A narrow coastal strip, essentially the area between the upper 
wash of the waves and the jeep trail which parallels the shoreline, falls within the 
Conservation District administered by the State Department of Land and Natural 
Resources. For the most part the strip is about 200 feet wide, but in places it narrows 
to 100 feet or widens (e.g. , at the shoreline promontory in Kaupalaoa) to 800 feet. 
Hence, reclassification will be required before the project can be implemented. 
Because consistency with the County General Plan is one of the most important 
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criteria used by the Land Use Commission in deciding a reclassification request, 
amendments to the Land Use District boundaries (i.e., reclassification from 
Agriculture and Conservation to Urban) are normally sought after an appropriate 
General Plan designation is obtained. If the Hawaii County General Plan amendment 
now being sought ls granted, the developer will petition the Land Use Commission for 
Urban designation for the site. The project could probably proceed even if the 
Conservation District Boundary remains unchanged, although this constraint might 
make optimal design solutions much more difficult to achieve. If the Conservation 
District does remain, it will be necessary to obtain a Conservation District Use Permit 
from the Department of Land and Natural Resources. Most of the land adjacent to the 
Mahukona Resort site ls in the Agricultural District. Only along the coast is it 
designated Conservation; aU of the Conservation District land falls into the "R"­
Resource subzone. 

As indicated in Chapter IV (see especially Tables IV-22 and 23 and associated 
discussion), secondary growth generated by the planned South Kohala resorts as well as 
the Mahukona Resort projec t will almost certainly generate a need for additional land 
reclassification. Because t he Hawaii County General Plan does not specify precisely 
where secondary growth, spurred by the resort development being aJJowed, is to occur 
it is impossible to say where the reclassification would be sought. 

Hawaii County General Plan 

The Hawaii County General Plan contains both a set of policies and land use maps 
showing the location of desired land uses for the entire island. The latter, which are 
referred to as "Land Use Pattern Allocation Guide Maps" (LUPAG maps), designate 
most of the proposed Mahukona Resort site as "Extensive Agriculture." A narrow 
coastal strip (basically the area within the State Conservatton District) is designated 
''Open" on the LUPAG map. It is this discrepancy between the present General Plan 
designation and the proposed resort use that necessitates the amendment petition 
which this EIS supports. 

North Kohala already contains one area with resort designation, a 70-acre site 
surrounding Mahukona Harbor. That zone ls backed by an addit ional 300-400 acres 
designated for alternate urban expansion. However, the owner of the propert y has 
indicated no interest in developing it for resort use. Nevertheless, the proposal for 
the Mahukona Resort does not involve a relocation of the resort use now assigned to 
Mahukona Harbor; it must, therefore, be considered as an additional resort area. 

In deciding whether or not to grant the General Plan amendment necessary to permit 
construction of the proposed Mahukona Resort, the County will judge the project using 
as criteria the goals, objectives, and policies contained in the Hawaii Count y General 
Plan. By their very nature these criteria are rather general and their application will 
require considerable subjective judgment. As a result, it is impossible to reach 
irrefutable conclusions regarding the project's consistency or inconsistency with them. 
Some understanding of the most relevant issues is possible, however, and the 
remainder of this section briefly explores the points that appear to be of greatest 
publlc concern. The headings used correspond to the individual elements that make up 
the General Plan. 

Economic Element. Among the courses of action proposed for the North Kohala 
Distr ict, there are two which are relevant to the proposed Mahukona Resort : 

o "Resort facilities compatible with the physical, social and economic goals of the 
residents of the district shall be encouraged." 
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o "The County shall work closely with the people of the district and with industry to 
plan alternative uses for the lands affected by the termination of sugar operations." 

The proposed Mahukona Resort would provide an important "in-district" economic base 
for North Kohala to supplementtfie limited agricultural activity and reduce the 
exportation of workers to existing resort hotels, particularly the Mauna Kea Beach 
Hotel. On the other hand, the size that is being proposed is in excess of what would be 
required if the goal were simply to provide employment opportunities for existing 
residents and their children. A somewhat smaller project would ·come closer to the 
mark in this respect. 

Environmental Quality. Chapter 343, Hawaii Revised Statutes, and the Environmental 
Quality Commission Regulations adopted pursuant to it (and under which this EIS is 
being prepared) are intended to insure that the environmental consequences of all 
proposed actions covered by the law are carefully considered before decisions are 
made. With the information provided by this document and subsequent, more detailed 
environmental reports, County and State agencies will be in a position to insist on 
mitigation measures that would provide adequate protection to the environment as a 
condition of project approval. 

Flood Control and Drainage. The Hawaii County General Plan identifies three major 
potential sources of flooding: surface runoff, high seas, and tsunamis. Because of the 
site topography, offshore bathymetry, and orientation of the coastline, tsunamis and 
storm surf do not constitute a significant hazard to any of the types of development 
that are proposed for the Mahukona Resort. If at any time shoreline changes were to 
be considered, they would need to be approved by the County and the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers, and a detailed environmental assessment of their impacts would be 
required at that time. 

The parcels that make up the Mahukona Resort site are at the makai end of their 
respective watersheds. This means that adequate channel capacity must be main­
tained to allow for continued passage of storm runoff originating in upland areas. 
However, it also means that there is no danger that urbanization of the project site 
wlH adversely affect downstream development . 

The storm drainage system on the Mahukona Resort site would be built to meet all 
applicable standards. It would have sufficient capacity to handle predicted runoff 
volumes. Where possible, it would employ existing natural channels rather than 
artificial pipe conduits. Provisions for sediment control and for retardation and 
infiltration of on-site runoff would be incorporated into the design. The project would 
conform to all County, State, and Federal regulations. 

Historic Sites. The General Plan policies relating to historic sites that are most 
applicable to the proposed Mahukona Resort project are: 

o "It shall be the policy of the County of Hawaii to require developers of land either 
public or private to provide a historic survey prior to the clearing or development of 
land when there are indications that the land under consideration has historical 
signif icance.11 

o "Public access to significant historic sites and objects shall be acquired." 
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o "In the evaluation and protection of the historic sites, it shaU be the policy of the 
County to give preference to sites with the preponderance of original materials in 
context and to complexes rather than single isolated sites unless they are of great 
sign if icance.11 

o "On private lands, the County of Hawaii shall encourage the restoration of 
significant sites." 

A complete archaeological survey of the Kaiholena parcels and reconnaissance-level 
surveys of the remainder of the site have already been completed by the Bishop 
Museum under contract to Mahukona Properties, Inc. Recommendations presented in 
the study will be used as the basis for further planning. Appropriate mitigation 
measures, including salvage, restoration, and preservation will be decided upon jointly 
by the developer, the Hawaii County Planning Department, and the State Historic 
Preservation Officer and implemented as development of the resort proceeds. Public 
access to all important sites will be provided. 

Housing. The housing element of the General Plan requires that large industries which 
create a demand for housing provide employee housing based upon a ratio to be 
determined by an analysis of the community's needs. Like the large resort develop­
ments in South Kohala, the Mahukona Resort proposal does not currently provide for 
on-site employee housing. Hoy.,ever, the developer is very experienced in the field of 
residential development in Hawaii and has indicated its intent to participate in housing 
developments in the Kohala District to the extent necessary to meet employee housing 
needs generated by the Mahukona Resort project. To this end, Mahukona Properties, 
Inc. has held preliminary discussions with the Kohala Corporation, one of the region's 
largest landowner, regarding the possibility of a housing project on some of their land. 

Final decisions regarding the development of employee housing depend upon the 
housing situation when individual resort units are being constructed. Because of this, a 
specific housing commitment is premature at this time. Through its zoning process, 
the County retains suff ident control over development to insure that employee 
housing is developed as needed. 

Natural Beauty. The Kawaihae-Mahukona Road is identified in this element of the 
Hawaii County General Plan as being an area of particular natural beaut y. As 
indicated elsewhere in this report, the proposed project involves the urbanization of 
land in the middle of an area that is presently undeveJoped. Inevitably it will change 
the visual character of the area in which it is built. The vast majority of the land 
a long t he Kawaihae-Mahukona Roadway would remain wild, however. 

Public Facilities and Public Utilities. The General Plan emphasizes the need to insure 
that public facillties (including recreational facilities) and utility service is available 
to the community. The effect that the planned and proposed Kohala resort 
development would have on the need for them is discussed in Chapters IV and V. 

Transportation. Complete development of the planned South Kohala resorts will result 
in severe congestion on Queen Ka'ahumanu Highway's and the Waimea-Kawaihae 
Road's two existing traffic lanes. The 300-foot wide right-of-way of the former has 
more than enough room to accommodate the necessary increase in laneage. The 
General Plan already calls for realignment of the Waimea-Kawaihae Road and the 
construction of a by-pass around Waimea Village. That leaves as the only major 
potential problem congestion on the Mahukona-Kawalhae Road (Akoni Pule Highway). 
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Analyses conducted for this study indicate that the Mahukona-Kawaihae Road could 
accommodat~ the traffic generated by the proposed Mahukona Resort so long as other 
traffic on the highway did not increase substantially. However, if North Kohala were 
to become a major source of labor for South Kohala resorts, congestion on this 
highway could become a problem during the later years of the development and 
improvements could become necessary. 

Land Use. The Hawaii County General Plan notes that the North Kohala district "does 
have potential for the development of small resorts, which would primarily cater to 
visitors seeking quiet and rest," and that it also contains "areas of historical 
significance." However, the analysis concludes that "areas of interest to visitors, 
however, are limited due to inadequate access." Consequently, resort designations in 
North Kohala are limited to a "retreat resort" area in the Kohala Mountains and a 
"minor resort" designation at Mahukona Harbor. A minor resort is defined as one that 
is developed at a density less than or equal to that of an intermediate resort but which 
has insufficient land area to develop into a self-contained resort destination area. 

While the site of the proposed Mahukona Resort is not presently designated for resort 
use, the General Plan "Land Use Concepts" section recognizes that some flexibility is 
required to deal with unforeseen circumstances. One method of providing this 
flexibility is through the establishment of a "Land Zoning Bank." According to the 
General Plan: 

Of the estimated total urban acreage for the County, 8096 will be allocated 
throughout the districts in a "district bank" and the remaining 2096 will be 
retained in a County zone bank. The district bank totals will be further 
allocated to the urban centers, industrial, and resort areas. These 
approximate allocations serve as a guide and should not be construed to be 
the absolute desired size. Acreage allocations may be shifted within a 
district from one area to another if the need becomes greater or 
accelerated within the initial allocation period. Similarly land use may be 
reaUocated within a district ... if no appreciable development or change is 
evidenced or indicated within the initial allocation period. In the event 
that the allocated acreage is absorbed within the districts, additional 
allocation may be from the 2096 County "Land Zoning Bank." 

The General Plan allocated 70 acres to resort use in North Kohala. (Note: this 
acreage is from page 78 and refers only to the sites actually occupied by resort hotels, 
not to entire resort acreage that includes many other uses as well.) Assuming that 
about one-third of this was intended for the "retreat resorts" that the plan imagined 
developing in the Kohala Mountains (page 79), the remaining 45 acres could accom­
modate from 900 to 1,500 visitor units depending upon how close to the General Plan's 
assumed density of 33 units/acre they are developed. Fifteen hundred units is defined 
in the Plan as an "Intermediate Resort," the designation being sought for the Mahukona 
Resort site. Hence, simply moving the existing resort designation from Mahukona 
Harbor to the site of the proposed Mahukona Resort could make the project consistent 
with this aspect of the General Plan. 

In addition to the North Kohala District resort allocation, the county-wide land zoning 
bank allocation for resort use is 186 acres (page 80), sufficient for over 6,000 units at 
the specified density. The General Plan allows this to be applied as anywhere on the 
island that it is needed. Together, the resort zoning available from the district and 
island-wide land zoning banks is sufficient for 6,800 to 7,500 hotel rooms, or 4.5 to 5 
times as much as would be required by the proposed Mahukona Resort. 
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One way of viewing the proposed Mahukona Resort is as an employment center for 
North Kohala. Properly developed, it has the potential to supplement the Mauna Kea 
Beach Hotel as the district's single largest employer. It is much closer to North 
Kohala's population centers than any of t he planned South Kohala resorts, and would, 
therefore, greatly reduce commuting times and costs. At the same time, it is far 
enough away from existing towns to keep tourists from making an excessive number of 
exploratory excursions into residential areas. 

Without a doubt the proposed Mahukona Resort would result in somewhat more visitor 
activity in North Kohala than was envisioned by the General Plan. On the other hand, 
developers argue that a resort on a smaller scale in North Kohala, i.e., the "minor 
resort" envisioned in the Plan, is not economically viable. Further financial analysis 
on the part of the developer and a reconsideration by the County of the implications of 
fostering resort development only in South Kohala may lead to compromises that 
satisfy both the proponents of the Mahukona Resort and those concerned with the 
conservation of North Kohala's present lifestyle. 

Zoning 

The proposed Mahukona Resort site falls within the Count y's Unplanned District. This 
designation is applled to "areas not subjected to sufficient studies to adopt specific 
district classification" (County of Hawaii Ordinance No. 63). Under this zoning, only 
single family and agricultural uses are allowed. Each single-"iamily building site must 
be at least five acres, with a minimum site width of 280 feet. If the site were to be 
developed under this zoning, approximately 200 lots could result. 

OTHER CONTROLS 

Special Management Area Regulations 

Following the creation of the Federal Coastal Zone Management Program and t he 
subsequent passage of State enabling legislation, t he County of Hawaii adopted rules 
and regulations to preserve and protect t he natural resources of the coastal zone. This 
zone, called t he "Special Management Area" is designated on maps filed with the 
County of Hawaii Planning Commission. For the Mahukona Resort site, the Special 
Management Area extends from the coast to the Akoni Pule Highway, thereby 
encompassing about half the resort site. The rules and regulations include the 
objectives and policies of Chapter 205A, HRS, guidelines to be used in determining 
desirable uses and adequate protection of significant shoreline areas, and procedures 
for obtaining permits for development within these areas. 

The objectives and guidelines listed below are used by the Hawaii County Planning 
Commission and Planning Department in deciding whether or not to approve a 
particular permit application. The brief comments following note the extent to which 
the Mahukona Resort project is consistent with them. 

Objective 1. "Provide coastal recreational opport unities accessible to the public." 

Development of the Mahukona Resort would result in increased public access to the 
coastline and therefore increased recreational opportunities. 

Objective 2. "Protect, preserve, and where desirable, restore those natural and man­
made historic and pre-historic resources in the coastal zone management area that are 
significant in Hawaiian and American history and culture." 
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The archaeological resources of the site have been identified and analyzed. They offer 
great information potential that can be reapzed by selective salvage and preservation 
work. Further research will be done, and the developer intends to work with Bishop 
Museum archaeologists to minimize impacts of the proposed development on archaeo­
logical sites. 

Objective 3. "Protect, preserve, and where desirable, restore or improve the quality 
of coastal scenic and open space resources." 

Open space along the shoreline would be preserved, but since this resort is coastal 
dependent it cannot be located entirely outside the Special Management Area. The 
resort would result in a change in the visual environment from a natural to a man­
made character. If the golf course and other open landscaped areas are used as a 
buffer between the highway and the tallest buildings, the visual impact could be 
mitigated. 

Objective 4. "Protect valuable coastal ecosystems from disruption and minimize 
adverse impacts on all coastal ecosystems." 

The proposed project does not involve any direct physical modifications to the 
nearshore environment, and natural drainageways would be retained. Erosion would be 
controJJed.during construction, and increased landscaping would offset the increase in 
impervious surfaces. In general, the potential for damage to the marine environment 
from changes in runoff due to the proposed project is slight. The valuable ecosystem 
of the waters fronting the Lamalaloa property is assured protection, since it is within 
the Lapakahi Marine Life Conservation District. 

Objective 5. "Provide public or private facilities and improvements important to the 
State's economy in suitable locations." 

Most visitor industry facilities in Hawaii are coastal dependent developments. While 
the importance of tourism to the State's economy is realized, the importance of 
minimizing its impacts on the social and physical environment is also recognized in the 
many State and County development controls. 

Objective 6. "Reduce hazard to life and property from tsunami, storm waves, stream 
flooding, erosion, and subsidence." 

The Mahukona Resort site is located in an area that is less susceptible to subsidence 
than most other areas of the island. No development wiU occur within the zones of 
flooding from streams, storm waves, or tsunamis. Erosion is not a major hazard in the 
area now, due to low rainfall, and the extensive landscaping proposed for the site 
would further ameliorate the situation. 

Objective 7. "Improve the development review process, communication, and public 
participation in the management of coastal resources and hazards." 

Preparation of this environmental impact statement has resulted in public participa­
tion in the planning and review process, and communicated the potential short- and 
long-term impacts of this significant coastal development early in the decision-making 
process. 
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Guidelines A.I, 2, and 3. These guidelines seek to minimize alterations to any body of 
water, reductions in any beach or other public recreation area, and restrictions on 
access. 

The project as proposed would not alter the coastline, or reduce beach space. Access 
to the coast would be made easier, therefore opening up new pubfic recreation areas. 

Guideline A.4. This guideline aims at minimizing interference with views of the sea 
from State Highways and other scenic areas. 

While the Mahukona Resort would certainly change the present view toward the coast 
from the highway, careful siting of buildings and proper landscaping could minimize 
adverse impacts. 

Guideline A.5. This guideline directs authorities to minimize development which 
adversely affects water, scenic, or wildlife resources, or which adversely affects 
existing or potential agricultural uses of the land. 

No significant adverse impacts on water quality, existing areas of open water, existing 
and potential fishing grounds, wildlife habitats, or estuarine sanctuaries are expected 
as a result of the Mahukona Resort Development. The land is not presently used for 
agriculture, and its potent ial is limited to grazing; even for this use, the land is 
relatively unproductive. 

Guidelines B.l, 2 and 3. These guidelines state that no development shall be approved 
unless it has no substant ial adverse effects, is consistent with Chapter 205A HRS, and 
is consistent with the General Plan, zoning and subdivision codes, and other applicable 
ordinances. 

The adverse impacts of the Mahukona Resort would largely result from adding to the 
great population growth already resulting from the planned South Kohala resorts . 
These impacts would be minimized to the extent possible and it would be the decision 
of the Planning Commission, the Planning Director, and other public officials t o decide 
whether the public financial benefits outweigh the public costs. The consistency of 
the project with Chapter 205A HRS has been discussed under the objectives headings 
above, and its consistency with the General Plan and zoning code are reviewed earlier 
in this chapter. Its consistency with the subdivision and other ordinances cannot be 
discussed until more de tailed planning and engineering work is done. 

Guideline C. l. Ensure that "adequate access, by dedication or other means, to publicly 
owned or used beaches, recreation areas, and natural reserves is provided to the extent 
consistent with sound conservation principles." 

Public access to the shoreline will be assured by the developer of the Mahukona 
Resort. 

Guideline C.2. Ensure that "adequate and properly located pubJic recreation areas and 
wildlife preserves are reserved.11 

The waters fronting the LamaJoloa property are within the Lapakahi Marine Life 
Conservation District. Other public recreation areas would be reserved on the site. 

GuideJine C.3. Ensure that "provisions are made for solid and liquid waste treatment 
disposition and management which will minimize adverse effects upon Special Manage­
ment Area resources." 
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A sewage treatment plant would be constructed to treat liquid waste for the resort. 
Disposal of the effluent would be largely by golf course irrigation with the excess that 
cannot be handled that way being disposed of via injection wells. Further studies 
would be required and permits for these faciHties obtained before they could be 
constructed. Solid wastes would probably be disposed of at the County-operated 
landfill in Waimea with collection handled by contractors. 

Guideline C.4. Ensure that "alterations to existing land forms and vegetation, except 
crops, and construction of structures shall cause minimum adverse effect to water 
resources and scenic and recreational amenities and minimum danger of floods, 
landslides, erosion, siltation, or failure in the event of earthquake." 

The Mahukona Resort development does not involve major changes to existing 
landforms. Extensive new landscaping would be introduced but this would not result in 
any increase in the hazards listed above. 

Guideline C • .5. Ensure that "adverse environmental or ecological impacts are mini­
mized to the extent practicable." 

Not only is the developer committed to minimizing adverse impacts, the multi-level 
review and permit process he must undergo prior to development will assure that 
mitigation measures are made conditions to the resort development. 
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GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF SECONDARY GROWTH 

In discussing the secondary impacts that would be produced by planned and proposed 
resort development, including the Mahukona Resort, we have referred repeatedly to 
(i) the effect that the geographic distribution of that growth would have on impacts 
and (ii) the fact that the exact geographic distribution is impossible to predict at this 
time. Finding prediction impossible, we are still able to provide some useful insights 
into the location issue by considering some implications of different possibilities. 
Because North Kohala appears to offer the clearest situation, we will begin with it. a 
discussion of South Kohala, where the options are more numerous and the outcomes 
even less certain, follows. 

NORTH KOHALA 

North Kohala is a relatively small, socially coherent community that contalns a large 
proportion of long-time residents. In 1975, for example: 

o 73 percent of its residents were born on the island and only 5 percent had in­
migrated from the U.S. mainland; the comparable figures for South Kohala were 28 
and 4-9 percent, respectively. 

o Nearly 70 percent had spent their entire life on the island, and 90 percent had 
either resided only on the Big Island or in a foreign country and t he Big Island for 
their entire life. 

o 90 percent were living in the same house that they lived in a year earlier . 

o 90 percent had lived on the Big Island for at least the last 5 years. 

Because of the absence of sufficient local job opportunities, many North Kohala 
residents must commute long distances to jobs in other areas. Moreover, children of 
North Kohala families find little to keep them there once they have completed high 
schooJ. As a result, there is a t endency for young persons, expeciall y males, to leave 
the district in their late teens or early twenties. Surveys conducted for this and other 
studies (Public Affairs Advisory Service, 1980; 1979) indicate that this out-migration is 
a major concern of North Kohala residents and that they would Uke to see suff icient 
development (resort or other) to stern it. 

Based on the projected natural increase In the North Kohala population of 1,700 
between 1980 and 2005 and an assumption that only two-thirds of these people would 
be in families that, if given a choice, would prefer to stay in the district, it appears 
that something on the order of 600 additional jobs would be needed. This corresponds 
to a resident population of about 1,200 persons in 4-00 households. Allowing for the 
possible return of persons who have outrnigrated over the past decade because of the 
lack of job opportunities, it appears that it would be wise to plan for half again as 
much growth, say 1,800 persons in 600 households. This is about half of the projected 
population impact of the Mahukona Resort as shown in Table IV-17. The remainder of 
the work force for the resort and related secondary growth would have to come from 
South Kohala. 

In view of the findings reported in the social impact section of this report (see 
Chapter IV), it appears that the best means of accommodating this 600-unit increase in 
housing would be as in-fill and/or fringe development of the existing North Kohala 
towns. The number of units required is sufficiently small, and the amount of readily 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
D 
0 

□ 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Vl-14-

C 



0 
0 
0 
0 
D 
0 
D 
0 
D 
D 
D 
0 

-..J 

. J 

LJ 

developable (but not yet appropriately zoned) land is sufficiently large, for this to be 
accomplished without reducing the amount of utllized prime agricultural land below its 
current level. (There would, however, be a decrease in the amount of such land that is 
available for use.) 

A major problem that will have to be dealt with in attempting to limit growth to this 
level is the effect that this would have on land and housing prices. The housing 
market's natural response to a supply that is less than the effective demand is to boost 
prices, thereby decreasing demand to the point where it equals the supply. Unfor­
tunately, such market pressures are non-selective in that they do not distinguish 
between present residents and in-migrants. As a result, they can have an undesirable 
effect on the price of rental units (25 percent of the North Kohala total) and on the 
sale price of homes. While many different techniques aimed at protecting the 
residents of an area from unwanted housing cost increases have been tested, only one 
has worked over a long period of time. It involves the construction and operation of 
rental units by major employers. Unfortunately, this approach also has numerous 
drawbacks. The most notable of these are the fact that, (i) by tying affordable housing 
to continued employment with a particular firm, it increases employers' leverage over 
their employees, thereby tending to depress wage rates, and (ii) it does not satisfy the 
desire for home ownership or allow people to benefit from the long-term economic 
advantages that fee-simple ownership can provide. 

SOUTH KOHALA 

Several options are available for distributing secondary growth in South Kohala. Those 
which appear most likely and/or desirable involve directing the bulk of secondary 
growth (1) into the upland areas around Waimea; (ii) onto the resort sites themselves; 
(iii) into vacant land immediately adjacent to the planned resorts, allowing each 
developer to establish his or her own support housing area; and (iv) into one, or at most 
two, support towns--possibly Waikoloa and/or Kawaihae. These .options, together with 
some of their implications and some brief comments regarding their practicality, are 
discussed below. 

Waimea 

The town of Waimea has undergone considerable growth over the past 10 years. The 
population of the area designated as the Waimea CDP (Census Defined Place), which 
includes the town center, increased from 7 56 to 1179 (56 percent) between 1970 and 
1980. Much more growth has occurred in the area immediately surrounding the 
Waimea CDP, however, so that the actual increase in the population of the Waimea 
area has been even greater. The town's position as the cultural and commercial center 
of the region has also been reinforced by the development of new educational and 
shopping facilities and the recent completion of a performing arts center. Currently, 
Waimea is considered by many to be the only real town in the region, and many have 
argued that this qualifies it to be the focus of continued residential growth supporting 
the South KohaJa resorts. Several factors lead us to believe that such a role may not 
be appropriate or even possible for Waimea . 

First, the area's climate and beauty have made it an active real estate market in 
recent years. As a result, land prices have risen to the point where development of 
reasonably-priced community housing is difficult. 

Second, the rapid population increase is threatening to destroy the ranch-like 
atmosphere which has contributed to its popularity. If a good deal of additional 
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housing is constructed there for resort employees, the town would be inalterably 
changed. 

Third, the town's limited water supply makes it impossible to accommodate the 
projected growth without a costly new water resources development program. 

Finally, establishment of Waimea as the residential base for coastal resort develop­
ment would result in a daily commute of 30 to 40 miles per day for resort emptoyees. 
Even if the Waimea-Kawaihae Road is realigned to accommodate the resulting traffic , 
planning for such a pattern in view of present and projected transportation energy 
costs would appear unwise. 

Accommodation on the Resort Sites 

Aside from the fact that the planned and proposed resorts have not been laid out with 
the needs of a working residential community in mind, there are other reasons why a 
mixing of resort uses and large-scale residential housing is undesirable. The most 
important are: 

o There are potential conflicts between the activity generated by resort use, 
particularly in the late evening hours, and the desire for quiet in residential areas. 

o The high value of coastal land tends to raise the necessary sales price of residential 
units constructed there to levels which are not affordable to most resort workers. 

o Resort developers need to maintain control over visual and other public aspects of 
the resort site in order to insure continued quality and marketability; this conflicts 
wit h residents• desire to shape the character of t he neighborhood in which they live. 

o Problems exist in attempting to interface commercial facilities aimed primarily at 
the visitor market with those designed for permanent residents. 

Few persons would recommend that Waikiki be t he site of a large-scale resident ial 
development aimed at lower- and middle-income workers. We believe it would be 
unwise t o attempt the same mix at the South Kohala resorts. 

Because of the multi-parcel arrangement of the Mahukona Resort, it would be possible 
to designate one of the outlying properties for use by employees. However, the 
relatively smaU size of this development would probably not generate sufficient 
business to support efficient commercial facHities on-site. Hence, it is felt that this 
solution is less desirable than directing resort-related employees Into existing North 
Kohala communities and support housing areas near the South Kohala coast. 

Adjacent Lands 

The third and fourth options are to direct development immediately adjacent to each 
of the resort sites (i.e., mauka of Queen Ka1ahumanu Highway) or t o concentrate it at 
one or two nearby areas such as Waikotoa ViUage and/or Kawaihae/ Kawaihae Village. 
Because of their similarities, they are discussed jointly. 

Of the three major South Kohala resort deveJopers, only Mauna Lani Resort, Inc. does 
not own the land immediateJy mauka of the resort site. It is theoretically possible for 
the other two developers to establish employee housing areas immediately above 
Queen Ka'ahumanu Highway serving their own developments. This has the advantage 
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of insuring that each developer remains fully accountable for mitigating his or her own 
impact. It would also allow the residential areas to tie in with the power, 
communication, sewerage, and other systems established for the resorts, thereby 
minimizing duplication. This option is not readily available to the Mauna Lani Resort 
since the property above it is owned by the Signal Corporation. However, the original 
master plan for the 3,200-acre resort site envisions the northern half of the property 
(i.e., the portion inland of the Puako Beach Lots which does not have ocean frontage) 
being used for a support community. 

Both Kawaihae Village and Waikoloa Village were originally touted as support 
communities for resort developments, the first supporting the Mauna Kea Beach Hotel 
and the second the Waikoloa Beach Resort. Plans for Kawaihae Village have actuaJJy 
held true to the original concept, although only 130 of the planned 600 units have been 
constructed to date, and there has been a notable Jack of success in marketing them to 
the intended resort employee market since most of the employees of the Mauna Kea 
Beach Hotel have been Jong-time local residents who continue to Jive in established 
comm uni ties. 

The EIS for the Waikoloa Beach Resort concluded that: 

Waikoloa Village is ••• the non-resort urban center for the entire 30,000 acre 
Waikoloa project. This community is consistent with the County General 
Plan's land development philosophy and wiJJ contain a wide range of housing 
opportunities for all employee income levels ••• The community ... provides an 
attractive living environment that will be convenient to employees working 
within the Waikolo Beach Resort. (Boise Cascade Home and Land Corp., 
1976:369) 

To date, however, Waikoloa ViJJage has not played the supporting role that was 
envisioned for it. Land has been subdivided into relatively large lots and custom 
homes built on them by individual property owners. Prices have escalated to the point 
where they appear to be beyond the reach of the great majority of workers. Unless 
there is a distinct change in the development philosophy that has been practiced to 
date or additional land that is presently outside the urban zone is reclassified for 
development of employee housing, Waikoloa VlUage wllJ not accommodate a large 
number of resort employees. The County, by taking a tougher stand on the employee 
housing issue when subsequent building permits are sought by the Waikoloa Beach 
Resort (WBR) could probably induce the developer to provide substantially more 
employee housing in Waikoloa ViJJage then would otherwise be the case. Should such 
pressure be required, however, it would almost certainly not lead to employee housing 
in excess of that required to support the WBR. Hence, it would not lead to a regional 
solution. 

Just as the developers of the Waikoloa Beach Resort have not been anxious to enter 
the employee housing market, Mauna Lani Resort, Inc. has not pushed hard yet for its 
"support community." Presumably, the rise in land values that has been observed in 
nearby Puako has Jed to the belief that there might be a "higher and better use" for 
the land than employee housing. Like Waikoloa, then, the landowners appear unlikely 
to enter the employee housing market on their own, although they would undoubtedly 
do so to the extent necesary to obtain the required resort development permits. 

This leaves the Signal Oil property mauka of the Mauna Lani Resort as the one area 
where employee housing might be welcomed. A master plan for just such a 
development (known as "Aina-Puako") was prepared for 1,000 acres on the northern 
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side of this land at the direct ion of its owners. The plan would have accommodated 
2,200 housing units on about 500 acres, as well as 125 acres of Jight industrial uses, 150 
acres of intensive agriculture, and over 200 acres of other community and public 
service facilities. Water was to come from the County's LalamHo Water System. In 
the absence of any pretense of resort orientation, development costs and unit sales 
prices were envisioned as being moderate. Being adjacent to State-owned land in 
Lalamilo, an opportunity also exists for linking it to assisted public housing there. 

Assuming that Aina-Puako could be developed as a major support housing community 
serving the South Kohala Resorts, it would still be possible to accommodate some of 
the resort-related work force at Kawaihae Village, Waikoloa Village, and Waimea. 
Members of this work force would be largely in-migrants; hence, it seems appropriate 
to direct them into a new community where they would not overwhelm an existing 
lifestyle or social structure. The overflow of employees from the proposed Mahukona 
Resort, i.e., the in-migrants who would be needed in addition to the core labor force 
coming from existing residents, could be accommodated in this new community, as 
well as other recent South Kohala developments, i.e. Kawaihae Village and Waikoloa 
Village. 
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INTRODUCTION 

CHAPTER VII 
ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED ACTION 

Sub-part E, Section 1:42.g. of the Environmental Quality Commission's Environmental 
Statement Regulations requires that: "Any known alternatives for the action which 
could feasibiJy attain the objectives of the action--even though more costly--shall be 
described and explained as to why they were rejected." 

The intent of this requirement is fairly clear insofar as projects initiated by public 
agencies are concerned. In contrast, its implications for projects initiated by private 
organizations, such as Mahukona Properties, are rather vague. Hence, before 
formulating alternatives to the proposed project, it is first necessary to define two key 
phrases: (i) "objectives of the action" and (ii) "feasibly attain." 

Mahukona Property's primary reason for undertaking the proposed Mahukona Resort 
project is its desire to earn a reasonable return on its substantial investment in the 
eight land parcels that are involved. This is its "objective" in pursuing the project. 
Like any private enterprise, the company also pursues other objectives, both financial 
and social in nature, in response to explicit and implicit company policies. As used in 
the EIS Regulations, the term . "feasibly attain" means practical or capable of being 
successfully brought about. Hence, for an action to constitute a genuine alternative to 
the action now being proposed, it must have a reasonable expectation of meeting the 
company's obligations to manage its shareholders' investments in such a way as to 
achieve these objectives. In short, to constitute a viable alternative, a proposed use 
must be profitable. (Clearly, there are occasions when even the best alternative open 
to a company involves a loss. However, no individual company can sustain itself for 
long by engaging in unprofitable actions. Therefore, we have not treated it as a viable 
alternative.) 

In passing, it should be noted that in the context of a private (i.e., applicant) action 
the requirement 11 

... to discuss any known alternative, even though more costly," means 
that the EIS may not discuss only that alternative which ls most profitable to the 
developer. Instead it must consider all alternatives that woulayield a reasonable 
return. This fact is the basis for the discussion of the "reduced-scale alternative" 
found later in this chapter. 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT NOT EVALUATED IN DEPTH 

As noted above, not all of the "actions" which could be hypothesized with respect to 
the property are ones that could 11 

... feasibly attain the objectives of the action, i.e., 
they would not provide the return on investment or the financial security that is 
necessary. There are, however, some alternatives which cannot be dismissed out of 
hand, and these are discussed below. 

Sale of the Property 

Sale of the Mahukona Resort site to another party is always an option. In buying the 
property, however, Mahukona Properties paid a premium price that it believed was 
justified by the site's potential as a resort site. To recover its investment, it would 
probably be necessary to sell to an individual or organization having the same intent. 



In such an instance, the eventual impacts would probably be much the same as those 
described herein. Failing to do this, Mahukona Properties would probably have to sell 
the parcels at a loss to someone intending either to simply hold the property in the 
hope of long-term appreciation or to use it for extensive agriculture, principaliy 
grazing. In essence, this would result in the same impacts as the "no-project 
alternative" discussed throughout this report as well as Jater in this chapter. 

Alternative Types of Urban Development 

Resort use is obviously not the only use to which urban-zoned land could be put. 
However, given the property's location and other factors, the alternatives--industrial, 
institutional, residential, or commercial--do not appear to be practical. 

o Transportation costs and the site's distance from Kawaihae Harbor and potential 
consumer markets rule it out as an industrial area capable of competing effectively 
with land already set aside for that purpose at Kawaihae. 

o There is insufficient population in the area to support significant commercial or 
institutional uses. 

o The site's distance from the planned South Kohala resort developments makes it 
unsuitable as a location for the large-scale development of employee housing at the 
same time that high infrastructure costs make anything but large-scale development 
impractical. 

Recreational Use 

The site lacks sufficient natural attractions to make recreation a commercially viable 
use . Similarly, it is so isolated from potential markets that development of intensive­
use recreational facilities such as a theme park are impractical. The property could 
be bought for public park use, of course, but it has little to distinguish it from other 
nearby areas, is far too large for the present or projected population of the area, and 
has not been identified as a potential park site in any of the plans that have been 
prepared for the region. Consequently, this possibility must be discounted as 
unrea!lstic. 

Agricultural Use 

The soils on the Mahukona Resort site are not suited to any kind of intensive 
agricultural use. The high cost of water (energy costs alone for pumping groundwater 
of suitable quality would run over $.50 per thousand gaHons and the total cost higher 
than that) makes hydroponics (where soil is not the growing medium), irrigation, and/or 
aquaculture financially infeasible. 

Grazing is a possible use, but the very low rainfall makes the area relatively 
unproductive as rangeland. The University of Hawaii Land Study Bureau (November 
1965:32), for example, rates its carrying capacity at thirty acres per animal unit year 
(AUY), or about nine pounds gain per acre per year. Mr. Yanemura, an assessor for the 
State Department of Land and Natural Resources, Division of Land Management (July 
18, 1979) estimated that a 10 AUY rating might be more appropriate than the 30 AUY 
rating given by the Land Study Bureau. 

Using the higher productivity rating of 10 AUY, an average price per pound for live 
range beef of 51.5 cents (U.S. Department of Agriculture, June 1980:67), and an 
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average annual gain per range-fed animal of 300 pounds, it is estimated that one AUY 
is worth approximately $150 and the . l ,050 acres of pasture on the Mahukona Resort 
site are capable of producing about $16,000 worth of beef per year. 

Heady and Dillon (1961:599 to 605) report on two production function studies for dry­
land cattle ranching. These studies suggest that about 20 percent of the cost of 
production in a cattle ranching operation can be attributed to the land resource. This 
is very close to the figure estimated by Garrod and Miklius (August 1977) for Big Island 
ranchers and to the 25 percent rate used by the State of Hawaii Department of Land 
and Natural Resources Land Management Division in establishing the upset price on 
leases of State-owned land. Based on this 20 to 25 percent range, it appears that the 
theoretical annual agricultural income that could be derived from the land resource on 
which the proposed Mahukona Resort would be built ls $3,000 to $4,000 per year, or 
three to four dollars per acre. Even using the lowest rate of return now considered 
reasonable for leasehold land (four percent), this would justify a land price of less 
than $100,00 per acre--far less than Mahukona Properties has invested in the land. In 
view of this, agricultural use does not appear to be an economically viable alternative 
to the proposed resort use. 

Alternative Patterns of Resort Use 

Any land use plan is defined in terms of a number of parameters. The most important 
of these include the type of use (e.g., grazing, intensive agriculture, detached 
residential, mid-rise apartment, recreation, commercial, etc.), the spatial arrange­
ment of the uses, the scale and density of each of the uses, and the implementation 
timetable. Mahukona Properties' believes that non-resort use of the project site is 
infeasible for them on any substantial scale (i.e., would result in a loss of money). 
Evidence cited above supports that conclusion. However, within the limits of resort 
and resort-related use many combinations of the other factors (physical layout, 
number and type of hotel and condominium units, etc.) are theoretically possible. 

The Mahukona Resort project as now proposed contains 3,200 condominium units and 
1,500 hotel rooms, a ratio of 2.13: 1. It goes without saying that other ratios are 
possible and that a change in the ratio would have some effect on the project's 
impacts. Some of the directions that these changes could take, as well as a review of 
practical considerations that limit the range of ratios are discussed in the next five 
paragraphs. 

Present tourism planning theory holds that resort condominiums generally lack the full 
range of commercial, recreational, and entertainment facilities found in good quality 
resort hotels. This is acceptable from a marketing standpoint when there are nearby 
resort hotels whose facilities the condominium users can utilize. However, the 
Mahukona Resort site is too far from the South Kohala resort hotels to rely on them. 
Hence, an all-condominium development at it is not feasible. 

It is difficult to specify exactly what is a realistic minimum for the number of hotel 
rooms, given a 4,700-unit total, but several factors lead to the belief that it is 
probably in the 800 to 1,500 range. First, the Kauai Surf in Lihue, Kauai operates 
successfully near the lower end of that range. Second, two hotels are generally 
considered more desirable than one because of the variety of entertainment options 
that this provides, and the minimum efficient size is now set by hotel operators in the 
300- to .500-room range. Finally, hotel marketing experience has shown that a resort 
must have from 800 to 1,500 rooms in order to support an adequate sales program. In 
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view of the above, we may take 800 to 1,000 hotel rooms as the minimum size for a 
viable resort operation at the Mahukona Resort site. 

The developers of the Mahukona Resort believe that the 4.9: 1 condominium unit-to­
hotel room ratio that would exist if only 800 hotel rooms are developed is too high to 
insure the marketability of the entire resort project. The 3: 1 ratio that would exist if 
there are 3,500 condominium apartments and 1,200 hotel rooms is workable. However, 
such a mix differs only marginally from the 3,200: 1,500 hotel room/condominium mix 
now proposed and on which this EIS is based. Because of this, the impacts of such an 
alternative would be essentially the same as those we have described herein. 

The possibility of having a higher proportion of hotel rooms than in the present 
proposal was also considered. However, the fact that already-planned Kohala resorts 
appear likely to result in an oversupply of hotel rooms means that there is no 
justification for increasing the hotel room count above l,.500. 

In view of the above, a discussion of the effects of altering the condominium unit: 
hotel room ratio while holding the total number of units constant would be unproduc­
tive. 

It would also be possible to examine the impacts of a denser project, i.e., one with 
more hotel and condominium units and/or increased commercial floor area. However, 
given that the developer is satisfied with the project at its present scale and that 
there appear to be no overriding public benefits (e.g., creation of jobs for residents, 
attainment of some minimum size that allows efficient provision of public services, 
etc.), that would accrue from doing so, it seems unproductive to consider a proposal 
involving a greater number of hotel and/or condominium units. 

With respect to other possible variables, the timing of the project could be accelerated 
or held up, but the effects that such alternatives would have can be readily understood 
from the data already given. Because the impacts likely to result from the proposed 
Mahukona Resort are related principally to its scale and to the land uses that are being 
proposed, analysis of alternatives differentiated only by varying spatial arrangements 
does not appear useful at this time. If General Plan and State Land Use designations 
are obtained which would permit the proposed project in concept, more detailed 
planning will be undertaken and the details of the design worked out. At that time 
various land use layouts will be investigated and their relative desirability and impacts 
assessed. 

In reviewing the discussion of the .. no-project" alternative which follows, it should be 
remembered that this alternative would definitely not meet the objectives of the 
proposed action and would leave Mahukona Properties with a significant loss on its 
investment. It is discussed here not because it is believed to be feasible, but because 
Section 1:42.g. of the EIS Regulations requires it. 

Whether or not, and under what conditions, a "reduced-scale" project would be 
financially feasible is not known with certainty at this time. While the developer has 
indicated serious doubts about the financial viability of a smaller project both from 
the viewpoint of its effect on the marketability of the resort and because it would 
adversely affect the project's ability to recover high front-end infrastructure costs, no 
definitive financial and operational analysis of such alternatives is available. Hence, 
our discussion of the "reduced-scale" alternative is necessarily speculative. 
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NO-PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 

The impact of the Mahukona Resort project can only be understood 'if one first knows 
what the future will be like without it. Because of this a detailed discussion of the 
"without-Mahukona" scenario has been woven into the main body of the EIS. This "no­
project" alternative incorporates the assumption that large scale-resort development 
will occur in South Kohala as now planned regardless of what happens on the Mahukona 
site. It involves a great deal of secondary growth and, in our opinion, a major 
transformation in the physical and cultural character of the district. These changes 
are documented in Chapters III, IV, and V of this report, and we will not repeat them 
here. There are, however, a few points that help put some of the differences between 
the "with-project" and "without-project" scenarios into proper perspective. 

First, without the Mahukona Resort, the Kohala visitor industry is likely to have fewer 
available facilities than would otherwise be the case. While this could affect the 
overall dollar volume of business that is done, it should not adversely affect the 
viability of the region's resort industry except insofar as it leads to fewer advertising 
dollars being spent promoting the Kohala coast with a consequent decrease in its 
popularity. 

Because the number of jobs that would be generated by planned growth of the visitor 
industry would far surpass the number needed by persons who now reside in the region, 
failure to implement the proposed Mahukona Resort project would probably not lead to 
significantly higher unemployment there--it would simply reduce the amount of 
in-migration from other areas. On a more local scale, of course, failure to proceed 
with the Mahukona Resort project would insure that many North Kohala residents 
would remain dependent on employment situated far from their homes. North Kohala 
would, in effect, be forced to serve as a bedroom community with most of its workers 
employed elsewhere. 

REDUCED-SCALE ALTERNATIVE 

At present, the "intermediate resort" proposed for the Mahukona Resort site involves 
only slightly fewer units than the major resorts proposed at Mauna Kea, Mauna Lani, 
and the Waikoloa Beach Resort. Unlike them, it is spread over four non-contiguous 
properties that are split into eight parcels by the main coastal highway. Intervening 
land ls owned by the State, and on several occasions the developer has indicated an 
interest in a land exchange that would allow their land holdings to be consolidated. 
However, no concrete steps have been taken in this direction, and the possibility of it 
occurring must be considered remote. Because of this physical arrangement, it is 
conceivable that the project could be altered to include land in only one or two of the 
four properties that it now encompasses. Because of its size and configuration, the 
Kaiholena property would almost certainly have to be utilized for at least part of the 
resort. 

The exact land use mix of a reduced-scale project (i.e., the relative proportions of 
hotel rooms, condominiums, commercial space, and other units) is difficult to 
determine. Reducing the number of hotel rooms would be the most direct means of 
lessening the project's employment and population impact, and resort condominiums 
provide positive cash flow early in the project's life when it is often most vital to its 
financial success. This might lead one to believe that the hotel-room component is the 
most amenable to reduction. Unfortunately, it is the hotels that support a dispropor­
tionate share of the recreational and entertainment facilities that are vital to the 
long-term success of the resort. 
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All things considered, the most likely possibility for a reduced-scale project appears to 
be that it would contain all of the types of uses as the plan on which this EIS was 
based, but that it would have fewer units of each type. Based on the size of the 
parcels and other considerations, it appears that a reduction to about 1,000 hotel 
rooms and 2,000 condominiums (i.e., to two-thirds of the present size) would work 
from a design standpoint (but not necessarily from the financial viewpoint of the 
developer). 

Reducing the scale of the Mahukona Resort project by this much would obviously 
eliminate the physical impacts on sites which would remain undeveloped as a result. 
The reduction in visitor-oriented units is so small, 1,500 out of a total of 19,000 in 
North/South Kohala (i.e., only eight percent), that it would not substantially alter the 
regional impacts. What the reduction in size would accomplish would be to bring the 
labor force requirements of the Mahukona Resort and related secondary growth more 
in line with the need for employment generated by natural increase in North Kohala's 
population. There would be less encouragement of in-migration and the 
visitor/resident ratio in North Kohala would be lower, thereby providing a somewhat 
greater level of protection against adverse social impacts. 
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CHAPTER VIII 

SUMMARY OF UNRESOLVED ISSUES AND OF NECESSARY APPROVALS 

UNRESOLVED ISSUES 

As we have repeatedly noted in this report, planning for the proposed Mahukona Resort 
is still in the conceptual stage; there is a huge amount of other resort development 
planned for the North/South Kohala study area over the next 25 years; and there are 
no specific plans concerning the pattern of secondary growth that the County will 
foster and/or permit. Together, these facts make it impossible to reach definitive 
conclusions at this time regarding many of the potential impacts and other items that 
have been identified in the preceding chapters. While it would be redundant to 
re-state all that has been said previously, it is useful to highlight the major 
unresolved issues with respect to the Mahukona Resort project. 

Site Layout and Scale 

As is obvious from the absence of a detailed site plan for the proposed resort, no 
definitive layout for the project has been developed as of this date. A quick site plan 
could have been drafted and used as the basis for an analysis. However, it would 
necessarily have been based on a very preliminary engineering analysis, on an 
incomplete marketing strategy, and on the assumption that County and State land use 
designations would be granted exactly as requested by the developer. Equally 
important it would have tended to shift attention to details that are more 
appropriately dealt with at a later stage in the planning process. Because of this, we 
have chosen to focus our discussion primarily on the regional issues that are most 
relevant to a General Plan amendment petition. If the concept of the resort is 
approved and the General Plan amendment being sought is granted, site planning will 
proceed, and issues related to the spatial relationship of land uses to one. another on 
the resort site will be dealt with in the rezoning. Included in this will be the question 
of how the separate parcels can best be made into one coherent development. 

Regional Land Use Pattern 

The present resident population of the North/South Kohala study area is nearly 8,000. 
Forty percent of these persons reside in North Kohala and sixty percent in South 
Kohala. By the year 2005, the resident population is projected to rise to 22,000 
without the Mahukona Resort and 26,000 with it, increases of 185 and 235 percent, 
respectively. New residential development on a very large scale will be necessary to 
accommodate this growth, and existing County plans do not specify exactly where it 
should go. Until the desired regional land use pattern has been decided upon, the 
locationally dependent secondary growth impacts of both the proposed Mahukona 
Resort and planned South Kohala resort developments cannot be accurately 
determined and effective mitigation programs cannot be finalized. 

Employee Housing 

While this report has defined the magnitude of the need for housing that would be 
generated by the proposed project, no specific employee housing developments have 
been committed to at this time. It is expected that requirements for employee 
housing will be better defined at such time as plan approval is sought for individual 
development projects. Formal commitments from the developer will need to be 
obtained at that time. 
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Public Utilities and Facilities 

The developer is committed to supplying the on-site utility needs of the proposed 
project (water, sewerage, electrical power, etc.). However, the manner in which the 
utility needs of secondary development and the demand for pubJic services of all 
development will be met remains uncertain at t he present time. The considerations 
that affect the satisfaction of these needs are discussed in Chapter V, but definitive 
solutions must await more concrete proposals for development of support housing. 

Social Impacts 

This study has included as thorough a study of potential social impacts of the proposed 
project as is possible at the present time. However, so many variables influence the 
nature and magnitude of social impacts (including the way that already-planned South 
Kohala resorts are developed) that many questions remain unanswered. As planning 
Jor the Mahukona Resort proceeds it will be necessary to pinpoint potential problem 
areas (e.g., housing, job training, etc.) and to implement specific programs needed to 
deal with them. 

Highways Act of 1892 

As indicated in the main body of this report, a number of trails are present on the 
property that have been used by residents of the area. The extent to which this use 
may have created a public claim to the rights-of-way under the terms of the Federal 
Highways Act of 1892 has not been resolved at this time. 

NECESSARY APPROVALS AND PERMITS 

As noted above, because the Mahukona Resort project is in its early planning stages, 
many issues concerning accommodation of the growth which it and other resort 
projects would generate remain unresolved. Acceptance of this EIS is only the first 
step in a long approval process that the project must navigate before it can be 
implemented. Other steps in this process are outlined below. They are desfgned to 
insure that all of the issues which remain unresolved at the present time are 
satisfactorily dealt with before approval to proceed with the project is granted. 

APPROVAL NEEDED 

General Plan Amendment 

Rezoning 

Special Management Area Use Permit 

Plan Approval 

Planned Development Permit 

State Land Use District Amendment 

Subdivision Approval 

APPROVING AGENCY OR BODY 

County Planning Depart ment/County 
Planning Commission/County CouncH 

County Planning Department/County 
Planning Commission/County Council 

County Planning Department/County 
Planning Commission/County Council 

County Planning Department 

County Planning Department/ 
County Planning Commission 

State Land Use Commission 

County Planning Department 
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APPROVAL NEEDED 

Building Permit 
(ind. electrical & plumbing) 

Access to/Work on State Highway 

Sewage Treatment Works 
Authority to Construct & Operate 
NPDES Permit 

Approval of Private Treatment Works 
Approval of Private Sewage Disposal 

Systems 

Historic Site Review 

Grubbing, Grading, Excavation, and 
Stockpiling Permits 

Installation of Utilities in 
County Highways 

Outdoor Lighting Permit 

National Flood Insurance Program 
Conformance 

Sign Permit 

Building Plan Approval-Fire 

Park Dedication 

Water System Approvals 

Conservation District Use Application 
(possibly) 

Use of State-owned land for well sites 
(possibly) 

APPROVING AGENCY OR BODY 

County Department of Public Works 

State Department of Transportation 

State Department of Health 
State Department of Health/U.S. Environ-

mental Protection Agency 
State Department of Health 
County Department of Health 

State Department of Land & Natural 
Resources 

County Department of Public Works 

County Department of Public Works 

County Department ~f Public Works 

County Departments of Planning and 
Public Works 

County Department of Public Works 

County Fire Department 

County Planning Department 

County Department of Water Supply and 
State Department of Health 

State Department and Board of Land and 
Natural Resources 

State Department and Board of Land and 
Natural Resources 
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CHAPTER IX 
ORGANIZA TJONS AND PERSONS CONSUL TED AND THOSE WHO 

PARTICIPATED IN THE PREPARATION OF THIS EIS 

CONSUL TED PARTIES 

An EIS Preparation Notice for the proposed Mahukona Resort project was first 
published in the April 8, 1980 edition of the Environmental Quality Commission 
Bulletin. Requests for comments were sent to all parties expressing an interest in the 
project. The persons and organizations on the following list were consulted in the 
preparation of this EIS. Letters received from these groups and individuals are 
reproduced in Chapter X. 

Federal Agencies 

National Park Service 

State Agencies 

Department of Education 
Department of Hawaiian Home Lands 
Department of Health 
Department of Labor and Industrial Relations 
Department of Land and Natural Resources 
Department of Social Services and Housing 
Department of Transportation 
Office of Environmental Quality Control 
Third Circuit Court, Hilo 
University of Hawaii at Hilo, Center for Continuing Education and Community Service 

Hawaii County Agencies 

Department of Housing and Community Development 
Department of Parks and Recreation 
Department of Personnel Services 
Department of Public Works 
Fire Department 
Off ice of Aging 
Office of Manpower Resources 
Planning Department 
Police Department 

Elected Officials 

Mayor Herbert Matayoshi 
Representative Minoru Inaba 
Representative Yoshito Takamine 
Councilman Tashemi Sameshima 
Former Councilman lkuo Hisaoka 

Public Utilities 

Hawaii Electric Light Company 
Hawaiian Telephone 
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Community Organizations 

Hui Mamalahoa 
Kawaihae ViUage Association 
Kohala Casting Club 
Kohala Community Association 
Kohala Hawaiian Civic Club 
Kohala School PTSA 
Kohala Senior Citizens' Club 
Kohala Trollers 
Kohala Women's Center 
North Kohala Community Association 
Puako Community Association 
Waikoloa Village Community Association 
Waimea-Kawaihae Community Association 

Major Landowners, Developers, Resort Operators 

Hilton Head Co. (Kohala Estates) 
Kohala Corporation (Castle & Cooke) 
Mauna Kea Beach Hotel 
Mauna Kea Properties, Inc. 
Mauna Lani Resort, Inc. 
Sheraton Hotels 
Waikoloa Beach Resort, Inc. 

Other Kohala Businesses 

Bank of Hawaii, Kohala branch 
First Hawaiian Bank, Waimea branch 
Hawaii Preparatory Academy 
Jardine Real Estate 
Kohala Federal Credit Union 
Kohala Health Center 
Kohala Nursery 
Lucy Henriques Medical Center 
Real Estate Works Hawaii, Inc . 
Sandalwood Properties and Uihai Reforestation 
Sunshine Hardware 

Public Interest and Other Groups 

Alu Like 
Environmental Law Center of the Pacific 
Family Crises Shelt er (Hilo) 
Hawaii Hotel Association 
Hawaii Leeward Planning Conforence 
Jmiola Congregational Church 
International Longshoremen and Warehousers Union 
Kohala Episcopal Mission 
Kohala Urban Projection Association 
Legal Aid Society of Hawaii 
Na Ala Hele 
West Hawaii Today 
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Kohala Residents and Other Individuals 

Glenn R. Bauer 
Rosalind Costello 
Graciano Elarco, Jr. 
V. Lani Eugenio 
John K. Gamman 
Michael Gomes 
Judith Graham 
Gretchen Grove 
David Kobzev 
Jon Kobzev 
Eleanor Laszlo 
Joseph R. Laszlo 
Mr. & Mrs. John Moreno 
Paulette T. Playford 
Glenn Yamasaki 

ORGANIZATIONS AND INDIVIDUALS WHO ASSISTED IN THE PREPARATION 
OF THIS EIS 

Belt, Collins&: Associates 

Perry J. White - Project Manager and Principal Author 
Jan Staniszkis - Project Planner 
Thomas F. Nance - Contributor (Water Resources) 
Ann K. Yoklavich - Contributor, Editor 
Leland Lee - Sanitary Engineering Research 
Dan Jones, Mary Alice Sinton, Jan Olin - Graphics 
Georgia Sakai, Violet Porras, Linda Tajiri - Word Processing 
Ken Watanabe, Dennis Takushi - Reproduction 

Sub-Consultants/Sub-Contractors 

Bernice P. Bishop Museum - Archaeology 
Phillip Bruner - Wildlife 
Erin Hall and Margaret Elliott (Earthwatch) - Vegetation 
Darby-Ebisu & Associates, Inc. - Noise 
James W. Morrow - Air Quality 
Dr. John A. Mapes - Agricultural Economics 
Steven J. Dollar and Lisa M. Boucher - Marine Biology 
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CHAPTER X 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES DURING 

THE CONSULTATION PERIOD 

The foUowing individuals and groups requested consulted party status during the 
preparation of this environmental impact statement. Copies of their letters are 
preceded by copies of the Environmental Assessment/Preparation Notice and the 
standard transmittal letter requesting comments. A few of these consulted parties 
wrote again with comments to be addressed in the EIS. These letters and individual­
ized responses to them are reproduced in the last part of this chapter. 

Environmental Assessment/Preparation Notice----------------------------- X-3 

Standard Transmittal Letter Requesting Comments------------------------- X-18 

LETTERS ANSWERED WITH STANDARD LETTER 

Harold W. Adams, President, Puako Community Association ----------------- X-19 
Glenn R. Bauer, Geologist----------------------------------------------- X-19 

Rosalind Costello ------------------------------------------------------ X-20 

Donald S. Daughtry, lmiola Congregational Church ------------------------- X-20 

Graciano Elarco, Jr.---------------------------------------------------- X-21 

V. Lani Eugenio-------------------------------------------------------- X-21 

Rev. John A. Filler, Kohala Episcopal Mission------------------------------ X-22 

Timothy Fitzpatrick, President, Environmental Law Center of the Pacific ----- X-22 

Robert L. Fultz, Community Service Coordinator, University 
of Hawaii at Hilo---------------------------------------------------- - X-23 

Michael Gomes -------------------------------------------------------- X-23 
Judith Graham--------------------------------------------------------- X-24 

Gretchen Grove-------------------------------------------------------- X-24 

Wlll J. Hancock, Business Manager, Hawaii Preparatory Academy------------- X-25 

Roderick Y. Hinokawa, Jr., President, Kohala Urban Projection 
Association---------------------------------------------------------- X-25 

William Jardine, Jardine Real Estate ------------------------------------- X-26 

Marc K~no_shita, Corresponding Secretary, Kohala Community 
Assoc1at1on ---------------------------------------------------------- X-26 

Jon Kobzev ----------------------------------------------------------- X-27 

X-l 



Peter Kobzev---------------------------------------------------------- X-27 

Joseph R. Laszlo------------------------------------------------------- X-28 

Eleanor Laszlo--------------------------------------------------------- X-28 

Mr.&. Mrs. John Moreno ------------------------------------------------ X-28 

Dr. Charles Morin, Kohala Health Center---------------------------------- X-29 

Na Ala Hele----------------------------------------------------------- X-29 

Richard L. O'Connell, Director, O1fice of Environmental 
Quality Control------------------------ ------------------------------- X-30 

PauJetteT. Playford---------------------------------------------------- X-30 

David Rothstein------------------------------------------------------- X-31 

Sharon L. Sakai, Staff Reporter, West Hawaii Today ------------------------ X-31 

Wendy Van Vechten, Real Estate Works Hawaii, Inc. ------------------------ X-32 

Chela M. Wakefield, Sandalwood Properties and Uihai 
Reforestation Society ----- ------------------------------------------- - X-32 

Doug Warner, Sunshine Hardware----------------·------------------------ X-33 

Glenn Yamasaki------------------------------------------------------- X-33 

LETTERS RECEIVING INDIVIDUAL RESPONSES 

Julie R. Abramson, Planner, Brock and Associates-------------------------- X-34 

Deborah Chang Abreu, President, Na Ala Hele ----------------------------- X-35 

Harold W. Adams, President, Puako Community Association ----------------- X-36 

Glenn R. Bauer, Geologist----------------------------------------------- X-38 

John K. Gamman, Gamman and Associates -------------------------------- X-41 

Judy Graham---------------------------------------------------------- X-42 

Wendy Van Vechten, Real Estate Works Hawaii, Inc. ------------------------ X-45 
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Applicant: 

ENVI JIONMENTAL ASSESSHE,IT 

Mah~k ona Properties 
Hun On Chun, President 
P.O. Box 3979 
Honolulu, Hl 96813 

Approv i ng Agency : County of Hawaii through 
the Planning Commission 
ond the Planning Department 

Class of Action: General Plan Amendment 

Proposal - The appl icant has submitted a petition to amend 
the County of Hawaii General Plan by a) the 
addition of an Intermediate Resort designation 
for the North ~ohala District and b) a change 
in the General Plan Land Use Pattern Allocation 
Guide Hap from an Extensive Agriculture 
designation to a Medium Density Urban and 
JleRort designations. 

l:) ;-:=) 
,. _ 

_l 
-, 
~ ,I ..=J C..=J, 

I. Description of the Proposed Project: 
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Kawaihae Development, Inc. IKDIJ, a devtilopment arm of Hahukona 

Properties, Ltd. proposes to develop a planned resort/residential 

complex in lands of North Kohala . 

The development proposal calls for the construction of five IS) 

hotel structures housing a total of 1,500 rooms, 3,465 medium 

density condominium apartments and 500-600 single- family dwellings. 

The entire complex ts. to be developed in four (41 phases over a 

period of twenty (20) years. It will also offer other facilities , 

services and activities related to the hotels, condominiums and 

single• family dwellings. These include an area for com111erclal 

services/facilities, an eighteen (18) hole championship golf course 

with a planned expansion to thirty-six (36) holes, tennis and 

swimming facilities, horseback riding and hiking trails, and an 

inland lagoon. Additionally,the developer anticipates that other 

recreational activitie~ such as deep sea fishing, sailing and water 

skiing will be available in the area. 

The developer plans the proposed resort/residential complex as a 

high quality develop~ent, stressing visual and functional 

integration with the surrounding landscape. The overall development 

is intended to be distributed over eight 181 non-contiguous parcels 

of land totaling 1,045 acres. Kawaihae Development, Inc. also hopes 

to lease six 16) parcels of State lands which lie between thene 

parcels. The applicant proposes to include these parcels in the 

overall development concept to be used as open space and for 

active/passive recreational uses. 

The parcels owned by Hahukona Properties, Ltd . which are 

included within this General Plan amendment petition are described 

as follows: 



TMK: 5-7-01 120 36 acres Lamaloloa, N. Kohala 

5-7-01 123 57 acres Lamaloloa, N. Kohala 

5-8-01:11 266 acres Kaiholena, N, Kohala 

5-8-01:16 262 acres Kaiholena, N. JCohala 

5-8-01:10 63 acres Kaupalaoa , N. Kohala 

5-8-01:17 45 acres Kaupalaoa, N. J<ohala 

5-8-01:9 166 acres Kehena, N. Kohala 

5-8-01:18 160 acres Kehena, N. Kohala 

As the petition which has been submitted is for a General Plan 

amendment, the proposed development is presently at a conceptual 

stage. Specific details have not yet been established except for 

the maximum limits. 

II . Descrip tion of the Affected Environment: 

A. The Leeward Kohala reglon1 The region which includes 

portions of both North and South Kohala stretches f r om Upolu Point 

on the north to Anaeho•o~al~ on the south. The area is 

characterhed by low rainfall, approximate l y ten (10) inches pe r 

year along the coastal section to approximately fifty (50) inches 

along the mauka belt road. 

Mean t emperature ranges from grea ter than 76° at the 

coast to 70° at the mauka road. 

Geologically, the area i s built from volcanic flows of both 

the Kohala mountains and Mauna Kea. 

On the north leeward side, the geologically older Kohala 

Mountains have been eroded to form slopes ranging from 61 to 201 . 

The overall, relatively gentle slopes and rounded topography are 

diasected by many small, deep gulches. None of these gulches, 

however, retain perennial streams . 
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The geologic substrate of the Kohala Mountains extend into 

the South Kohala dist~ict to Makeahua Gulch in the ahupua•e of 

Kawaihae . Mauna Rea volcanic flows are present south of this gulch 

to and beyond the boundary of the South Kohala/North Kana districts 

near Anaeho'omalu. 

Sl opes i n this section of south Kohala range from 61 to 

101, and are also dissected by gulches, which though not perennial, 

are subject to occasional flash flooding. 

Soils of the leeward North and South Kohala districts 

include those of the Hahukona, Hawi, Pu'u Pa, Kamakoa and Rawaihae 

series. 

The coast within the No r th Kohala district is characterhed 

by cl t ffs of varying heights with either &Qil layers underlain by 

lava or bare rock. Numerous smal l bays indent the coastli ne. These . 

are characterized by e ither water-worn boulders and/ or pebbl e 

('ili •ili) beaches. 

The coast along the South Kohala district is similar, 

however , it is along this coast that some embayments a r e formed with 

white sand beaches. These include pockets at Y.awaihae, llapuna, 

Kaunaoa, Wailea, Honokaope and Anaeho'omal u. 

Coastal waters a re classified A with the exception of 

l<awaihae and Hahukona harbors wich fall within the Class B 

category . A marine preserve has been establ ished at Lapakahi State 

Park and a second ~arine preserve has been recommended for Keaweula 

Bay. 

Historically, both Nor th and south llohala have played an 

important role. In par ticular the area i s associated wi th the life 

of Kamehameha from birth through the post-contact period with the 

attainment of the unification of t he I sland of Hawa ii . Many of tha 
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archaeological and historic sites are associated with his life. 

However, there are also numerous sites associated with the fishing 

and farming aspects of the Hawaiian culture. Post-contact period 

(after ~778) sites are associated with the sugar industry and the 

early missionary beginnings. 

B. Ihe project site: The eight non-contiguous parcels are 

L -r.. 

located approximately a half mile south of Lapakahl state Historic 

Park and two miles south of Hahukona Harbor. The southern limit of 

the project site is located at Keawanui Bay in the ahuapua'a of · 

Kehena. The total area spans a distance of approximately four (4) 

■iles. 

In addition to being separated by State-owned parcels, four 

of the parcels are separated from the others by the Akoni Pule 

Highway (see location mapsJ. 

The elevations of the parcels range from sea level to 

approximately 600 feet above sea level. All, however, are situated 

within the ten (10) inch rainfall belt and in a mean temperature 

belt of greater than 76°. 

Soils on the subject parcel as identified through low 

intensity surveys by the U. s. Department of Agriculture Soil 

Conservation Service are classified as Kawaihae extremely stony, 

very fine sandy loam. The series is describe~ as being somewhat 

excessively drained stony soils which formed in volcanic ash, In 

representative profile, the surface layer ls dark reddish brown. 

Below this layer ls dark reddish brown and dusky- red stony silt 

loam. Bedrock strata include both pahoehoe and/or fragmental a'a 

lava. These soils are used mostly for p3sture, wildlife habitat or 

recreation, as there are severe limitation to the cultivation 
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potential due to the shallow and stony natur e of the soil layers. 

The area has not been classified as a~ricultural lands of importanc e 

by the State Department of Agriculture. 

Vegetation zones include a relatively dense kiawe (Prosopia 

pa l lida) coastal band, wi th s ome klu !Acacia f a rnesianal and ekoa 

(Leucaena glauca) . The coastal vegeta tive band is followed with a 

band o f less dense and relatively open area . Species are similar to 

that found a l ong the coast except that they occur in sparser 

populations, are less tall, and with a ground cover o f gras~. Herb~ 

include 'ilima (Sida fallax), p i ll grass (Heteropogon co~tortus) and 

other exotics . The next vegetative band, which parallels the 

highway, is composed again by simi lar species, however with a 

general open character . 

Endangered pl ant o r ani~al species are not k~own to exist 

in the area . 

The project site does no t fAll within a tsunami inundation 

ar ea1 nor are there fluod hazard designations. 

An archaeological survey ~onducted by the Bishop Hus eum 

ident l f l ed nineteen ~itea withi~ the project area . Although most of 

the sites were previously identif i ed through the Sta tewide inventory 

of Historic Sites, none of these have been rec ertified for placement 

on the Hawaii Register of Historic Places, nor have they been 

nominated or included on the National Register of Historic Places. 

III . Socio-economic Setting : 

The project site lies In an area which is presently 

undeveloped and uninhabited . The parcels lie approximately seven 

miles fro~ Hawi in North Kohala as the nearest settled area and 

approximately ten miles from Kawaih~e llarbor in South ~ohala . 

c::J c::, c:::l ~ C) CJ CJ CJ CJ 



0 ~ c::J CJ { ,.. c:::J c::::i (_ > {._..::} 

North Kohala, including the settlements of Hawi, Kapa'au, 

Hakapala and other dispersed agricultural areas along the mauka road 

had an estimated population of 3,500 in 1977. The concentrated 

population areas were established through the development of the 

sugar industry while the dispersed populations have had a 

diversified agricultural foundation in ranching or family (see 

economic section). 

Since the closing of the Kohala Sugar Company in 1975, 

sugar no longer supports the community. Rather a number of other 

diversified agricultural projects have been introduced into the area. 

Host government services both on the State and County 

levels for the North Kohala district are located in Kapa'au, 

approximately ten (10) miles distance from the project location. 

These include a library, hospital, police, fire, social services and 

judicial courts. 

Private commercial services and facilities are located 

mainly in Hawi and Kapa'au. These are limited to a convenience 

shopping scale, and a 111Bjor portio? of the shopping done by the 

Horth Kohala residents is conducted either in Waimea (South Kohala) 

or in Hilo. 

South Kohala had an estimated population of 3 , 500 in 1977. 

Residential areas are located at ~awaihae Village, Puako, Waikoloa 

and a si~able urban area at Ka~uela (Waimea). Economic support for 

the communities in South Kohala is diverse in comparison tg that of 

North Kohala. These include the traditional support from ranching, 

truck farming, urban commercial and governmental services. Wi~hin 

the past decade there has been a growth in the tourism industry, 

education, industrial and research sectors (see economic section). 
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Host of the government and urban commercial s ~rvlces in the 

South Kohala district are located in Kamuela, a distance of some 

twenty miles from the project site . These include a library, police 

and fire services, a pri~ate hospital, public and private schools 

and district court. Commercial services aJe located primarily in 

the Parter Ranch shopping center which includes, a bank, savings and 

loan, supermarket, drug store, a five and ten, and specialty stores 

such as bakery, western riding outfitting, restaurant, ice cream 

parlor, and bookstore. 

Transportation access points occur at Kawaihae, where the 

harbor serves as one of two deep draft harbors on the Island of 

Hawaii. Airports are located at Kamuela and Keahole, approximately 

23 and 37 miles, respectively, south of the project site. A small 

craft airport is located at Upolu approximately 11 miles north of 

the project site. 

Access to the project site la via the Akoni Pule Highway 

which serves as the coastal link between North and South Kohala. 

There are no water or sewer systems servicing the project 

area. Telephone and electrical services are available. 

IV. Existing Land Use Policies, Statutes, Patterns: 

All eight (8) parcels, either wholly or in part, fall with 

the State Land Use Agricultural district. Coastal portions of the 

four (4) parcels lying makai of the Akoni Pule Highway lie within 

the State Land Use Conservation District (see attached Land Use 

Map I. Those areas of the project development which fall wi thi_n the 

ngricultural District are further zoned •unplanned• by the County of 

llawaii. The County General Plan Land Use Pattern nllocation Guide 

Hap designates the a rea for "&xtensive Agriculture• with a coastal 



band, coterminous with the Conservation District boundary, 

designated as "Open.• 

The proposed resort community is not a permissible use 

under any of the above land use designations. 

In addition to the General Plan amendment which is 

presently being sought, the proposed development would require a 

Land Use Boundary amendment from an Agricultural District to an 

Urban District. Should this boundary amendment be granted by the 

State Land Use commission, subsequent change of zone requests are 

necessary. These change of zone petitions from an "Unplanned" 

designation to other appropriate zones as may be required by varying 

portions of the proposed devel opment, fall ultimately under the 

jurisdiction of the County. 

Should any use be proposed for those areas falling within 

the Conserva t i on Distr ict, a Conservation Oi~ t r ict Use Application 

is necessary . Approvals for use within this Distric t are under the 

jurisdiction of the Stzte Board of Land and Natural Resources . An 

alternative course of action for uses which may be proposed within 

the Conservati on Oistdct would be to petition for a Land Us e 

Boundary Amendment from Conservation to Urban. 

In addition to these land use designations, four of the 

parcels lying makai of the highway lie within the Special Management 

Area, established as part of the State ' s Coastal Zone Management 

program. Permits for all uses within this area will require 

approvals through the Count y of lla:waii Planning Commission. 

The General Plan land use designations of Intermediat~ 

neirnrt and Medium Oensi ty Urban which are being sougl1t with this 

amendment petition are defined in the Generel Plan a s follo-.·s, 
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"Medium density: Village and neighborhood commercial a nd 

r es idential and re l ated functions (3- story commercial, multiple 

residentlal -35 to 11 . 6 units per acre: s i ngle family 

residential- S.B units per acre). 

"An intermediate resort area is a self-contained resort 

destination area which p r ov i des basic a nd •upport fac i lities f o r 

the heeds of the entire deY•l o pment on a smaller scale than a 

major resort area . Such facilities shall include sewer, water, 

roads, employee hous i ng and recreational facilities, etc . • 

Standards wh i ch are applicable to the intermediate resort 

designati o n are : 

"Maximum visitor un i ts1 1 , 500 room 

Resort acreage: 45 acres 

Act ive and passive recreation areas : 25 acres 

Accessory u~es within hotel and resort zoned area shall be 

based on 5D square feet of floor area per hotel room. 

A m• x lmum of 320 acr es for residential use when other zoned 

lands are not available in close proximity for support 

use. 

Employee housing shall be provided at a maximum ratio of 

one employee unit to every two hotel units built, The 

required rat i o shall be determined by an analysis of 

housing needs of each district or relative area , • 

sur r ounding Land Use: 

Nearly the entire North Kohala District lies within the State 

Land Use Agricultural District , Exceptions to this designa tion are 

coastal bands and forest reserves which a re designated for 

Conservation. Urban desi~na t i ons occur at llawi , the settlements of 
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Honomakua to Kapaau, Halaula and Hakapala, and a small poction of 

the coastal acea of Kahua ahupua'a from Waikalllo Bay to the 

boundary between North and South Kohala. The South Kohala dlstrict, 

although lacgely within the Agricultural District, includes Urban 

designations at Kamuela, waikoloa, Kawaihae to Hapuna, Puako, 

Anaeho'omalu, Kalahuipua•a. Conservation Districts occur along a 

coast band. (For an overall perspective see Land Use Hap). 

Specific zoning designations are also illustrated on the 

accompanying zoning map. However, it should be noted that in the 

area immediately surrounding the project sites the zoning 

designations are basically Agriculture twenty 120) acres, Unplanned 

and Open along the coast. 

Resort zoning designations now occur in South Kohala at Ouli, 

Puako, Kalahuipua'a and Anaeho'omalu. 

General Plan land use designations for the leeward Kohala region 

include a coastal bank designated "Open• and Extensive and Intensive 

Agriculture designations for the major portions of North Rohala. 

A Resort designation surrounded by an Alternate Urban Expansion 

designation occurs at Hahukona Harbor, which is approximately two 

miles from the project site. 

Other Resort, Alternate Urban Expansion, Industrial, Low and 

Medium Density Ucban designations occur in South Kohala beginning at 

the North/South Kohala boundary along the coast and stcetching to 

the boundary between South Kohala and Nocth Kana. 

Hajor portions of the slopes to Kamuela are in Extensive and 

Intensive Agriculture. Low and Hedium Density Urban deslgnatiDns 

occur at Waikolo& and Kamuela (see General Plan Land use Pattern 

Allocation Guide Hap). 
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In the evaluation of the proposed General Plan amendment, the 

goals, policies and objectives of all elements of the General Plan 

will also be considered. 

Economic Settings 

•The economy of North and South Kohala can be geographically 

divided into four somewhat distinct sub-regions. First is the 

coastal zone of South Kohala where present and future resort 

activities draw upon the climate, white sand beaches, and airport 

access. Second is the area in proximity to Kawaihae harbor. In 

addition to freight transportation and storage, the Kawaihae area is 

presently zoned for industcial use and this use can effectively 

provide the support facilities anticipated for future growth of 

North and South Kohala. The third economically distinct region is 

centered around Waimea. This area serves as the economic hub of 

ranching and small scale farming in South Kohala, as well as 

providing a logical urban base for future growth of supportive 

co11U11ercial and governmental services. The forth distinctive area is 

historically defined by operations of the loldl Kohala Sugar 

Company." 

"Agriculture. Recent agricultural production in North and south 

Kohala can be aggregated into four major groupings: (1) former 

sugar cane areas in North Kohala, (21 vegetable farming near Walmea 

in South Kohala, ll) pasture lands in both dis~ricts, generally 

confined to the higher elevations, and 141 about 390 acres of 

macadamla plantings on North Kohala lands not suitable for sug~r.• 

"As eacly as 1~76, there were 4 major enterprises in North 

Kohaia engaged in innovative agricultural activities , Despite 

considerable governmental aesistancc, only one 1or.namentals 

C7 



production) held out considerable promise, in the long run, of 

offering a substantial number of jobs to former sugar plantation 

employees . • 

Other innovative agricultural projects which are either in 

operation or being proposed for the North Kohala area within the 

past year have included aquaculture (prawn far ms), nnd a tannery. 

•Agriculture in South Kohala basically consists of vegetable and 

livestock production . 

Vegetables are produced in Puukapu (300 acres) and on the 

Lalamllo Farmlots (550 acres). A wide variety of crops are 

produced, but cabbage, Chinese c abbage, daikon, head l ettuce , 

Romaine lettuce, celery and burdock are by far the most important I n 

terms of both acreage and value.• 

•Host agricultural land in South Kohala is used for grazing 

purposes. Operations largely involve beef cattle production, but 

some replacement heifers are raised for Oahu dairymen . Parker Ranch 

and Kahua Ranch are the major ranches, and about 53 smaller ranchers 

typically run 40 to 60 animal units each. Huch of the area is 

unimproved pasture, but in the higher elevations where there is a 

sufficient r ainfall, pastures have been improved and p lanted."• 

Tourism, 

As the proposed deve l opment involves the e• tablishment of a 

resort community, e xisting conditions of the tourism industry within 

the County, and region will be discussed. 

•Quotation& ln this section are fro~ th~ Draft ~ohala Community 

Development Plan. 
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The Isl and of llawaH has exper ienced pos itive growth in its 

hotel Inventor y . Iri 1965 the isl and had 865 hotel un its, or 71 of 

the State 1 5 total . In 1979 there were 5,979 units on the island, 

accounting for 121 of the Statewide plant totals. 

Traditiona lly, t he principal visitor destination areas on the 

Island of Hawaii have been in Kana and Hilo. 1ft 1968, Xona had 

1,074 hotel rooms, o r 49 percent of the island t o t al while Hilo 

accounted for 39 percent with 850 rooms. By 191 9, Kona' s hotel room 

count had grown to 3,525 rooms , or 59 percent of the island total 

while Hilo had 1,956 rooms . or 33 percent of the total. Thus, while 

both areas have incr e ased the visi tor plant si%e, Rona has improved 

its position relative to Hilo. 

The principal remaining resort area has been the South r.ohala 

coastal a rea. Cur ren t ly, on ly the 310 unit Hauna Kea Beach Hotel 

and the twenty-four (24) unit Puako Beach Resort Apartment 

condomi nium are operating in th lG area. However, in addition to 

these facilities, substa ntial expansion along the coast ha.s been 

pl anned for many years a"d in part 2oned for development. 

As noted i n the land use section of this environ~ental 

assessment, this ex~ansion is primarily situa ted within three mas ter 

planned resort de• tination areas, the Waikoloa Beach Resort (WBRI at 

Anaeho' omalu, Mauna Loa Land Inc.'s at Kalahuipua'a and Mauna Kea 

Land Corporft tlon's development at Ouli a nd Kawaihae 2nd which 

includes the Hauna Kea Beach Uotel . 

These three developments have been designated as Ma jor Resort 

areas by the County of Hawaii General Plan. Thi s designation .i • 

applied to those areas suitable for the provision of a self-centered 

resort destination area which provloes the basic and support 

facilities for the needs of the entire development. A maximum of 
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J,000 hotel units per area is allowable under this designation along 

with a maximum of 640 acres for residential use. 

Thus, the General Plan would allow a maximum of 9,DDO hotel 

units and 1,920 acres of residential uses in the three (J) major 

resort areas designated along the South Kohala coast. 

In addition, there is a Hinor Resort area designated by the 

General Plan around the Mahukona Harbor area. Such a designation 

would allow a resort destination area with a maximum of 1500 hotel 

rooms. It should be noted at this point that the proposed 

development and General Plan J\lllendment would be an additional Resort 

designation for the North Kohala District. Thus, should the General 

Plan amendment be approved, the total number of hotel rooms 

allowable in the Nnrth Rohala District would be 3,000 rooms, 

The Big Island's share of the tourism market has shown a decline 

over recent years. According to the market analysis submitted by 

the applicant, the island's share of westbound visitors to the State 

declined from 41 percent . in 1968 to 32 percent in 1977. The 

eastbound visitor share declined from 31 percent in 1973 to 22 

percent in 1977. It should be noted however that while the island's 

share of the State visitor market declined, in terms of westbound 

visitor counts, the number· visiting the island increased from 

412,000 to 890,000 during the years from 1968 to 1977, No data was 

available for 1968 eastbound visitors. 

IV. Impact Assessment; 

The introduction of a resort community involving 1,045 acres of 

land and containing 1,500 hotel rooms, 3,500 condominium units and 

between SOD to 600 single-family residential units into an area 

which is presently uninhabited and into a district with a 
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residential population in 1977 of J,500 will have significant direct 

impacts. 

Additionally, indirect effects of a potentially significant 

scale may be felt on regional and islandwide levels, 

The areas of major impacts both direct and indirect can be 

identified as follows: 

A. Land Use Policies and Patterns; The proposed resort 

community is not a permitted use under both present State and County 

land use classifications. All parcels fall within the State Land 

Use Agricultural District, and portion of the four shoreline parcels. 

fall into the State Land Use Conservation District. Surrounding 

lands also are situated in the two districts and follow similar 

patterns, i.e., coastal areas in Conservation with mauka lands in 

Agriculture. Urban designated lands are located approximately 7 

miles miles to the north and 4 miles to the south. 

Applicable County General Plan Land use Pattern Allocation 

Guide Map designations are Open along the coast and Extensive 

Agriculture for the remainder of the parcels. In assessing the 

proposed amendments to Resort and Medium Density Urban Designations, 

both the policies of the General Plan as well as the overall pattern 

of land use may be significantly affected . 

In relation to urban centers, !Medium Density Urban) the 

county of nawaii General Plan states that: 

"The creation of new urban centers should be initiated only 

when it is in the public interest and they must be accompanied 

by commitments for current development of basic community and 

public facilities and services. 

"The location of urban uses should be evaluated from the 

standpoint of how each use services existing and future uses of 

r_:-r 



the surrounding area. The direction and form of growth in 

accord with future demand will be influenced by many £actors.• 

In relation to Resort designations, the General Plan in its 

discussion of the North Kohala profile, recognizes that "The 

district does have potential for the development of small resorts, 

which would primarily cater to visitors seeking quiet and rest. 

There are also areas of historical significance in North Kohala. 

Areas of interest to visitors, however, are limited due to 

inadequate access.• 

Courses of action for the district are: 

"Possible development of small resort facilities at 

Hahukona1 

"Encourage the development of small family - type hotels; 

"Encourage small-scale retreat resort development . • 

The proposed resort development is not entirely in conformance 

with these General Plan statements in that 1) the scale of the total 

development is not of family or retreat resort scale, but rather in 

intent and density of an intermediate resort development, 2) 

surrounding land uses are pri•arily vacant, or are in open space 

type agriculture or park use and are not serviced by basic public 

facilitles1 and 31 there is an existing General Plan minor resort 

designation for the area surrounding Mahukona Harbor . As the 

proposed resort community and General Plan amendment ls a request 

for an additional intermediate resort designation in North Kohala, 

there are potential impacts from both a land use and economic 

standpoint of this proposal on the existing resort designatio~ at 

Hahukona. 

In terms of the overall pattern of land use designation, the 

effective of addition of an Urban and Resort designation along the 
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coast has the potential of stretching existing urban and recort 

designations from the North/South Kohala Boundary through to 

Hahukona . This cumulatively linear resort pattern will result in 

the commitment of the coastal res ources from Hahukona to 

hnaehoo'malu. In the recent S•year General Plan Land Use Pattern 

Allocation Guide Hap review, the Planning Department did review the 

possibility of expanding the geographical scope of the Resort 

designation at Hahukona Harbor. In it's final recommendation the 

Department did not recommend an expansion of the Hahukona resort 

designation. Rather a revision was made to the Alternate Urban 

Expansion designation near Kawaihae to reconfigure this designation 

from a linear form nor th along the coast to a rather semi- circular 

core around Kawaihae Harbor. Thi s revision along with others 

proposed through the 5-year review was adopted by the County Council 

on July 16, 1979. Thus the proposed resort community may not b~ in 

conforll!llnce to the land use concept of centralizing urban/resort 

uses close to Kawaihae. 

B. Support Infrastructure; Implementation of the proposed 

resort community will require ~ajor improvements to infrastructure 

syste~s . Both a sewage treatment plant and cystem and the 

development of a water source and system to service the entire 

development are needed. 

There are at present and within the twenty-year framework 

for development no plans by the County of Hawaii to install sewage 

treatment systems within the area . Thus as noted in the policies of 

the General Plan, "Where major resort complexes and other 

developments along the shoreline are contemplated, private syst~ms 

shall be installed by land developers.~ 
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Since there are no plans to extend municipal water S}'Stems 

into the area, development o( a water source and system for the 

developinent has been proposed by the developer. 

Ho information however is presently available to assess 

impacts of this portion of the developnent. 

ln addition to potential impacts 9enerat~d by traffic 

vehicular increase along Akoni Pule Highway, impacts to other 

highways from points of entry (airports, harbor) are also likely. 

Moreover, since all eight parcels are non-contiguous, separated by 

both Akoni Pule Highway and other State-owned parcels, it will '!ot 

be possible to oevelop an internal traffic circulation system ~ithin 

the entire development. Rather internal systems for each of the 

eight parcels must be developed, each with separate entry/exit 

points to the highway. Thus there will be added traffic impacts to 

this controlled access highway. 

Implementation of the resort co111111unity may require the 

expansion of other government services such as schools, police and 

fire services in both Horth and South kohala. In particular, fire 

services which are presently operating at minimum levels may be 

significantly affected. The existing Hauna kea Hotel and 

residential areas of Puako and Waikoloa depend inpart on volunteer 

fire services. Moreover, the area from Hahukona through Puako is 

subject to occasional extensive brush fires during the dry summer 

1110nth. 

Other government agencies have not projected major 

increases in services. 

c. ~ocio-economlc: The General Plan Economic element notes 

for Lhe North Kohala district that "Resort fac ilities compatible 
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with the physical, social and econo■ic goals for the residents of 

the district should be encouraged.• 

Although portions of the population of North Kohala have 

direct experience with the tourls■ industry through e■ployment in 

the resort area in South Kohala and through visitor traffic in the 

com■unities, nevertheless the co111111unities have been basically 

agricultural and rural in character. 

Since the closure of the kohala Sugar Company, the district 

of Horth kohala has been undergoing• social and economic 

transition. The 1970 census listed the resident population at 

3,326. Since 1975, however, there has been an outmigration of so■e 

res !dents through job transfers to other sugar compani_es on the 

island or through independent seeking of jobs elsewhere. At the 

sa111e time, as is indicated by the population esti■ate in 1977 of 

3,500, there has also been an iaunigration, some associated with new 

agrlclutural enterprises which have been recently established or 

independent 1110ve-nts into the area, 

There has been however, no survey or census of the extent, 

type or degree of this change in population. Thus, although it is 

anticipated that the introduction of a resort co-unity of the scale 

being comtemplated will have significant impacts upon the North 

Kohala co-unitias, it is not possible to determine whether these 

impacts will be perceived as beneficial or adverse . Nor is it 

possible to determine whether the type of resort co111111unity being 

proposed is compatible with the physical, social and economic goals 

of the residents. 

Impacts to Agriculture, Although soils of the project area have 

been ranked as being severely limited for ngricultur.al suitability 

and potential, nevertheless, imple•entatlon of the p~opo~ed recort 
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community would be a direct commitment to the loss of 1,045 acres of 

agriculturally classed lands . Indirect commitments of further loss 

of surrounding lands is also a potential impact, 

Further, while the soil classification for agricultur3l 

suitability is poor, there is still the possibility that the lands 

may be used for agricultural operations not requiring native a nd 

in-situ planting media (such as potted plants and aquaculture), 

Impact to the tourism industry : As all projections indicate 

continued growth in visitor arrivals, it is anticipated that 

substantial resort development will occur on the Big Island and more 

particularly in West Hawaii , With planned development bei ng 

initiated within the three Sou th Kohala coastal resorts, this 

sub-area is expected to abs orb much of the resort plant expansion. 

Further, the current General Pl an Land Use Pal t ern 

Allocation Guide Map designates ten (10) intermediate and retreat 

resort areas along the West llawaii coastline with potenthl for 

maximum of 22,500 hotel units plus related rea idential recreational 

facilities . 

As the applicant's proposed resort community i s small in 

comparison to on-g~ing and planned developments along the South 

Kohala and Kona coa• ts, it i s anticipated that the construction of 

the proposed development will not increase the overall magnitude of 

the resort market to the We5t Hawaii region . Rather, the pril'llary 

and major impact will be a redis tribution of the projected plants 

and market from existing and planned resort locations to a new 

resor t destination area . 

Further although th_e applicant has submitted a n,arket 

analy1ls for visitor accommodations which projects th~ ~ar ket 

conditions for the State, i ~land and various i;ub- reg ions on th ,i 
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island, more recent da ta has become available and should be 

incorporated into an analysis of the overall impacts. Likewise, th• 

projections , i ncluding t he attendant parameters should be 

re-evaluated and adjusted if nec essary, based on the more recent 

data , 

Concomitant impacts related to the red i stribution impact 

are also anticipated to be s ignificant. These impact~ may be 

identified as a r edistribution of job opportunities, non- hotel 

visi tor related services such as retail outlets, restaurants, labor 

fo rce availlbllity , household formulat l on and residential settlement 

patterns. 

Other impacts to the environment can ·also be identified, 

Thes e however, though they may be generally assessed , nevertheles• 

cannot specifically be addressed at this stage of the proposed 

development. Further refinements of the proposed p roject, i n terms 

of parcel/site design and use, are necessary . Jt should be noted 

that there are other future rev i ew and evaluation opportunities 

thr ough the sequence of permit require~entu, At appropriate points, 

these impacts may again be addressed at a more specific level. 

Still, an identification and general discus sion of these 

impacts are warranted. These inc lude , poten tial i~ pacts to 

archaeological resources, coastal waters and shoreline resources , 

including public access to the shoreline, landf orms, v i sual and 

aesthetic resources. 

V. Determination: 

Dased upon the discusnion included within the preceding sectinn. 

it is determined that a full lmv i ronmenta l Impac t Statement is 

wa~rantPd, 
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VI, ElS Informational Requirements: 

In addition to the content reguirements as outlined in Section 

1:42 of the Environmental Quality Commission's Regulations and also 

as presented in the Environmental Assessment which was submitted as 

part of the General Plan application, the Environmental Impact 

Statement shall incorporate in detail the following descriptions, 

discussions and alternatives. 

Land Use: The EIS shall describe the effects of the proposed 

resort co1n11unity with its attendant and appropriate land use 

designations on the existing patterns in terms of both the State 

Land Use designations as well as the General Plan Land Use Pattern 

Allocation Guide Hap designations. Effects to the State Land Use 

designations should include direct and indirect effects on the 

coastal Conservation lands, including that portion of Lapakahi State 

Historical Parkr Agricultural Districts surrounding the parcels in 

question and the more distant Urban designations at Hawi and 

Kawaihae. 

In terms of the General Plan Land Use designations, the EIS 

shall describe how the proposed uses shall service and impact 

existing and future uses of the surrounding area. Additionally, the 

EIS shall describe and compare and contrast the proposed resort 

co111111unity in relation to the General Plan goAls and policies for a 

retreat or small-scale resort in the North-kohala community. This 

discussion/comparison shall be done in terms of density, acreage, 

maximum number of hotel units, the overall intent and objective and 

location. In particular the ElS shall also discuss the effects of 
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the proposed resort designation on the existing General Plan Land 

Use Pattern Allocation Guide Hap Resoct designation at Hahukona. 

In terms of the overall land use pattern, the EIS shall 

discuss the potential indirect effect of the proposed development of 

creating a linear Urban/Resort designation along the coast of Kohala 

from Hahukona to Anaehoomalu, as opposed to a centralized pattern 

within the South kohala coastal area. 

ln terms of the General Plan policies, although the 

Environmental Assessment identified some of the General Plan 

policies, nevertheless, the EIS shall discuss and consider the 

proposed resort co~.munity against all elements of the General Plan, 

Infrastructure: The EIS shall describe the sewage treatment 

nystem which would be required for the proposed coffllllunity. The 

description shall include the type, size (capacity) and general 

location of the systemr whether one will be centralized for the 

entire development or whether individual parcels will be serviced by 

separate units. Additionally, the effects of the sewage treatment 

effluent (if any) on coastal and ground water resources shall be 

discussed. In particular, effects to the proposed marine sanctuary 

at Keaweula Bay and the existing Lapakahi Harine Sanctuary shall be 

considered. 

Effects to the overall transportation network should be 

described, including effects to airport facilities at Keahole, 

Waimea and Upolu1 harbor facilities at kawaihaer and to ground 

transportation systems between these facilities and the project 

site. The EIS should also contain a description of a proposed 

internal traffic circulation system and possible alternatives. 

Impacts of this system to the traffic conditions on the Akoni Pule 

Highway shall be discussed. 
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area, 

As there is no municipal water system presently servi ng the 

the EIS shall discuss various alternatives for the provision 

of water. This discussion should also include a description of 

potential impacts (if any) to existing water systems in terms of 

capacity and potential competitive uses. If known, other direct 

impacts to the environment should be discussed in terms of source 

location and pipeline systems. These should include impacts to 

landforms, endangered species and archaeological sites. 

The EIS shall discuss impacts of the proposed resort community 

on governmental services and facilities in both North and South 

kohala, in particular for police and fire services. The discussion 

should also prepare mitigation measures to these impacts. 

socio ~economic: In describing the impacts of the proposed 

reaort co111111unity in the North end South Kohala communities, and mof e 

specifJcally the North Kohala communi ty , the EIS shall describe the 

proposed r esort community l n terms of i ts overall development and 

ma r keting concept•, anticipated market areas for the s ales of 

condominiums and houselots, estimated pr i c ~s of condominiums and 

houselots, and whether there wil l be prov isions for empl oyee housing 

within the project area , 

As there a r e i n dications of changes within the 

socio-economic fabr i c of both North and South r.ohala, the EIS should 

attempt t o document the extent, type and degree of thes e changes . 

Moreover it should attempt to identify the goals and percepti ons of 

these Kohala communities with respect to resort development in 

general and ~pecifically with relation to the proposed resoc t • 

community in scale and concept. 

fl 

Agriculture: The EIS shall dhcuss both the direct and indirect 

impacts of the prorosecl development on agriculture, includi 11g the 
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commitments of lands to non- agricultural use should the proposed 

project be implemented and considerations for non- traditional 

agricultural pursuits. 

Tourism: Basing its information on an updated market analysis, 

the EIS shall discuss impacts to touris m and the resort industry by 

describing and compar i ng two alternate scenarios. The f i rst shall 

represent the probable development pattern based on the existing 

General Plan Land use Pattern Allocation Gulde Hap. The second, 

shall represent the probable pattern based on the exi~ting General 

Plan with the addition of the proposed amendment. 

A~ the primary impact of the proposed development is 

anticipated to be one of the redistribution of the market and resort 

plants, a comparis on of the two alternatives will describe the net 

impact of the applican t '• proposal. The alternatives shall incl ude 

but not necessarily be limited t o the following areas of discussion: 

1. 

l . 

c::J 

Resort plant: The distribution of visitor accommodations 

by major destination areas in Wes t Hawaii shall be 

described along with the related implicati ons for 

developing non-hotel based visitor services such as 

res taurants, shops and recreational activities . The 

distributions shoul d then be evaluated as to their ability 

to provide for an array of visitor services and acti,dties 

in convenient locati ons not only as pro ject sites but also 

within the existing communities and thus their cu~ulative 

attractiveness to the visitor on both the individual and 

regional scales . 

Job Generation; In addition to the overall estima tion of 

resort- related and construction jobs created, the 

alternatives Ghall de!lcr ibe the locatioi1s &t which these 
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jobs would occur over time. Particular attention shall be 

paid to job skill requirements in relation to the presumed 
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1. 

skills of the resident labor force. 2. 

3. · Labor force avai~abillty and net-migration: The 

distribution of resort job opportunities shall be reviewed 

against projected labor force availability to determine 

net-migration requirements, if any. Particular attention 

is to be paid to variations in inter-area, home to work 

cofflllluting for the two scenarios. 

4. Household formation and population: Based on the projected 

labor force requirements the extent and distribution of 

household formation and population change shall be 

projected. The projections should also be broken into 

assumed resident and migrant housing and population 

changes. Major infrastructural development which maybe 

needed in the various communities shall also be addressed. 

S. Housing cost ability to pay: The overall housing market 

will be projected in relation to the household income 

distribution. These projections will be generally 

distributed over the region and indicative of the need, if 

any, for special housing programs by general location. 

In addition, the total impacts attributable to the proposed 

will be presented. 

The overall discussion should then present both the total 

impacts attributable to the proposed development as well isolate and 

identify the projected net impact of the proposi,d General Plan· 

amendment. 

~lternatives1 The EIS shall discuss, but not necessarily be 

limited to, the following altern~tives: 

X 
' --...i 

3. 

4. 

r- --:, L--.J '":-J r .:::J c-i r ·~ __. __ ,,,. 

Development concepts, strategies and/or phasing should the . 

State-owned parcels not be available for lease. 

Variable hotel to condominium unit ratios, for example 

1:0.5, 1:1, 2, 3, for the project area. 

Delays in the development schedule. 

Optional development concepts such as a minor resort, 

retreat resort, resorts which caters to special 

interests/markets such as a dive lodge or resort. 

r ,.._ J 



Belt, Collins & Associates 
A division of Lyon Associates, Incorporated 
Engineers • Planners • Landscape Architects • Architects 

St:h Floor Ha,wa,i Btdg. 7~S f.,rt Stto<I Honolulu. HI 96 813 Tdephon• (808) S21., 361 Tde, (723)8732 

DATE 

Dear --------
I am in receipt of your letter dated--------~--,-......,.,- in which you 
request to be a consul t ed party dur ing the preparation of the Mahukona Resort 
Development Env i ronmental Impact Statement {EIS). 

Enclosed for your review is a copy of the Environmental Assessment (EIS 
Preparat i on Notice), which was submitted to the Env i ronmental Quality 
Commission by t he Hawaii County Planning Department. If you have any comments 
or concerns after having reviewed the EIS Preparation Notice, please let me 
know. Thus, if there are issues that you would like addressed within the EIS, 
but which are not mentioned in the enclosed document, this is the time to let 
us know. This way, we wi ll be able to consider your comments during the 
preparation of the Draft EIS. 

I appreciate your i nterest in this project, and look forward to your input 
into the EIS process. 

JS/cmw 

cc : Mr. Sidney Fuke, Director 
Hawaii County Planning Dept. 

Sincerely, 

Jan Staniszkis 
Project P Janner 

Mr. Well i ngt on Chu, Mahukona Properties 

Pt1r1,i,,..1u ,rd t\s,.,.,ar,._ Jam"'s R. B"'ll PaulM. Hiro~ Frank E. Lvon. Ir . Raymond F Can\ Paul P Wallrabenstein. Jr JoS<'ph Vierra, Ir , G <>rdon W Bradley, 
v,..rden L B"tk. Richard S. Abe, Lawrence 5. Ag•na. Allen 5.C Chiu. Donald H. Chung. Clifford E. H,mssen. Edward H. Iida. Faruk Konuk. Alan Y. Kutsu~ L 
Mich.a•I 1 Ll!in,..we ber, Thomas F Nance. Thomas P. Papandr'-'w, Pe rry Ji. White 
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r/Al<!OLO W• ADAnS 

• r,t.l:S/OttJT- Pf/,AJ,:o CDMl".~N. 
. JSB _pl.)Al:D ZIIPlt&H :t>lt.. 

~,-,,.-LA. N' Cft,741a 
• PH Bll'2.-7Jl.7ii, 

Public comment mvued 

on Kohala resort plan 
~u; ~ er33°"f. . 

An 1!:nlnnment•I lllel'II pa.111, prapaaed by 
lmpacl Slatanenl on a M1hllltana Prapertle1 Ud., 
propo■ed rnorl Include■ • hotel, . 
developnenl .In M1hullana, townhoules, 1lnlle-f1mlly 
Nmlh Kohala, Is,_ In the nsldmc,es, • golf c:oine, 
pn,ceu of being pnpared. heallh spa, 1, .. i11 courll, 

West 11a-11 realdtnb anclracqueUiallcourb. 
ha.,., 1111111 Ila :llllnd•y 
IMay II to mall In Fi 
la be tffl1Ulfl£" Pl .. ]ii: 
~; a( EIS. 

----mus( 6e pail. 
maned on or belan, May■ . 

Requeat• 1hould be 
malled lo the Pf'Oltcl 
conaultant, Bell, Oolllna I 

• Aaoclales al 745 Forl st., 
Hanolulu, 9&1113, 11111. Jan 
J. SIMlnkll. 

The pn,paty II l«aled • 
jual IDUIII of Ille Lapabbl 
Slate ltlatarka1 f>•r\r:, botll 
m,uu and makal of the , 
llahukDH•K•••·hH 
Rad. 

The su .. cre develot>-

[. _::::J CJ CJ c:J ...----I C.:-::J 

i,lt'tr ' f- ',, :~ ·~, t_ 
'1 

Hr, Jan J, Staniszkis 

P . o. Pox 3415 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96801 
April 16, 19B0 

Belt, Collins and Associates 
745 Fort Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Hr, staniszkis: 

I would like to be a consulting party to the 

Environmental Impact Statement being prepared by 

Belt, Collins and Associates for the resort community, 

Horth Kohala, Hawaii. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely yours, 

~: .. :.:-? 
Geologist 
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Bo1 582 
Kimuela, Hawaii 96743 
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IMIOLA CONGR~GATIONAL CHURCH 
United ~hu1ch of Christ 

111'Ll, Cnlli'1s & A"'iiodntr:; 
7115 fort. Mrrrt 
Honolulu, 11:iwaH %131) 

~nr I r , ,Inn. J. !:l11nls1.kls 

12 Anril 1')':0 

I .,.,.,1,1 1.11-.- l.o 1,., onr of lht> consultrri narlif's 
011 lhr l'rwiromn"ntal I111pact. ~l11l1•111,.nt that vo11 ~•ill ..,,. 
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1":1hul-on:1 Pront'rtles, Lt/I , 

Th .. nk vo11. 

':inc,.rt' l V, 
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,,. ,· • . I . / : 

J . .. , •• ' J •(• ., 

Donn 1,1 ,'>. n11 11,.ht.rv 

Phone: 885-4987 
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KOHALA EPISCOPAL MISSION 
, 0. k)J,,., 

u,,MU. HAWl.tl .. ,s., 

Mr Jan J. Staniozkio 
Belt, Colllno & Aaaociatoa 
745 l"ort ·:;treot 
Honolulu, lfavaii 9681) 

Dear Nr Staniazkla1 

4-12-60 

"'fi'k, ... 'l~ 3 -6'?.. 
,J.> 

In tho lataot ioaua of the~ Bulletin, you are tho contact peraon 
tor tho pi-orooad raaox-t ooa1111unlt.Y at )lahukona. Since I havo aorved 
thi11 aiioaion for tho pant fivo yoare, I feel thet I bava aomo idoa 
of what the people oan cope vith. 

Accodringly, I hare'qJ aak that ray name be added to your liat or 
oonaultlna partioa to thle project vhila you are in the procoon or 
vrlting tho lllS. 

Falt_bf'}I ly youro • 

~ 
Rav 
Vic, 

r-; r--7 r-, r-j r-'"j r-:2 c::J □ 

(I~ 

R IE© m: OYIE ID 
APR16 91) 

•u. CDWIIS I ASIOIUa 
Environmental Law Center of the Pacific 
250 South Hold Street 2nd floor Auditorium Honolulu H:mr:ail 96813 

13.dl (!.d.t'-"'\ ~ &i--\<•U•' c ... 
I 

7'15 J~J 4liaf 
,/J,...,.f,.L,., 1/:t' ?€>BI 3 
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.1lt:i ., ... "'... ,, .. , , 
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© 
University of Hawaii at Hilo 

CENTER FOR CONTINUING EDUCATION 
ANO COMMUNITY SERVICE 

~ ~ ©~ ov~ [)) 
MAY 8 !900 

18.J, <oUINS I MSO<IAIIS 

l0t1•r ,._:----· 

·f:·t J • • 
C.,f,, .. 

- ", ... .. · , t ,_ 

' '4~..., ' 5/7/80 ,_ ·;,.,- • 

Bclt,O>llins and Associates 
745 Fort St. 
llonolulu,Hi. 968 ll 

I ••• 

S~~ki_s. 

l_ m,;; , - :J, 
'+ ru, i,.t ~133.-irZ. 

Dear Ms.Staniszkis, 
'Ille University of Hawaii Center for O:intinulng El:J11Cation and o:m,a,nity 

Service,ltona Branch hereby requests to be a ronsulting party in the prepcratiat 
of the ElA and &IS foi- the proposed develO(m?tlt in Noi-U1 l<ohala and Mahukona by 
Mahukona Property Ltd, Please send us the necessacy lnfomatlat so we 
nuy activiely participate in this pn;x:ess. 

>< 
I 

N 
\,.I 

Hahalo, 

ltJbert L. FUitz 

Omrunity Sci-vice Coordinator 

l<~~~ua,111. 96750 .JZ;!-:llil 
!'IN), HAWAII 06720 TEL: (l!081"!1iff:M~ 

An Equ•I Opt,0ttun,1y EmploJet 
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Int, CDUIKS I ~IATES 

Box 155 
llawi, Hawaii 96719 
l'pri 1 30, 1980 

Belt, Collins and Associates 
745 Fort Street 
Honolulu, Ill 96813 

Gentle111en: 

l would like to be a consultant on the Environmental 
I111pact Statement for the Hahukona !North r.ohala, Hawaii) 
Project. 

I am s0111ewhat concerned that the preli111inary EIS 111ay not 
reach this area in time to be given thoughtful consideration 
by myself and other persons. This has happened frequently 

r.,- rtr I" • 

.,... ~: :I •. I ;:~ 
(',I"'. r 
If •, Ir•' I ' .. 

""' 1: .. , • .• 

r ··, .,. __ 

\,:~'u• ~ j \,-
51lnl,d,1,, "c..17 

_ Ut'iory 9. 
b<.Folc Jrh ;! ; 

in the Kona area due to slow-ups in the public library processing 
of these materials. 

I would be grateful if you could ensure that 2 weeks time 
would be given to study the material before response is due; 
if you like, I would be happy to hand-deliver a copy to 
the Kohala Library and to the university office (Project Learnl 
in Kohala. 

Thank you. 

1:zz.11~ 
. / Judith GrahlU'I 

ii 

~ ~ © w nvm: {O) 
MAY 81900 

/ r ( ... , 
l_·,Cc, CPr J.. J , '" c •le 

IELT, CDUIMS I. ASSOCIAtES 

~ '. r.t, i -- / 
&•l L/JJ'S 

;d<;;. • ri:.>Cf' 5i 

I IO I.J O l ~ U LU . I-' I 
I 

<;;,r.. s 

f" , 1 ~ .J:. l...l 
'V 00,/ ·J, . . , 
/;:..l\1Jt3p1..,' .!!1 

r-'- ll ~ c:;..>c , 
I 

ii .. 6/3 

'J -
I tL1:.. A-Sf: I.Ve' l (.} .') t: 

/JfrHIE' ,1-l<-J l,l.JAJJ7 JA.J&-

l€ &AJ~.;_,.1Ln 2.- ,Cl. 7/1€. 

"~--/7;,5 

J-fU 

7[• 

' of'. 
FJ.;IJJCoJJHEJ.. ,71h_ JJ-t/Jf1<·-r I 

l'1:-"'01L>S£"1) J.:.,c>'-·A', , 7½_ 

t.?z·1..J0:...• 
. ))oLTH 

J ~-l/Cl_c.."'l'C l tc... IC.' ; J,<J 

r.o":Jle lot 

Boll. J. I!. ,_ 
C•in, R. ·- 1,J° 
Hn!d , I,\. 1 · 
t!-!'•cf'. L 
l~u • •r: :, ,•. 
:-, .. .. , . '. 
' ·, '·· •,, 

'w._ . ' 
~"~~. 

L·":; •J .,t._ ;.J . 

µ,Ju: · 
I 

,.. LjlLlc .{, L 
t ,' 

I (,, ~ 1,°?/-L 

,1 1····•"Y :f1·1~, 'fl~-6t. 

-- _......, - - - ......--.. ~ ~ r--""\ r--"I i--"I ~ ~ r--1 II r-, 



r-- c __ j -, L J [ 

• . 
. 

. 

HAWAII PREPARATORY ACADEMY 
KAMUELA. HAWAII ■e7•::J 

C 

Rig @w; DY~ ID 
Al'H 2 2 '900 

•1t IIIWIIS I mooans 

: ■~ulelo, 

■-Oflko 
I
- 8<11, J.I. 
_ c,1 .. , 1. 
~H.,tnt,M. 

1

_ 11.r.,..,, l. 
_ ICutwn,1, A.. _ ,,.,..t1, ... ,T. 

X 
I 
N 
\.,Ill 

Belt, Colline, Aaaociatea 
745 Fort Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Attentions Mr, Jan J. Staniazkia 

Centlemen1 

April 21, 

i- v~" tfo,n~ •• 
1_ Whi1e,r. 

Please send me a copy of the Environ111ental tmpact 
statement on th i , 
planned by the ,, 
county of Hawai ty 
commlaalon Bulle n a pr , , o ume , o. 07. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely yours, 

Wl~J~!:£ck 
Buaineaa Manager 

WJH:gb 
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TO 

Jardine ;'\eal Estate ,Ltd · 
885-7434 P. 0. Boa 696 tc.nuelt, H11rllt 96743 Fh. (808) -·· ••• 

r 7 ~-:fite..tf t)'3'3-6~ 
Ne- Jan J.--.ilimlllzki.J,~------­
Belt, Collins & Aaaociates 

..2!l.S..Fa.i:.t.....S.1ii::eet___~------­
Honolulu, Hawaii 9681J 

---- - ~ 

DATE 4-24-80 

Bulletin that your !11'111 was doing an 

'1:0Ject in North Kohala for 

aotlva lnrraal estate in the area and 

extemo,1~ve ln co111111unity affairs in the Kohala area. 

eincerel; 

,rdina 

SIGNED 
CAKM .. Lt-CDt, -..~••f. 
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J(OHALA COMMUNITY ASSOC/A '#@N. I lWICIATlS 
P.O. Box 608 • Knpanu, Hawaii 06755 

I •autrto ~ 

1

z..1,11. ,. a. 
,_c,:n, I?. 
'_ H1111t,t, ~\. 

-!Jell t'c,r/, »; , miA C/c-,:,~::rtl 1t-s 

1-1~-- Frt 1 
~-
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Eolt, Co1lin~ and Assoclnt o5 
llonolnl11, l!aunli ?i,!Jl) 
At' n.1 !'.r, Jnn Stnnli:zkl.s 

.:fi'~'1!,3-b'2 

P .o. Box 1116 
Y.a p.1au, lf:111a U 9(,755 
l~'lY 7, l J'JO 

Do:1r l '.r. st.aniszki.9, 
I ui.r,h t.o be n consultant. on tho Environ~ent.nl Imp11ct 5htnr,cnt 

for thfl J"nhul;on.,. (north 1:0l13]a., l!:iwali) Project. 
Anoni; quoi;t.ions I h..wfl regar,llng t.hls re~ort •l11volopnrmt is t.hls, 

ox.,ct 1,y hott tlo t.ho clov1Jlopor:i plnn to dlspose or the dry 11.iste and 
thG sm1:1gol 

~~".W\'1~c--/.l 
Jooo;f n. JAs~o IJ 

~rt~ ffl: ftV\t \D) 
MAY 91900 

llll, (OUIIIS l ASSOOl'llS 

P,o. Box 1n6 
K11pnnu, llawal.1 96755 

Bnlt, Col lins ;rnd /lssoclntos 
lfonol.ulu, JlaunU ~"6Jl) 

J~y 7, 1990 ~ ~ ©i!Y~ ID 
MAY 8~ 

At n. 1 :-r. J nn St:1nlszld..s 
EJ, COWi$ & ASSIIOATB 

___, 

Do:1r i ·r. S tnnl.!izl:is , 
I 11i.5h to bo 11 con:rnlt.nnt on tho !!:nvl roni-.nntnl Inp,'lcl 5t.ntA1'ont 

for tho :•ahnl:on'\ (;lort.h l'ohnla, ll:1.w:111.) Projoct. 
{\·-.on[l qunst.ions I hAvo r<t.;:trJl.nr: this rnsort ,lovnlop11ont nre, 

1) 1iho nx.,ct.ly nro tho ,lovolo;iors for t.hls projoct1 •1h<tro is tho 
non1Jy conu.nb froml 

?) 111-J.,l plans hava t.h"J o,w,,lopnrs ~oo for riro nn<l polico prot,,ction 
in th .. tr nrP..17 Al prosont. , nur polivo t!op,-irt.1,enl is ntrnlnod 11nd 
our rLro protnct.lon rolins on volmih nr-, . \lh:it. hapJY.lll!l 11lth tho 
nn11 ,fo.,n loprmnt l 
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JCOHALA HEALTII CENTEJI 

P. O. IIOX Mt .,.\.<.' 
KAPMU, HAWAII t'1n 

Belt, Collins & Assoc. 
Honolulu, Hawaii 

Dear Mr. Jan Staniszkis: 

April 14, 1980 

This is in reference to the Environmental Impac t 
statement for the proposed Mahukona Project in 
ttorth Kohala. 

In the Envelronmental Quality Commis ~ion Bulletin, 
April o, 1980, Vol. VI, ff 07, the development is 
described and it states that requests can be made 
to be consulting parties within 30 days. 

I request to be a consulting party in the preparation 
of the E.I.S. for the Mahukona development. 

Sincerely, 

;I 
t/' I 

(__,, -L -{,,,t. ~ 
'­

t,...._,._._ 

Charles Morin, M.D. 

( ~· 7 r-·--, rJ ::-:-] 

Hay 8, 1980 

Dear Sirs: 

We are requesting to be consulting parties in the 
preparation of the EIS on a proposed resort 
development in Mahukona, North Kohala, 

R IE i; IE BVIE lO) 
MAY 991) 

ET, mttlNS I ASSOCIATB 

Hahalo, 

NA ALA IIELE 
P.O. BOX 1628 
Kealakekua, Hi. 
Ph: 324-1759 

96750 

'fll.e#f t:fo/¾'2 

~ 
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CIIOIIOl 11. AIIIYOSHI --
STATE OF HAWAII 

OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL OUAI.ITY CONTROL 

oF,iCE OF THI GOVERNOR 

Mr. Jan Staniszkis 
Belt, ~ollins & Assoclntcs 
745 f'ort Street 
llonolulu, llawaii 96813 

Uear Mr , Staniszkis, 

UO ...... ~~ASI 

""""'"' 
.o«).UIU KA•M tlllJ 

April 2 5, l 980 

fil[©~DVt[l) 
A~ft.LQ !J(J1"m 

lllf, CIKUIISTl!ffiaATES 
Hll.~HINO ......... 
! ltt.>uft ltt1 

o/' coir, 1 r.. 
... c .. 1,., R. 

H.~,•t",t, M.. 
- Uet:,~,1 l. 
- t,t.:;. ,u:. A • 
.• r.a~•~~te'•~ ' ~ 

b 

1/.• n u--~n. t. .. . -

Ii ·~i~~, ~ 
'_ l;h,•,y - -.. ,.,. 

r•• .l•h # f~ _ ~ - ---- ..... _ 

We wish to be a consulted party in the preparation of the 

lilS for the Resort Corn111unlty, North 11:ohala. r1ease provide us 

with a copy of the f:1S Preparation Notice for our review and 

COllllllent. 

Your assistance in this matter is appreciated. 

cc: Planning Dept. County of Hawaii 

r-, r--, :--, r7 r-7 c:l CJ rJ c:i C:J 

~ ~@rn: DYC£ ID) 
APR JO 1900 

111.T, aNUIIS & AUIIOATES 
Paulette T. Playford 
P.O. Box 107 
Hawi, Hawaii 96719 

Ionic ln1 

.1:."tell. I, ! , 
__ C,I•. R, 
_ H.11hr1t.,.\. 
_ llclbt•, I. 

April 25, 1980 ...__ 1(-,ltun•i. A 
..- f'ap•""'"''" T. 
_ V,n Hcu,.,R, 

b 

_ Wt;~•• P, ~ 

l~.u"o· ~ 

Mr. J an J . Staniszkis 
Belt, Collins and Associates 
74 5 Fort Street 

l:=ia. .. y - ,-,,,ti 
rn. lob - --: 

Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Hr. Stanlszkis: 

After reading the April 25, 1980 issue of The Kamehameha 
Times regarding the Hahukona Resort Development, I am wdtlng 
tci7et you know that I am very much interested in becoming 
a consultant on the Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Hahukona !North Kohala, Hawaii) Project. 

Thank you for your attention in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

?. ,o,xn,.T.?l'\~ 
Paulette T. Playford 

\ 

c:J c::, c::J CJ CJ CJ CJ CJ 
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A m~mh~, nl 1h11 kH. Omuay Mrrll• G1oup 

Rout■ lo, 
~ lle!l, J.t. 
_ C•l11,R. 
_ 1t1~•,..,1, I.\. 
_ Ho!b:<, l. 
_ l(ulu·nal, A. 
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_ yr,,11., r: ~1 
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~[©~OV!r:lf] 
MAY 91900 

lllf, CDUJNS I ASSoe!Ans 

ESTATE V\IDRKS 
HAWAII, INC. 

~lay 7, 1980 

Delt Coll i ns t A~soe iates 
745 l'ort St. 
llonolulu, Iii. 96820 

Attn : Jan J . Stnnis~kis 

I would like t o be a consult ing party In the 
preparation of the EIS for the proposed 
~lahu Kon a lleve lopmcnt . 

Sincerely, 

REAi, ESTATE WORKS JIAWAI 1, INC. 

- ~~H~ ~'\\{~~ 
Wendy Von Vcchten 
Realtor Associate 

gn 

Rc-.. •tft, 

to'I. J , t . 
• c,1 •. tt. 
_ H .. ,•,·t~ M. 

H,I~•~- l , 
9(1,t•.,-., ;, A 

_ r .. ., •...• . .. ~ 1. 
'l.,•,n, • ....,. .. r.. 

I 
Yllul;, t . 
~, • .,,nl..r. ~-·I 

I
- -- -_ m,,,i, ... 

.'lf;le Job#$~ 

1Hi722 Kuakini Highway Kuakini Tower Suites 203 & 204 K1llu1,Kon1, Haw■II 96740 18081329-6488 

r--

X 
' \.,,I 
tJ 

r7 r7 ~ r7 r7 c:::l CJ CJ 

NDALWOOO PIIOPEIITIES, n di ;Ion of 
Um1 200, llnwl , Hi. 90719 

lliahi Reforestation Society • Box 4964, Kamurfa, ffawaf/ 96743 (808J 889-6831 
(808 ),889-5161 

llay 5, 1980 Rffi:@OCOY~IO 
MAY 9!100 

Belt, Collins and Associates 
745 Fort St. llT, CDUJIIS I A!SOOARS 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Attention : Mr . Jan J . Stanlszkis 

Dear Mr. Stnniszkis, 

In regards to the proposed actions to require 
environmental impact statements on the RESORT 
COMMUNITY, NORTH KOIIALA , IIAIIAII, MAIIUKONA Pl!OPERTIES, 
LTD .. / PLANNING DEPT . , COUNTY OF IIAWAJ t , I would I ike 
to be consulted in these matters . I live just above 
said Resort, nnd nlso hnve my real es tatu busines s 
here in llawi , Hawnii , J ust 6 mlle8 from the proposed 
Resort . 

Please send me any inronnation and determi nation 
ln the preparation or the EIS . I would I Ike ver y 
much to be a consul t ant in this matter . 

Mahalo pumehana, , 

c~f::-.£.~ 
Sandalwood Properties and ll l ahl nerores t ation 

Jrnt•te to1 

_ 0-:1. ,. a. 
c .... 1,.~ • · 
H.nlcrl, 1,1,. 

~1- H"':~ .... l . 
Kutmniti, A. 

_ r~;- •••..t-:,w, T . 
. v.,oll?>n. ~. 

I 
- Y/1·•<1>. r. 
. I :,1~ni!ii.lc-i~ "(' 

'~-s~· Sl:NJll:LU/coco~ ,,,. ,. •j,-0", PROPERTIES 
!1

:··., ,~~. 1CHELA M. WAKEFIELD. GRl 

_ lib,.,y ,.n.-
t. rn~ Joh • ;,_~~ 

\ 

0

\I' REAL TOR 
\ .· ) 8111. 889-Sl61 ID 

' f Rr•. RR!l-fi832 .... ..,.. 
t'., ~ ell,, Coon llld,1 .• r O llo, 200 liawi. 11,. 967◄3 

c:::i c::J c:::J Cj c::> CJ CJ CJ CJ CJ 
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BROCK AND ASSOCIATES 
IIIIUAYf 1 0AS • (NCl,l ... l'l'M A 

me; 7000 
May 22, 1980 

Hr , Jan J . Stanis~kis 
Belt, Collins, and Associates 
745 Fort St . 
llonolulu, Oahu, Hi. 96813 

Dear Hr . Stanis2kis , 

~t~ L ll•, 1:, ln.71:!. I(» 
MJ\r J J ICJOO 

llll, C!llllNi & ~WAIIS 

◄ Pl MAA•I t 'l ~fl(f f 

WAUOk,lJ, H"UI- H.\WAU 907f(l 

,,,t-cu,( [floel?•• ,4f~.:•,.. In- - - ~-· 
• '1. ! r, !1. 1 r 
I ,;.,: •• r. 
' ........... , J.\ 

11 •·•• I 
r .. • .. " ~·-- .. ·• , ·. 

' ..... f' " · 

• I ~~i~:,:~'.-l:,. 

_ ,a, ... ,y --
J;1, lob # ___ : 

On April 29, 1980 I s ent you a lettei: asking if lt would he 
convenient for your firm to mail us a copy of your Environmental 
Impact Statement entitled Resort Communita• North Kohala, llawali. 
I presume my letter was accidently w~ylai sor~ewhere:--1le woiifd"" 
be happy to pay any cosu you incur in sending thi9 document, 
or if you find it preferable, obtain the document through the 
Environmental Quality Colllllission. Thank you. 

Very truly yours, 
BROCK AND ASSOCIATES 

~1....l,l \~ nt 1('\ ,, ... ,n, 
JJiie R. Abramson 
Planner 

Ms. Julie A, Abramson 
Broct ind Assoclet~s 
48 Harket Street 

June 6, l!.100 

W1lluku, Maul, Hawaii ~6793 

Dur 11s, Abrasason: 

'1 :!> .1- <.. ), 
tVJ ..1 

{t,<..l 

rer your request, l Ill! enclosing • copy of the r~hul.ona Environmental 
Asseul:lfnt/Preparatlon noth:11, 

We w111 forward to you the Draft EIS when 1t is cmp1eter1, S~ould 
you have 1ny questions or need any further assistance. ,1ease do not 
hesitate to contact 1111. 

JS/CJJ'ltl 

enclosure 

.--, r-, r-, r-, II r, c:::J c::::J c::J c:J CJ c:::J c::J CJ CJ :::::J c::J CJ 
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.l • n Stnnh zkls 
ijc lt, Colline & As s o c iate s 
S l4 llawnli Bl.d11 , 

11o 5 Fort S t. 
llnn. Ill. 96813 

~~nr Jatt Stnniaztls: 

1.1,l\i :( 0 f.11.') 

llll, (?11111; t f.!!CU~lts 

H ,I " • .J I 1: ( ~ 
1•.o. !lox 1(,2 8 
Kcnlnk~kua, nt. 9~750 
H::iy 211, l.'J ft O 

The folJowln11 lsettes shou l d b e ~,l.treo11 '!!d in the Hahukonn l?.'!n.11n 
Develop•ent £ nvironmenta l Impact Statea ent ( E I S ) : 

1. WL nt efrcet vould thJ ■ tlal11akunn Jcvclop■anl t1avc on ltotel 
o~cuponcy rnt~s v t,lct, hQve st1ov11 n d~cllnc no tl1e supply or hot ~ l r~ome 
I ncrena'l ~ [or lla•; :iil le I andl 

2 . The major rn unrt ureas :tt Anncho'o'rlalu and K:il3hulpua' .u (!:3un.1 I.c a 
t nnd Co.) n re pre ~cntly under constructio n. Twelve ~ntc ln nnd ove r 
ftl ~ tl10 1tn i:1, ~ ron ,lomlnlu■ units h~ve been approved (or tl1e ae resort 
,lr\'Cl optfl !nt m. Their tnltlnl JncT~111ents hnvc not yet npll!ned rot 
1, ,1u lHcss, ~11d it 1~ 11ot knoYn if tl,csc de~« t o p■cntn wlll themsQ lvcn 
c onelltute on o 0 n r s "pply nr hote l unlts for the Island, Ulll t hese 
,l c vclopmcnta furtt, e r rcd11c~ occ urnncy rnt e• ~Y tn c ~~~slns th~ 
c ompetitlnn for tourlBt traffi c which la on the d e cline? (Rn~ e ver 
l nc r c oalnn s"pply of h~tel unite In the lnta rest of the n111 l ~ l ~nd' c 
tnurlst i r, ,lustry1 

1, In t h~ Hnhu►onn Prnpertlea and State land In qtteRtln" are ~horcllnc 
J • ep trailo, ua~d by residents r e gulnrly for mnny years, The p1~llc 's 
right to UA~ theoo Jee p trails nnd any other traditional trails t h n t 
ftny be on the affected londa needs to be oddreaaed. 

~. How woul1I tl1ln totally nc~ urban = r z ~ ~f ( ect tl,e loc al bt•3 lnc ao 
c e nters ln North and South Kohaln? Cn~Dunlty tnp"t should he obtained 
► o deterNlnc tf ~hls vould lie a d c slrcnbl a Jc v~lopNcnt to reff1Jc n ts o f 
Unrth ""d Snuth Kohnla . Core •"" the e lve n to the method nf obt o lnlng 
tl,ta input. In ' fort!~ ~ol1nla tl,e co■w11n! ty ~ ,soclntlon ls ttftll ~ 11y n ot 
wo Jl atte nded and tl,,,9 n11t r~rrco cnt n tt~c o ( lite •nJorlly t>r Ll, c 
cnmmunlty. It !R rec o~mendcJ thnt n surve y he used whereby pnrtl c ipnnt d 
~re rnndomly ncl c~ terl n,,J tn~ervlcYed. 

Othn r c o"cc rn ~ h n ~e heen hr l ~fly ~entln tted l n the RIS rrc p , r ~tln n 
tint Jee, ,tud lt •n '1!lRuned tlrnt tlu,y "'111 h ~ annlyzerl further In thi, 
1·1~: l1intorJc n!te prcuerv~tio,,, cnst or ,,~tcr and aewcr de vcJor~•nt 
! •l 11c 1,orne by tl1~ dcvctorcr, tl1c lmp~rt on prcnently etrnlne<l , 
rn,,-J:rnment scrv l,:c a ;ind the pl.1n lo cr: :1 tc ;,n lnlnnd tar.no n . 

Hnhnlo for Lhla opportunity t o pnrtlclp~te In the ~IS prnroH~. 

tie It.a rono, 
. b,\.-.. ,,L\. C:.\.-,L._,,J\\...~ ..... . 

nehoroh chnna Abed 
rro~ldent, HA ALA URLR 

Enclosed please find a copy or a Hay 28, l'>BO letter which adtlrl!ssl!d ccrla in ,.,111c1•1·ns 
regarding the proposed Kahukona Resort Development. In June we were informed hy 11 

long distance phone call from your husb,1nd (?) that we would receive a copy of 
the resulting EIS study. What 1s the present status of this EIS study? Can we 
assume that I copy will be 111al1ed to us? fB) ~ {lg t 8 

::C: We appreciate your consideration of thh matter. f1l l/OC fr» 
~ MAR ?. 7 f98J 

llrlKlrah Cha11g "hrcu, Presldentll'lf, ~lllli I AtlOCIAIB 
ll,1 "la lk•l•• -Tr.til s 

c=J c:::J r=i c::::, 

Dtborth Cheng Nlreu. ,re11dent 
Ila All Hele-Tratls 
, .o. loa 1521 
keal1ht111. H••tt ~no 
Dear"'• Abreu1 

~ 
~ 

Harell JO, l!lal 
atAJ-154 

llallukona tlesort US 

Ynur nott or """' t4. 1'91 re91rdtn9 tile eny1r~nta1 ll!lfl■ct 1ht~11t !Mlln• 
prepared by l•lt, CoHlnt I, Anocletu for tilt rrDPoHd M1hvkon1 ftesort 
project Just 1rrlY1d on •1 •••• Jtn St1nts1kt1. to l!hOII your letter was 
1ddreHt!d, his left H•1tl, and I hnt t1t111 0Y1r rupor11t11t1lty for the £IS. 
ffot)efully, I wlll bl able to cllf'lfy I few .. uers tllat l'lr. Stanhztt■ appeara 
to hue left 1111191119, 

fint, 1 draft of the US for the pr011ant1 ruort proJact It ne1rl7 C11111Pleted, 
Intl I e-,ect It to H rHdY for tn•IMlull rHln shortly. If 111 toe• well, tlle 
EU wlll be rHdf tor Sllblluton to thl [nYlro-nt■I Qu1l1ty c-lulon ([QC) 
within ahout sta WlftS. Al you •now, tnterest■d p1rtt11 11111 h••• JO days 
fr011 the date that notification of thl EIS'I 1wall1btl1ty ls puhltshed tn the 
(gt 81111ettn In lltllch to aulalt c-.,nts. 

The ••1 the flS R1g11l1ttons ■r1 struct~red, all persons and or~1n\11tlon1 lltlo 
h••• requested cortsulted party status do not autcn1ttc1\ly rectl'lt I copy or 
thr doctt111ent. lnst■ad, fO copies 1r1 tUMiltted by th1 propo,1ent to th• EQC, 
ll. In turn, dlltrlhlltH the copt11 to nrlous goytrtNnt e,enctn, citta111 
groups, 1111d publtc ltbr1rtet. tltll111 KA ALA HELE ts an th■ EQC dlstrlhtlt\Oft 
ll1t, It IS poss1ble that yntl wlll hlYI ta r11d thl copy of tht EIS that ts 
sent to your local ltbrary. 

TIit q11tstlOt1s rifted In your urlgtn■ I letter of May 2ft. 1980 ar■ belnt 
1!1dre11ed In tllt [IS to tllll tlft111t ponlble with the 1w1llable !lat,. Tou 
should r11Uu, hollevtr, that answers to 111118 of the tnues you hlYt -ntloned 
would require us to •at• v■lue Judgllellts that we believe are out of place fn 
an 11S, Ott the•• you wf11 sttll need ta dr111 your conclusions. 

p.a,:9hs 
cc1 Sonny Chu 

Sh1cer11y, 

~ ... ,_J (JU 
.. ;;u~\ 
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1 58 Pu:iko B~nch Dr . 
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sft;;·;al; .. llei-tJ Collino Md Aosociates. 
' 745 ijort St, llono.Hi ,9GOlLJ 

R ~ (i'! ~ U\f~ D 
~~'\Y 'l. ~ ':.?~ 

'11', r:lllli l C:WA'IS Attn~- Jan Stnniozkie 

Gttn?1caen:-
,_ ••~"• 

1 
!o, ,-,. ThMk you for the Ol'pnrtunily to connnent on the F., I. G, 

_!'. •--0
- _ _ _ t:, ho ~lnhukona Resort Dnvclormcnt . Our prtncirn l cnmmentn aro 

as follow11:-

>< I 
\.,I 
0-, 

1 . lo sec no objection to resort development in thie nrea, 
Pg.18 of the l,}Jvironmcntal Asoe ssmcnt mentiona ~ r evision of 
the L:ond Uoe l•attern lo change from n liner1r form along the 
coast to a semi-circular core aroun<.I Ka"11ihnf' 11:irbor. Thio 
semi-circular pattern may be realistic for commcrci~l <levclop­
•ent, but resort development ia certainly more likely along the 
coast than inland from a commercial harbor. 

2 , l 'age ; 5 of the !;;,,\. discuooco the watP.r syotrm incllul\ng 
possible impacts to existing ffRter oyotem1J. Our oxp,.rienco along 
the Jest Coast is that the present systems arc already b~dly 
overloadt!d in dry years. In the 1,st frw years 2 ttater em,.r­
gnncieo have been dcclareil, during nhich 11e lferr told thnt we 
could not water our la1ms. In this area of 10" ror yenr rainfnll 
anti hot eunny days, Lhis means a dead l:iwn in a re,. woeks nnd 
much expense Md 111any months to recoyer, Thus ffe b<'liovc thnt 
a ftater eyste11 that makes ao drain on the present .faillen nyatem 
or tho Le1lnmilo wells is mandatory .• 

:,, 1':1ge :'4 o! the t:.A. asko for a otu,ly or the effects to )he 
overall transportation nchork nnd imr,,.ct to trnffic cond 1 tions 
on the Akoni }'ule Highway. ,1<'! beli,.ve that the moot crltic,11 
high11ay problem, by far, is on the Knnnihae Road betfteen l(n11nihe10 
and Jaimea. There aro only 2 outlets from the ,.ntire ,eat Coast, 
Tho :Jouthem route 18 uoed by traffic goini: around tho inland. 
Km,aihao Road is used for all othnr traffic, inclmUng !(on'\ nnd 
Kohala rcsidcnto going to Jnime11., llonok11.11, Hnmakua, nnl\ Hilo, ns 
"ell as round the island traffic, K'\wnihae Roa,I lo even tho 
pre ferred route for Kon,i. rer,ldents v l s l ting tho Volcnno nrea. 
At present, Kawnihao Road is hi~hly d~nfforouo even nt it's pres,.nt 
traffic level. In the paot 5 yearn there have b"en 181 accidnnts 
"1th 14) injurleo an,1 7 lle:-iths on thio 8 111110 road. !Hnco it io 
a stoep, win,line two lnn<> road, c-irry lng a erent dt>:tl of olo" 
truck traffic, thn tcmrtntion to rnns on uphill curves lo grnnt. 
Thor" ure 111::iny culverto 11lthout aun rd rnlls :in<\ ., tncl,:, cnr ncc­
ld,mts nrc com111on, 

As a 11inl111um, nr f ..iel that K"rinih~e Rontl nhQu\il be lmproVl"d 
i,~me,11::ite ly, wi<lr.ned in critlc~l spot~ , gu"trd r'\1la n,lrl<>tl, 
anti turnout11 prov irlc,I ·• t fr•) 111,•nt int.,..rv;lo for t.r1 ,cl<n tr·w,..Un,: 
uphill, Thfl propr,o,,,f hy- r ,sn h I ·h ,-.y ·• 1u•·•r--: lo b•• n,.v,..r·• I y<>'lr !i 
in th'l rutur•i, -.111 Ill' th·, t I. i n.,, th r • 111! h , ,, , ... r,h tr·•ffi ,, 
f <1r 1,,,t •1 r u • 15, oo th, • .• f••t y rf K~.,aih11e ltoacl ,tllJ nt ll l !Jn 

impor t.~n\. . .11th t.ltP. nft rl••,I tr,, rr i c rront the ~;h ... rr1.ln n I Uco ln1., 
LhUR'.! Loi\ l,111<1, tho l,!aun,. ,: ,.a ·it,l 1t lnn ,n,l 1hhulcon:t 11••,;ort, 
'l'hi 11 r oml ,,111 b!!co11, , Jntnll"r·ibJ.t •l ·,nr.••rnu!l, 

.. ,I I - . ' ~'~) .. cj~,trl. A , {(,/,, ,,..... .1.: 1/ •.. /,, ,,,.,,,,,,. 

- C!!:-::::1 e--, r--, c:::::, c::::::] 'c::::::l = 

I /, f ' l "!. 1;ell, LUliut:- l.'1. ,\:--~Ol iuil:~ 
\,\.:t L~"JJ /\ ,ln1, .. ,n of l.\on :\!-'"41CUh"\. htt.1•rtv1.:ih•J 
~ ':.; -~ ft1~1n ... ,,. • rl.nn.-n,· . lAn,t"1r- Auh1trctt • .\rch,h•ci,. 

\1~f ... ,. U.,. ,. f1M1 J'IL f,'ft~••" ... .-... ... 111 ... 11) ,,.., ... _ ,,,,.t1Jt '"' , ... , f:J\1fJIJ 

Hr, Harold W. Adams 
President, Puako Comnunlty Association 
158 Puako Beach Road 
Kamuela, llawat I 96743 

Dear Hr . Adams: 

April ll, 1981 
BIAJ- 180 

On Hay 14, 1980 you wrote to Hr. Jan Stantszlt Is of this off Ice comnentlng on 
the environmental assessment for the proposed Hahukona Resort and Identifying 
Issues you believed should be discussed In the EIS for the project. 
Subsequently, Hr . Stanlszkls moved to the mainland without having answered 
your letter. This oversight was discovered only today when we began final 
assembly of all the material that will be Included In the EIS scheduled for 
publ ication next month. 1 hope you will forgive our delay In responding to 
your letter. 

Urbanizat ion Pattern 

We concur with yoyr observation that development stretched along the 
coastline ts a more realistic pattern for resort development than Is a semi ­
ci rcular one around a connerclal harbor. It should be noted, however, that 
the "alternate urban expansion" designat i on Is not limited to resort use, and 
It could be that tt was the County' s Intent to~ to concentrate resort 
developt11ent In the coastal areas south of Kawalhu flarbor wh i le permitting 
Industrial, comnerclal, and, possibly, residential uses around and Inland of 
the harbor , 

Water System 

Waler Impacts of the proposed resort will be tt•scussed In the EIS. The 
Hahukona Resort wl II have I ts own water i ystem and wll l not draw from the same 
source used lo supply Puako. Some of the secondary growth ge~erated by the 
resort, e . g. , residences of resort workers , probably will be In Walmea or 
within the service area of the talaoillo waler system. However, the County has 
the power lo control lhts development In such a way as to Insure that the 
capacities of these water syste~ are not exceeded. 

Transportation Effects 

We recognize the hazards that exist on the Walmea•Kawalhae Road even with the 
present traffic volume. Increased traffic generated by the proposed Hahukona 
Resort ~Id lend to Increase the risk If no Improvements were made. However, 
already-planned South Kohala resorts al Hauna Kea Beach, Anaeho'omalu 

n-,...,_-.1A, _ _.. •-• .... r • ..,u ,., • ...,,.w, 1..-..,- ,,._..,, c~r .... r"'••~Pt ,._.,..,,W"tf.,.. r-..._.w,,.....,. 
, ... .._,,.._._ . .. ..,_,.,~ A•••--• SA#"'_A ..... «.r( ......,ft.-WU(......._l.Y.•dll~f.t .... JUl.t..J•rv'k,-',,&IMtl.~" ·--·· ··--·-· .... _ . ... .,, _ _ t- .. .... _._ ~-· -

~ c::::J c:::i t:::l c:::=, 
__ ...... 
~ 
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Hr. Harold W. Adams 
Page two 

L _) ( [_J [=:J CJ 

(Walkoloa Beach Resort), and Haka'lwa Bay (Hauna Lani Resort) will 
necessitate Improvements lo the roadway long berore lhe effect of the Hahukona 
Resort Is felt. As you know, responsibility ror these improvements lies with 
the Stale rather than private developers. However, Increased use of the road 
will probably result In a higher priority on the State's CIP Budget for the 
llalmea-kawalhae Road project that has been In the talking stage for many 
years. 

Thank you aga In for your I etter concern Ing the proposed project. I look 
forward to any further comnents you may wish to make once the EIS has been 
circulated. 

Sincerely, 

,-~ -A~i~ 
Perry J. ~White 

PJW:ghs 
cc: Wellington Chu 

CJ CJ D ~:----
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P. o. Box 3415 
ltonol ulu, llawaii 
Hay 15, 1980 
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968011 t•.- -·-· :, . 
tlt-r• • 
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P';r • •' •· T ,4 ,, :· - I. 
Hr. Jan Staniszkis 
Project Hanagcr 
Belt, Collins and 
745 Fort Street 
llonolulu, llawaii 

Associates 
¥~~~ y I 

Dear Hr . Staniszkis: 
I-·- - - . I - - it 

96813 

1-. lihr,,y "'"" 
...It.Mo Jo!, ll't:!~­

Thank you for your letter of May 1, 1980, and for sendinq 
me a copy of the Environmental Assessment for the planned 
resort development near Lapakahi, North Kohala. 

At this time I have only a (cw general comments concerning 
the Assessment. There are also several points in the Asses sment 
which need detailed discussion in the EIS. 

,.......---, 

Hy comments arc as follows: 

Pages 3-5, IIA, Description of Affected Environment: 

What is the area being discussed? Is it Kohala 
Mountain, or is it the districts of llorth and South 
Kohala? Part of the discussion found in pages 3-5 
relates only to the North Kohala District and the Kohala 
Mountains. While other parts include South t<ohala Distcict 
and Mauna Kea. It is confusing. Therefore, will this 
project affect the environment all the way to Anaeho'omalu 
bay? 

On paqe 3, last paraqraph, it states w • •• the 
geologically o lder t<ohala Mountains have been eroded to 
form slopes ranqing from 6\ to 201w. Stream erosion 
incised gullies into the leeward s lopes of the Kohala 
volcano, but the more viscous lava flows representing 
the younger llawl Volcanic Series, dlp at a <Jreater anqle 
than the o lder Pololu Volcanic Series, and therefo re 
account fo r slopes of up to 20 pe r cent. 

rage 5, D. The rroject Site: 

It should be mentioned in the third paragraph that 
the projec t site is partially situated below the 10-inch 
isohyet. In the EIS, there should be a very complete 
discussion of the climatoloqy of the area, including pan 
evaporation and wind velocity/direction data. Thes e 
data should be integrated into a section on the hy<lrologic 
cycle and a hydrologic water budget. 

..----, ..--, r-, II r::l c::::::, 0 t:::) 

Hr. J an Staniszkis 
Pro ject Manager Hay 15, 1980 

rage 2 Belt, Collins and Associates 

r:::l 

Page 6, Third Paragraph : 

"The project does not fall within a tsunami 
inundation area ••• • Macdonald and Abbott (Vo lcanoes 
in the Sea, 1970, p. 258) indicate that during the 
~prli I , 1946 tsunami , sea l evel rose 14 feet above 
normal at Hahukona and 12 feet above normal at Kawaihae. 

Pa9es 24• 251 B. Infrastructure: 

In addition to the points stressed in the Assessment, 
several important factors should also be considered : 

11 Sewage Treatment, If injection wells are conc idered, 
the EIS should address the problem of clogging . In a 
recent University of Hawaii study (t'ctty am) 
Peterson, 1979, WRRC Technical Report 123), it was 
shown that all injection wells will eventually fail. 
Also, what effects, if any, would the injected 
effluent have on groundwater and ocean water if it 
discharges as coastal springs . 

2) Water system: The EIS should investigate the 
hydrologic al effects and stresaes on a thin bas al 
lens if a water source is obtained in the vicinity 
of the project site. There should also be a 
complete discussion of the hydrologic cycle as it 
occurs wes t of the crest (northern rift zone) of 
the Kohala Mountains . This should include a 
detailed hydrologic budget of the mean annual 
precipitation with estimates of infi ltration, 
evapotranspiration, and runoff . An estimate of 
sustainable yie ld for the area should then he 
assessed. In determining sustainable yie ld for 
groundwater develop!11ent, the hydrolOCJic parameters 
of transmissivity, storage volume, and area of the 
aquifer must be estimated from available data. 
Water quality and water levels (head) should be 
listed . There should be a detailed discussion of 
the subsurface geology and its relationship to the 
movement and behavior of groundwater. In other 
words, all geohydrologic data must be examined. 

c::::l c:::J C=3 c:::> ~ = r-- _r, 
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Mr. Jan Staniszkis 
Project Manager Hay 15, 1980 

rage 3 belt, Collins and Associates 

Sizing of the water system ought to show a 
breakdown of the calculations used to arrive at 
the quantities needed, and how the water will be 
distributed within the resort. The water syste• 
should show the number of wells that arc needed 
and their capacities. This data must be based 
upon the hydrologic information presented. 

If desalinization is considered, there should 
be an assessmc?nt of the energy requirements and 
the environmental impacts of brine disposal. 

Pages 27-28, Alternatives, 

I hope that the EIS will also consider the alterna­
tive of "no development." This alternative bec0111es 
viable if the project demands far exceed availability 
of resources. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this Assessment, 
and relay to you my concerns about the demands this project will 
place on the available groundwater supplies and the effects 
subsurface sewage disposal will have the remaining marginal 
groundwater resources. 

Sincerely yours, 

~/?.~ 
Glenn R. Dauer 
Geologist 

~""''/ , ,., ,. ... .. --~w 

~ L-....., I,.__._______.; 

Belt, CPiiin!'. •~-: ;\~socinles 
A di\-i!-ietn nf L~·un A~ ........ ,1t•$. hlfo,rur.1111t.·tl 
[11,;hK'f'lt • M,.nnc-n • t...nJ"""r" Architrctt • AttlHtt·fh 

~ .. , ..... ,._ .. _,.,_ ,., ,_.1,o • .-..t._....._ , .. ..,.,, 1,1r,...-o .. , ,u., .. , 1t~.,,u,1.u 

Hr. Glenn R. Bauer 
P.O. Box 3415 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96801 

Dear Hr. Bauer: 

El S For lhe Proposed Hahukona Resort 

Apr I I 13, 1981 
81AJ-17B 

On May 15, 1980 you wrote to Hr. Jan Slanlszkls of lhls office conmenllng on 
the envlron.-ental assessllll!nt for the proposed Mahukona Resort and Identifying 
Issues you believed should be discussed In lhe EIS for the project. 
Subsequently, Mr. Stanlszkls moved to lhe 111alnland without having answered 
your letter. This oversight was discovered only today when we began final 
asseably of all the 11aterlal that will be Included In the EIS scheduled for 
publication nexl month, I hope you will forgive our delay In responding to 
your letter. 

Description of lhe Affected Environment 

As Indicated on the mips following page five or the £nvlr0fltllenla1 Assessaent, 
the Hahukona Resort site Is In North Kohala. However, substantial secondary 
growth 11ay occur In South Kohala as well. Your observat Ion that the 
differences In slope are partly the result of differences In the viscosity of 
the Hawl and Polulu Volcanic Series Is correct, and any statement regarding 
this •alter will be clarified In lhe EIS. 

The rroJect Site 

It Is our Intent to provide lnronaat Ion regarding the cl11nalology and 
hydrology of the area necessary for an understanding of the s lgnlrtcant 
lapacts of the proposed resort project. Huch of the data you appear lo be 
Interested In will be contained tn the report. However, we believe that some 
of the Items mentioned In your letter are not really relevant to a discussion 
or slgnlrtcant lapacts, and this eatraneous data will not be presented In the 
EIS. 

Tsunaail lnUfldat Ion 

Any parcel which abuts the ocean Is subject lo some Inundation by tsunamis. 
Our slale111ent that lhe proposed project does not fal I within a tsunanil 
Inundation area Is based on the fact that lhe coastline consists of a wave-cut 
cliff backed by sloping land. Because of this, the Inland IIIOvemenl of water 
from a lsunanil would be eatrl!ftlely ll111lled. Hentlon of this fact will be 
Included fn the EIS. 

,.. ... ,.._ • .,, .. ,....,.__ .. _.., •• r.u11.111 .. .....,, .. "', •-~I• .....,_,_., c--.r..arw., • ...., • ..._,. 1.-.,..,-.... • .,,. G •• ~ w ••.iti.1. 
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Hr. Glenn R. Bauer 
Page two 

_!!lfras ~uct'!!:! 

The EIS will contain a discussion of the effects of sewage treatl!lent and 
disposal and of water withdrawals. The depth of Information which will be 
presented will be limited because development plans are now at a conceptual 
stage and no detailed engineering studies have been undertaken. 

Alternatives 

The report will indeed evaluate the "llilhout ~lahukona Resort• alternative. In 
fact, this alternative will be analyzed in parallel with the proposed resort 
project to provide a ready basis for comparison between the two. 

Thank you for your con-ments. Once again, I apologize for the delay. 

PJll:ghs 
cc: llellington Chu 

Sincerely, 

.... 7 \ ,, t ·.t.­\.: 4--- lJ \,.J-.. 
Perry J. llhlte 

-~ c::J c::::J r::::J c:::l CJ c::J c:::J c:::J 
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Nr. Jun J. S la111n ~ki s 
Hr. l t· 4 l·nl 11.n:;. and /,~Hor. 
74r, Fntt :,-;t tPPt 

llono ln I 11. 11,1wa l l 'l6ll l l 

~~r Mr. Stnnls7kis, 

l <llU a liln,I ownPr- on t lu' b:. 1,aud nf fl.,w.:11 i . nncl wo ul d 1 ikP 
t:o 1,, • .a ron~;u I h~d pdl l y ( or t hr .. F 1 ~ nn t lu• it,~~;~,r L C"omuun J t.Y 4 

_t4nr-l h _Ku h _il l ~, HiiWil_i i I Mit_huk4 , nil~ Prop.- ,_ 1 i r •; 1.-t d. 

V,• ry Lt II I y yo111 ~, 

;f/4c«(~~ 
,lohn t,:; .. Co1111ni111 

Jt.:f : !1t1,lr 

I ,\NI I l 1'>1 l'I •\M-JINC, •\1-!I l IN\ 11:1 1"1,\111-1 I \I I Ill lM',11 lrJI, 

•IIIU ·1.'h tl!ll,I~ -
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Hr. John K. r.a1m111n 
&alffllan and Associates 
Trust Bu11dtng 
105 5oqlll!1 Avenue 
P.O. Box 914 
Santa Cruz, ta11fom1• 95061 

Dear Mr. 611111111n: 

June 9, 1980 

I am 1n receipt of your 11!tter, dated June J, l!JCD tn which you 
request to be• consulted party for th~ llahukona Resnrt EIS. While I 
1pprecl1te your interest in this project, I am sorry to lnfom you that 
the deadltne for requestl119 to be a consulted party for this EIS was 
Hay 9, 19119. Consequently, while I wt11 certatnly welcor.ie any co,,rnent, 
.,htch you 111y have concerning th1s project, these wl11 not be incorporated 
offtcta11y tnto the body of the EIS. I trust you will understand that 
tt ts not possible for rm to 11111ke an exceptton at this sta~e of the EIS 
proces,. One• 191tn, I wt11 l>e 9l1d to hear your concerns and will do 
my best to address these to the extent possible within U,e EIS, 

JS/en, 

Stncere1y yours, 

YS 
Jan {Jta;,szlt.ts 
Project Planner 
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Hr. Jan Stanlszkls, Project Planner 
Belt, Collins G Assor.latea 
514 Hawaii Building 
745 Fort Street 
Honolulu, HI 9681J 

Dear Hr. Stanlszkia: 

Bo1< 15S 
llawl, HI 96719 
Hay 27, 1980 

R ~©~UV~ ID) 
MAY?. 91900 

lllT, CDttrN.I & ASSDOAI 

lou1• to: 
!I a.11.1 •• 
_c.1.. •. ,:ru] 
#. H,n!~••. M. -

H:1:,,,.. l. 
tc•,!1un-4i ,., 

·- ,~n,,.,. .. ,."f T, -
V,n Ho•n, A. 

- Whiff, \,',"I 
j ].:-,J.•~1lle. O~ 

I 
lihH,y , 

~f;lo lob #'}3.,., 

Thank you for your note of Nay 1 and a copy of the Envlronmental 
Asoesament, prepared by the Hawaii County Planning Department, 
for one or severAl resort developaents projected ln the Hahukona 
area. 

am grateful for the opportunity to let llahukona Properties 
know of ray concerns at this early stage, but also look forward 
to partlclpating in the EIS process at a later date. 

The EnviroNncntal Assessment seems a fine one. 

Hy further concerns as a resident of ~ohala are as rollows . 
I hope the El~ will address the11. 

11 ~~r I-19tat!on 

The Enviro111nental Impact Statements for nearby 8oloe Cascade 
and Hitsublahi projects (o,entioncd in the As■esn,entl both cover 
this aubject, under the wording "'°rker In-migration as t recall. 
Poth their projects will require labor i-tgratlon, rleaRP. consult 
the County Planning Depart,,,ent's revision of their suboitted 
EIS figures, upped by several thousand ln each ca&e. 

It ia ml( understanding that these folka, C01Ding ahead of the 
Hahukona Properties applicant, have apoken for all the avallable 
labor In the Horth and South !Cohala and WallM!a districts . Thia 
being the caae, all e111ployecs of the Hahukona Properties development 
taust be figured as labor 1-igratlon, or the other fellows' EIS'• 
are invalidated. Would the llahukona rropcrtlea EIS please ,ul<lre98 
this issue. 

CJ C-::J CJ CJ CJ CJ CJ CJ CJ 

Hahukona Preparation Noti ce • 1 

21 L~lic Servi~es for Introduced • mtation 

The caoplete Hahukona Properties p roject, consisting ,of 1500 
hotel units, l,465 condoa,lnltm1 apartments and 500- 600 alngle raioily 
hoaiea, will introduce a constant population or, conservatively, 
8,000. Thia la about the population of Horth ~ohala and Waimea 
coai>lned, the main urban centers In the district. Therefore It would 
appear that •ervlces such as police, libraries, medical facilities, 
will have to be duplicated, although the wealthy elderly Caucasian 
population Ukaly to putchaae the condominims 11ay lower tho school­
needs figure. Aa the Assessment indicates, the EIS would discuss 
Hahukona Properties' provision for these services and not e1<pect 
current re■ident ta1<payers to bear the load for services not for 
themselves + 

Specifically, I Ml interested in libraries. The current population 
of Walmea/l(ohala is seniced bf two libraries . ,ltl( own experience of 
three years in the ~ona area indicates that a relatively well-educated 
condanlnlua-type population uses libr aries heavily, i s articulate in 
making its expectati<X1B felt, and dictates a different type of book 
pucch• sing than the local population. The ■taffs of the libraries are 
already "scrlllftbling~ and the county-wide system ls seriously underftnanced. 
can llahukona Properties •how that its introduced populatlon will not 
dive rt s taff attention and book purchases away frcm the needs of longtime 
local residents, and importantly, local children. 

JI Co:«>tion of the Last RelJident-Odented Boat II.rbor in West Hawail 

There are three popular boat harbor■ in Nest Hawaii: Honokohau, 
Jtawaihae and Hahukona. Resort• have been announced around the edges 
of Honokohau, which is located ne1<t the rHort town of !Cailua•llona. 
'l\felve hotels are scheduled in ~he vicinity of Kawaihae, and a large 
primarily caucae ian newc0111er population la expected for.,... 6,000 
cond011lnim units already approved . At present, Hahukona i t; a till a 
rural harbor popular for weekend olltlngs bV local, usually Japanese, 
Filipino and Hawaiian f-ilies and men. 

Speciflcally, I am concerned that J apanese ••n wlll no l on<jer be 
able to do recreational flahlng on weekends out of West Hawaii because 
there are no longer boat harbors whlch have not been co-opted by wealthy 
introduced newCD111Br caucaaians vho will intimidate them . I would like 
the EIS to addreaa the psychological And sociological effects on Japanese 
IM!n of this loss of their weekend recreation, and the effect on their 
fa.allies. 

41 ~ 

I trust that the final EIS will give a ■peci flc plan for water 
provision, in addition to citing conflicts foreseeable for other uses 
of this same water. t would l i ke to know if the diverted ~ahena Oitch 
is intended for this re■ort. 1 had thought it was intended for nearby 
IIUton Head. 

CJ c::l C:J CJ c::i CJ CJ CJ 
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llahukona Preparation Notice - 3 

5J Developer on Nearby Land 

The A■■esaent, thorough aa it is, does not mention the real estate 
and re■ort plans of Hilton Head five minutes to the south. Hilton Head 
ha■ acquired al'f'ro•lmately 4,000 acres. This winter, Hilton Head 
advertised on the inside front cover of United Airlines• lnflight 
magaclne, announcl"g resort property for sale aakal and estate land 
for sale mauka. lt ls II)' understanding that the £TS •uat cover adjacent 
land use. Therefore, would you aecertain the plans of Hilton Head and 

include them. 

61 Good Cause for General Plan Jwendllent? 

The llahukona Properties project will entail a General Plan amen<laent. 
The General Plan was prepared by fonaer County PlaMing Director Ray,,,ond 
suefuji and won several pri~ea. can ttahukona Properties show good 
cause why it should bo> amended and why there should be ln effect ROIi a 
major resort designation at ttahukona? 

The General Plan haa already given 1500-unit intenaedlate resort 
designation nearer ttahukona. Thia, as the Aaaeasment aaya, still ■tanda. 
Together, wa have J,000 hotel units, equivalent in vol,me to major 
resort. 

7) Socloeconaolc--l!llllployee Housing 

One point in the AssesU1ent 9eetam lenient to me, that la, that the 
EIS should include "whether there will be provisions for a,ployee 
housing vlthin the project area." I had thought that the laaue was 
not whether, but exactly what employee houalnq will be rrovlded. I 
hope that the County will lnslat upon this. 

81 owner ahlp and Backing 

I would like to see included in the EIS a atateo,ent of principal 
ovners and board of director■ of Kahukona Properties, aa well as 
large financial backers whoae lntereata may be being represented. 

I aak this be~auae the style or the resort plan--located so close 
to Lapakahl State Historical Park, and wlth its hope of leaslnq 
intervening state land for the recreational pur■uita of gue■ts--seeaa 
familiar to...,. 

n,anlt you. 

,t~~••Li:af:i~~L. 
/ .1uwcr11l11n 

/I t 
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Hs. Judy Grahillll 
Box 155 
Hawl, Hawaii 96719 

Dear Hs . Graham: 

CJ 

El S for the Proposed Hahukona Resort 

c:) Cl 

April 13, 1981 
OlAJ-177 

On Hay 15, 1980 you wrote to Hr. Jan Stanlszkls or this orrlce conmentlng on 
the environmental assessment for the proposed Hahukona Resort and Identifying 
issues you believed should be di scussed In t he EIS for the project. 
Subsequently, Hr. Stanlszkls moved lo the mainland without having answered 
your letter. This oversight was discovered only today when we began final 
assembly of all the material that will be Included In the ElS scheduled for 
publlcallOtl next month. I hope you will forgive our delay In responding to 
your letter. 

Labor lmnlqratlon 

The proposed Hahukona Resort will add to the amount or In-migration already 
projected as the result of the various South Kohala resor t projects that are 
now planned. The magnitude of the Increase, together with Its qualitative 
Implications, will be discussed In the EIS. 

Pub 1 ic Serv Ices 

The H~hukona Resort project wl 11 Increase the res I dent pop
0

ulallon of the 
North/South Kohala o1rea. The Impact that this will have on the need for 
public services will be dlscus1ed In the EIS. However, the way In which the 
Sate and County will respond to the lncrease--ln terms of both staff and 
facllttles--cannot be detennlned at this tl111e. Hence, It will not be possible 
to provide the kind of guarantee you have requested. 

Co-Option of Hahukona Harbor 

The proposed Hahukona Resort Is not s I tuated at Mahukona Harbor . Rather It Is 
several miles farther south. Hence, the comparison lo Honokahau and Keahou Is 
Inappropriate. However, some effect on recreational activities Is expected, 
and this topic will be discussed In the EIS. 

~ 
The EIS will outline the plans that have been made for the provision of water. 
While these plans are not definitive, they are Indicative of the course of 
action which will al110st certainly be followed. At present they do not 
Include use of any water from the Kehena Ditch. 

r.-.-s.,-IIA, _ _,.. Ja...,, 11 ,,•r...eu.1...,.,, ...... r.i,-, .... j,_b~,.~r.,.rw..-,.._ .. ....,,, . .._...v .. "•''·c-.._w11t...,., 
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Hs. Judy Graham 
Page two 

Nearby Development 

In assess Ing the impacts of the proposed Hahukona Resort project, the EIS wll I 
lake Into consideration other developments that are also planned. Al present, 
Ill I ton Head does not have concrete plans for resort use, allhnugh ft l s 
actively pursuing the development of large agricultural lots on its mauka 
lands. 

Cause for General Plan Amendment 

In order lo obtain an amendment to the General Plan, Hahukona Properties will 
have lo justify the project in terms of the General Plan. Jt Is not the 
purpnse of an EIS to put forward an argument for or against the amendment, but 
the subject of the project's consistency with the General Plan will be 
di s cussed. 

Socioeconomic- Empl oyee Housing 

The County General Plan c~lls for an analysis of employee housing need before 
r1nal plan approval Is given for a specif ic resort project. Employee housing 
requirements vary from project to project, and the requirement for the 
ana lys Is is des lgned lo Insure that these var iat Ions are taken Into account In 
the conditions that are attached to plan approvals that are given for specific 
resort facilities. The General Plan does not stipulate any minlmi.n level of 
hous fng that must be provllled, and ft does not require that It be on the 
re~ort site. 

Ownership and Backing 

Hahukona Properties , Inc., the owners of the subjec t property and developer of 
the resort, ls a limited partner$hl p. 1::ehena Beach, lnc. Is the general 
partner. The officers of the corpor~tlon are: Hr. Hur>on Chun, President; 
Hr. Wellington Chu , Vice-President; Patrick Chun, Vice-President; Hr. Wendell 
Pang, Secretary; and Hr. Jerold Chun, Treasurer. The company Is register ed 
with the State of Hawa 11 Department of Regulat ory Agent les, and further 
Information Is ava ilable from that source. 

,--s1~cerely, ~, (" ( 

,~~ _;~ lJi,~ .. 
Perry J. White 

PJ\l:ghs 
attachment 
cc: Well lngton Chu 

r;=J t::::J Cl CJ c::J CJ c::J CJ 
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May 21, 1980 

Mr. Sidney Fuke 
Planning Department 
2s ·Aupuni Street 
Hilo, HI 96720 

Dear Mr. Fuke: 

Wendy Van Vechten 
P.O. Rox l123 WVS 
K11muela, 111 96743 

In the Mahukona Resort Development Environmental 
impact statement J received Hny 19th, there is a 
statement that "the BiR Islands' share of the 
tourism market has shown a decline over recent 
years". J reaJlze that the number of visitors lias 
increased despite these figures, hut I am curious 
where this developer expects his market to come 
£ro11. 

With the rapid growth of Konn and South Kohala, 
without any appnrent rise In visitors, I would like 
to see along with this statement, a hrenk-down of 
who will be using this facility nnd where they are 
£ro111. 

Sincerely, 

~(\(h\~Cu\ ~C(~\lj\ 
Wendy Van Vechten 

ga 

c::J ~ [ l r--=i CJ CJ 
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Ks. Wendy Van Vechten 
P.O. Box 3123 WVS 
Kamuela, Hawaii 96743 

Dear Hs. Van Vechten: 

flahukona Resort EIS 

CJ CJ 

Apr II 13, 1981 
81AJ-l79 

Dn May 21, 1980 you wrote to Kr. Sidney fuke of the Hawaii County Planning 
Deparunent COllnlentlng on the envlromiental assessment prepared for the 
proposed Kahukona Resort project In Horth Kohala. A copy of that letter was 
forwarded to Belt, Collins and Associates because we are preparing the 
environmental Impact statement for the project. However, due to a change In 
the project manager of the study, your letter was never answered. This 
oversight was discovered only today When we began final assembly of all the 
material that will be Included In the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for 
the resort that ls scheduled for publication next month. l hope you will 
forgive our delay In responding. 

Your letter expresses concern over the market viability of re1ort development 
In Kohala, particularly al flahukona. Specific reference Is made to • ••• the 
rapid growth of Kona and South Kohala, without any gain In visitors,• As I am 
sure you realize, Hahukona Properties, the developer of the proposed resort, 
has more than an academic Interest in Its marketability. It Is simply not In 
Its Interest to develop facilities for which there will be n11 demand. Because 
of this, the market research firm of Hastings, Karlin, Hallstrom and thew, 
ltd. was engaged to conduct a market analysis for the project. Results of 
their study Indicate that sufficient-detnand Is present lo support the proposed 
Hahukona Resort as well as other planned South Kohala resorts. It should be 
noted that their projections of visitor activity are consistent with those 
developed by the State of Hawaii Deparunent of Planning and Econ0111lc 
Development and used as the basis for the State Plan and the Hawaii State 
Functional Plans. A s1111111ary of the market study findings wl 11 be presented In 
the EIS. 

Sincerely, 

<-:---) A· ~, r . '-'<JWVI\- . . J.»j' ~ I, 

~ ...... : _1,~ 
Perry~ Whltl! 

PJl/:"ghs 
cc: Wellington Chu 
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CHAPTERXD 

COMMENTS AND RESPONSES REGARDING 

THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Mahukona Resort project was submitted to the 

Environmental Quality Commission on June 22, 1981. Letters commenting on the EIS were 

received from the agencies, organizations and individuals listed below. Their comment letters and 

the responses to these are reproduced on the following pages. 

Federal Agencies 

Department of the Air Force, Headquarters 15th Air Base Wing....................................... XII-3 

Department of the Army, U.S. Army Engineer District, Honolulu ..................................... XII-4 

Department of the Army, Headquarters U.S. Army Support Command, Hawaii .................. XII-5 

Headquarters, Naval Base Pearl Harbor •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.••.••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• XII-6 

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service..................... .. ....................... XII-7 

U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service............................................... XII-11 

State Agencies 

Department of Accounting and General Services ............................................................. XII-12 

Department of Agriculture............................................................................................ XII-13 
Department of Defense, Office of the Adjutant General.................................................. Xll-15 

Department of Heal th ••• ••• ••• ••••••••• ••• • ••• • ••••• ••• •• •• •••••••• •• ••••• ••• ••• •••••• •• • ••• •••••• ••••••• ••••• ••• •• ••• •• X 11-16 

Department of Land and Natural Resources .................................................................... XII-18 

Department of Planning and Economic Development ....................................................... XII-20 

Department of Social Service and Housing, Hawaii Housing Authority .............................. XIl-24 

Department of Transportation ••••••.••.•.••••.•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.•••••••••••••••••••••• XIl-26 

Office of Environmental Quality Control ••••.•.•••••••••••••••••••••••••••.•••.••.•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• Xll-28 

County of Hawaii Agencies 

Department of Parks ~ Recreation ••••••.•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.••..••••.••..•••••••• XII-37 

Department of Pu.bile Works •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.•••..•••••••••••••••••••.•• XII-39 

Department of Water Supply··························•·•••••••••·••·······•·········································· XIl-41 
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Organizations 

Kohala Community Association 

Na Ala Hele .......•...••...••........•••••.•..•. ,,. ............................................................... ............ . 

Office of Hawaiian Aff'airs ...............•.........................•..........•.•..•..........................•.•..... 

U.H., Water Resources Research Center··································•······················•····•····••···· 

Individuals 

Kendall Ellingwood, Jr • ................................................................ ................................... 

Judi th Graham .......................................... ............. •••··•• ·••••••·••••••• •••••• •••••••• .•••...••....•...••. 

Gretchen Grove ..................................................... ................................ ......................... . 

Dorothy Metzler .................................................................................... ........ .. ................... . 

Bobi Moreno ••••••••••••••••••.•••••..••.••..•.•.••......... ···•· •• ...... ...................................................... . 

O.C. Nichols ................................................... .............................................................. . 

Henry A. Ross ................................. ............... ......... ................................... ...................... . 

Hannah Springer ....................................... ........................................................ ~ .................. ...... . 

XII-2 

XII-42 

XII-46 

XII-50 

XII-51 

XII-52 

XII-55 

XII-59 
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DEEV (Hr Shi romc1, 449- IUJI) 27 JUL l~I 

Draft [IS, Hclhukund Resort, North Kubala, llawc1l1 

l'larmlng Oepdrtaient 
County of llawa I I 
25 Au1iunl Street 
Hilo, Ill 96720 

I. lhh office has revlew,:d the subject EIS and has no coo1nent to render 
relative to the proposed project. 

2. We greatly aflpreciate your cooperative efforts In keeping the 
Air Force c1pprlsed of your project anti thank you for the opportunity 
to review the document . 

- ,c I •. 
,,__,,,, A~:~ p1,.1"•·- . 
- w,tuNf7r .1io1110KA 

,{.-rtJllef, fngrg & Envmtl Ping Div 
t' 01.-ecturote of Chll Engineering 

Cy to : Hahukona Properties 
c/o Belt, Collins & Associates 
745 Fort Street, Suite 514 
llonolulu Ill 96813 

c=J CJ CJ c=i C) 

Oil~ 

"'"" 
Belt, Collins &c Associates 
A div .. lon ol Lyon 11.ssoc .. 1..._ lncorpot•I~ 
Ul&•nttn • P~nncft • t..nJaap, Ardutrt1• • Arduleat 

l.-f._,l.__,..._ ,,.,w1-.&1"" ......... tU,._l)f•~•-l)lt ,,., l.tnt1Jltl1H 

Hr. Williaa T. Horioka, Chiar 
Enginaarlng & Envlronoiental Pl.Anning Divi~lon 
Directorate or Civil Englnering 
O.,part11■11t or the Air Force 
Headquarters 15th Air Basa Wing (P&CAF) 
Hicka■ Air Force Ba:sa, Hawaii 96653 

Dear Hr. Horioka: 

c:) 

Environaental I■pact State■ent tor the PropoHd 
Hahukona Resort Project., North lohala, Hawaii 

Cj C} 

August 12, 1981 
Ol&J-~110 

Because Belt, Collins • Associates prepared the Enviro1111ental Impact. 
Statement. ( EIS) tor t.ha propoHd Kahukona Resort project, a copy or your July 
27, 1981 latter to the HawaU County Planning Dapart1Nnt regarding the 
doouaant was rorwardad to wi tor a response. We understand you have no 
co-nta to otter. Thank you tor the tlM :spent by you and your start 
reviewing the EIS. 

PJW:ghs 
cc: Hahukona Properties 

7ncaroly, 'LJU 
~&-

Hawaii County PlaMlng Dapartftnt 
Environmental Quality Co•lsslon 

11ta. .... u.~--.. 1--• •ttMMliriN&a.frMU L, .... J,.L,...,c-., .... ,w~..;..J. ....,.v ... , .... c.,,..,_, ... .,.....,. 
V,u,Sn.L..,......,_,JSAa-.Uloll_,.SAa.-.U..SCO-.Pu-UU~ ...... Clilw.ll. l ......... Ll"'M•UlW..f•M......_AIMT~ 
Ntitt..d f t.-_..,, ,.._., f tu.a. 1.._., P r.,.,...a,n, hny I WIMI• 
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Hr. SJdney H. Fuko: 
Ill rcuc,r, l'lannlug 1>1:.,nruw1,1 
Conney or Unvall 
2~ Aupunl Str1:1:l 
Hilu, Ill 96720 

U,•,,r Hr. Fu~•·= 

11 Ju l y 1,a1 

n,ank you for th~ 0119,ortunlry tt• n·vlcu thl l:nvl n inmL'nlnl In.poet SlHtt•nu•n t 
(t.JS ) for thr Huhu1'11m1 lt1•1mrt .. lhu,.:4•11 HII 1hl11 1,·vl,·"• wt• ,,ruvl 4lt• t1ui lull•l'-' ln:,,t 
CODWr.n ~el 

& + From lhc lurC'lumtlo n t•• o vltlt•d, l l .. omu•t I,,. ,,.,,., .... ,,,w,I '-lll'tl1L•1 tl11•1t~ 
will be 1ctlvlll,:11 In lhc wac..r~ uf llu• llnheJ S lnl t,i, whleh v ii\ rt" l'•lre o 
lluru11i·r~nt of th•• Amy l'nrmt t. 

b + Rt1ard on rhe 1•r~l l i111!1 Jua1·y (c-1lt•r nl F luo,l ln1u1rmh ·t· St1hly (or the- lttl nnd 
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Belt, Cullins & Associates 
A ~hn -.1uu u;I: I )''-'It A~"WJ11.IJh.'~ hh·nrputJh.·J 
I •·!i-m•·• •11 .. 1•1.i1~L•h , • l..111HJ,., .11·h Ah,hth·• h • Aut,ouh 

..... ,...,◄ 11..--~ ·n••·•"""•··••l-~!-"-u•-•••• .. ,..__ ,,..1 , :1 ••••· .. ·••~r'I•••!' 

Augu•C 27 , 19111 
IIJA!;• l442 

Hr . lo;. 1 ~u k Cht:uoa; 
t:h , ~t t t::H , llll!~f lh v i.aiion 
1'c::.,-drl 1A1:u l u l the Aray 
U. !a, Aruiy l:.11g 1n~t: r LU » t r 1ct , Houul UilU 
J.·u,t Shattcrt U~\l,;Ui 968S8 

Ow.Jr M, .. Chcun, ; 

t:nv in11J1mcnta l lm).IMC:t St .al~mt:nt :iur the l'r,u.,u~ J 
Hal111-ko1JI! lteaort Pro ie c c , North Kuha 1M1 U'9w.1111i 1 

lStH.au»e ISc U, Cul l an• fl A••1t~iat c:• pr-=p.tted th~ l:-.nv Lr11>-o•n t a l hap4.:. t 
Scat.-mcnl lt.JS) fot the prupuau:d Kahukona k1! '9UCt pruJ~c t, M .. u py t.1f )'tJUr Jul)" 
17 , l'J~l l o Ui• Uuw•i i Cuunl 7 l'lun11j ng D•parlmenl ru ~uJtni; th• JocU1Dcnl w•• 
forwarJcJ Lu u:i f u t a nu,11u1111 c- . We upp r--1:,iatv t h t: llmt: yo u a nd your 11tM{f 
sp~nl r c v1cw1ug the! EIS .aad pr,.ipar ang yot.1r cumaac:nt1t. 

At th 11i t.tmiu no dc vc-lOf>ial!nt or oth~r act1vit.i 1t• aru pl anm:J •n tJCl!JU watcl"• 
vh ich would r ~ ljuir~ 11 u~p•rtllknt o f th1t Army perau t . Should t l1i::1 a;h.:tn.K,v• 

"l'l'I i ~al ~on w,mld be made for • uch • p•r,.i t • 

Thqnk you a~ain tor your cOQM:ots . Shoul4J you J u.,: i.ri.: any ~JJ1tuuutl inturmo­
t1un, pl•••e cull me at ~21- 5Jbl. 

~ii:~a 
l'JW:i;h1t 

c.:: t t1ahukutu1 l' rup~rl i1:as 
tlJwU-1 l C..:.uuty l'l~un l n¥, lJtt1,1.ilr t ~ •1t 

E1·,v ii h ,1l11P,;:Ut.tl l.luDl 1ly Cuaimi 11::uon 

.,,_ ...,,...,, •• - J.,.., , k~tll° .. ..l._1,l.h .... 11""1t ll ,◄oll tc.,,~-_,t lMo,1•.-.1• n .U,.J, ........ , l1 I•-, .. , \ .. ,. .. ;. 1,.,..1,_;:,-,i;-.j..,Jt.,, 
\.'01.l.tol ll.,l,, ......... .., "t ........ n .. •·.._ ..,,_nu,\ .... , '),I ll-1~ ... t.tll l hwoi(;l..._,.,U • ..,,,. • ..,. .... .. .ho ... Jlll..a...1 .,7 ~·••"..,a, \ &..1 \l..w_...., 
,.1-tw.llf h • .., ... i-. t Lt-.•• N.wo..- u .. -.1• ·•••o..oAJ• ...... I'.,,., I,,.,. • ., 

CJ c::i Cl c:::J c::;;J c;;J c::=t r- i □ 
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Dl!l'ARTHENT OP ntl! ARHY 
IIEAlll}UAIITl!llS Ulflt!U STATl!S AAHJ SUl'PatT Cll1KAHU, 

FORT SIIAn! R, IIAWAIJ 9 68 ) 8 

~ ~ @~ IVOC [)) 
IIAI.IA II JUN 2 9 1981 

an, c0Ulti1 , uwoans 

,,h"- ••·· 

t't•,,,o q tJ .,1:,: , .. ,, 111. • I C. 
U,uui.y wl ,., .. " 1 l 
~-• n-a,)lJ,01 .U• 4. L 

1J1u, •u•..i! l ,'- I .... 

...-.,1l l •:ur-..;11: 

~ 1; JIIU l'JII I 

II• -• •'wil , .,11, .. :,tla.l l .. ,,, ..... l :.lt1l~•lt. (L,J) fiJr ll"' t-• ...,._._,AJ f'1Ml~o•ult- h .: .. u•L• 
·•UL,, ,.w:, ... 1 .• , o~l~,.11 UJ:,; l-~1:.1 h.::V11''11n:1) ...... -~ ,-.,.y,c. hJ Lt..M•iJt;Ula lu "'''-'· UJ 
,,1 ; .. y io.l •• lJ ,,t11,.-., (U ·•LllvJL1es1. •1,l u~.., J\11.' C.,.ul)'· Jftc""l.;U IJf u· ... i•• ~1t, .J:..:J 
.>-.~J1.-l • 

r,wo< ., .~, ....... 1u_,v1Jh8'1 u~ u,.: "•"~rt •• oh., lo ... , ....... Ill u•I U•r li!.. 

:,u-.;-.:u.Jy, 

l U,.,/ fulh•..th •. .,; 
, ,,/(iv,.,.. ",_ • I ;,, ~ .1 L I , :.. 

y c/.., t-.:ll I UllJ.10:.. -..i.-.. ,~_.__.,.,1.awl-.::. 
"l'4 J full- !,ll•.~•l• ... ,Jll"' :.-1. 
eYwluJu, n ..... ,11 """''"''J 

IJa •1:h,.- I ~~ 1¥1tt•t• hy 

u~Y ti, ,JYu 
AclJ.r1,.; lJltt. • .:-1.ut 0 1 Uf'.Jl•k.:a.:4,.J.11.J ..... ..; 

h .,~~lhw 

CJ c::J c:J C::l (_::j C;:::;::. 
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Belt, Collins & Associates 
A dlvisi<>n ol Lyon AuociltH. lnco,por•h•d 
lna-.n , l'lan,,cn • ~-• Anloilecu 

,.,._"--...._ ,u, .. s...,........_. ..... u~~...., 111-1 .. , , .... ,,u,.usa 

Hr. flay H. Jyo 
Acting Dlr■ator ot En1Jn■■rlng 

and Hou,iin1 
Depart■ent ot the &r■r 
Headquarters US&3CH 
Fort si,.tt■r, Hawaii 96858 

Dur Hr. Jyo: 

lnYl~t.al Iapaot State_..t tor th■ Propoaad 
Hahukona Re:iort ProJeot1 Horth lohala1 Ha~w•U 

.-..........___ 

Au1u,it 12, 1981 
81.IJ--ltll 

Because Belt, Collins l aasoctat■a prepar■d the Envlroc.■nt.al Iapaat 
State■ent (EIS) tor the propoHd Hahukona Resort proJ■at, a copy ot rour June 
26, 1981 latt■r to the Hawaii County Planning D■part■ent N&erdina th■ 
docu■ent ,.,. forwarded to ua tor a Napanse. Va understand you have no 
coments to orr■r. Thank you ror th• ti-■ ,ipent by you •nd your at.arr 
revi■wing the EIS. 

PJW:1h" 
cc: Hahukona Propertiu 

Hawaii County Planning Departaent 
Enviro11M11tal Qualit y Coaisaion 

.lJ~ .. 

-..,. ... .,_...._.,_. ... _, .... _,_,.,U.l,-!f ... ,-lfC-t..ar ....... _,,,,_,.. • .._,.,c....w~ 
V_L._ ......... A ... ._S ... _..._SCO-.-...K~C-l-U-0,KW.f_._...._._ ........ ,i.--._, __ ,,.,........_,.,.,,_ 



>< = I 
O'\ 

...__ 

Planning Department 
County of llawall 
25 Aupuni Street 
lltlo, Hawaii 96720 

Gentlemen: 

HEADQUARTERS 
114V,_L l1ASE f'EAl<L tt"l<UOA 

ao" 1111> 
.... AH'- ftAhfiK»t UA•AII t••·O 

E11v lro11menta\ l111pact Statement 
Mahukona Reson 

~ 0C @ Ii O '1 I~ lD) 
JIii 1 198f 

111'- (~IUH\ l rnoUAll§ 
,,. • •.,~r .,._ , ... t u 

002A: anr, 
Ser 1211 

3 0 JUtl 1'.AII 

The Envinlfllttl!nta\ !1ipact Stateinent for lite proposed Hahukond Rc$ort, 

forwctrtled by the Envirorunenta\ Quality Co111nlsslon, has been r11viewetl and the 

Navy has no con"ll!nts to offer. By copy of this letter, per the Connilsslon '1 

request, the subject EIS h being returned . 

The Opj1ortunlty to ruvtew the subject EIS Is appreciatell. 

Copy to, 
Makukona Properties 
c/o Delt, Collins & Associates 
745 fort Street, Suite 514 
Honolulu, Ill 96613 
State EQC (w/EIS) 

r---! r--, ,--, 

Sincerely, 

R. D. EDEii 
CAl'l/\lN, CFI'.:, U S NAVY 
FACIIITILS {I , •u . ~ 
BY OlkECllON OF fltE COMMANOEII 

tl ~ c::::) c:::l i:::, Q 

.<'A~ 
'UfP 

Belt, Collins & Associates 
A dlV1$loR ol Lyon Associates. lncotpor•IINl 
En••M•n " ~nncn • L4nJ..c.p,ir Asdutttll • Au;lu,1ccll 

,.,.,_,._ __ ...,. ,df .. -._ • ........, Hu .. u ... ,.... .... ,u Ut.t ,.., •• ,u .. u, 

Captain R. D. Eber 
Facll lti~s Englneer 
Headquarters, Naval Bas• Pearl 

Harbor 
Box 110 
Pearl Harbor, Hawail 96860 

Oear Captaln Eber: 

Environ■ental I11paot St.ateMnt tor th• Proposed 
Hahukona Ruort Project, North 1Cohala 1 HawaH 

August 12, 1981 
BlU-11116 

Because Belt, Collins • lssooiates prepared the Environ■ental Iapact 
Statement ( EIS) tor the proposed Hahukona Resort project, a copy or your June 
30 , 19111 (rererence no. 002&:amn Ser 1211) latter to the Hawaii County 
Plill\n1ng Depart■ent reprding the docu■ent was rorwarded to us ror a response. 
We understand you I\Ave no co-nts to otter. Thank you ror the time spent by 
i,ou and your start reviewing 'th• EIS. 

PJW:ghs 
cc: Hahukona Properties 

c=5ncereli,, .J~ 
').~ 

Hawai i CGunty PlaM1ng ~partaent 
Environment.al Quality Comlssion 

,,.,_..,.,.,A~--t. a-.1 .. &P...aM.lt.,-.,,.,_.l.l~ilt, Lt--,fCMI\IWPW.&i.._"'""'lt 1...,..v..,..._J,.C....,_Wl1wllr. 
Vt1iitaLIA\,L.M.1"1S.UCC.. ....... 1A,m..AhlilSC.O-..~Hca..,.~1•~1., ... Jtt ...... t .............. A._,...._., 
l,khHIJ L-..--N"it,. t ..... f NMIL n.e...l ,..,....,....,_,.,.,,. WM.. 

c::J c::) c:) C:J t:=;> = ~ - _J~· 
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Un.IN Slatles 
Dopar1menl 01 
A1111~u11 .. e -· r. O. llo• 5UU04 

Jlonolulu, lluwal I 
9611S0 

1111. coums , moums 

J uly 16, 19111 
/f I 

Kr. SiJncyiuLb 
Director, '"/nlng lle1•artmcnt 
County qf I w~ i I 
25 A11p11ni S p:et 
llllo, It.wail 96720 

./ 
Dear ~1r. FuLe: 

Subjucl; fnvlronacntal Impact Statcuent for llahuLuno keoort 
Hoi-th Kohola, llawai l 

n,e ahovc•1><:ntio11cd do.:uaent wus sent to us for review and co-,nt by the 
llawali Sluu, [nvirunllt!ntul Quality Co.,.lssion. As requested by the Co11111isslon, 
th.., fol lowing co-nts aro suh•i tted for your consideration; 

General Comcnts; 

n,e prefoce of th" envhonaeutul iai•act sutc11Cnt stute~ that the 
dev.,lop...,nt t•lans. Al thh tl■e llre e&tru■el y cunccrtual unJ that no 
1 ite t•lan hus bocn developed nor unsito, englnccring studlus performed. 
As a re, ult, It Is difficult to assess or evaluate the pohntlul 
cfft,cts uf tl,ls prupo• ul. 

n,ere are ■any potential rroblc■s associated with this 11ropo~ul fro■ 
u sol I cro.s,lon, s edimentation, und water qua I lty stundpoint. 

Without eni:inccring studies to ""rHy that theri: is II reliable ,ourcu 
of water uval lahl", there h uo way to Insure th.it wind and wutur erod on 
pruhlcas can ude1111atcly be dc11lt with. A previous devo;lop..,nt in the 
s aae general ur"" re~ultcd In so,ver" wind eros ion problems be,;;iuse of 
lnuJt,quate water sop1•ly. A Jot.ii Jed ouslte study will 11ss lst In pn,• 
dieting accurately what prubloas aay evolve and in fonoulutlni: sulut iuus 
fur them. 

As stated in the EIS, the major sull in the urea is Kaw;ilhae VCl'Y fine 
SHndy loam. S11ccifkully, this soil is class ified a ~ c.ire1>11,:ly stony 
v..,ry fiuc s1111dy loum. Because of the shallow dc11th to hedrocl ,md tin: 
n1111Cro11s large stones on tho, surface and in the profile; It has sev.,re 
li ■itutiuns fur the folJuwin11 uses: sept le absor11tion. scweroi:c h110011s, 
sh3llow cxcav;ition, lawns and l1111dscaping, ro111ls, reservoirs, and 
c11banLacnts. Gr,1din11 and canst ruction 011er;itlous under llu,se conJil ions 
will he difficult. 

,,.. SWf.:""••...-•-•_.. ~••••• .. --~,,-~ .... 
11•1<.,ta.,.I.AA~-.•--• 

ICS."S. t 
1IO ,. 

r_-:] c_·, J 

Hr. Sidney f ulu 

Uuc tu the low strengt h of the soil, bul I dines wl 11 need e<tcnslvi, 
footin11s . llo;iJs will be aore expensive to build 1rnd ■alntalu . 
Sewerage lugoons and ponds will neud to be lined. n,e soi I takes 
water well , but it has a low ■olsture-holdini: capacity; tlu:rcfon:, 
irrigation system will need to be desianed for low volu■e, frequent 
water a11pl icat Ions. 

SJ•cci fie prubli:as that ,l1ould be addressed; 

- - i 

2 

1-2 - nu: soil h very susceptible to wind erosion. No shaping or 
1rading should be started until • w;iter syste■ is dcveloped and 
lnsta1led so disturbed areas can be sprinkled durin1 shaping ~nd 
re-estubllsh■cnt of ve1etation. The area cannot be revegct■ ted without 
irrlgat Ion; therefore, the irrlaation syste■ Hnd water source should be 
included In the flrst incre■ents of the dovelopacnt. 

nu: natural drainagcways ■ust be ■alntalned to carry runoff water fro■ 
the ■aulo areas, and outlets aust be cstablishi:J to safely corr)' stona­
water runoff fro■ the site and into 1ulchcs. 

V-16 , 17 - n,c vesetatlve cover list does not ■c.,ntlun buffcl1rass which 
is one of the ■ajar 1round cover species present on the site. 

V- 23 - This section nous that the edstlna vegutatlon on the site is 
xerophytlc. llowevcr, it does not point out that the plants to be 
established are ..,sopliytlc (require ■ore water) . As previously stated. 
the cdstencc of a reliable water sourc" has not been cstobl lsheJ. 

V-33 • TI1e recognition of the pristine and diverse conditions of the 
Kahukona Reef Co-unit)' In this section should also Indicate the very 
real potential for degradation of the reef co_w,ity. 

The use of "nors.il rrecautions" during 1radln11: and site preparation 
will not nucessaril)' protect water quality; spuclfic crosiun control 
■casurcs. will ne11d to be utilized. Because of the rrcviously ..:ntioned 
soil proble■s and water supply uncertainty, adequate erosion control 
will be difficult. Mare specific attention should be directed toward 
the possibility of sewage injected into wells, finding Its way Into the 
r eef co-unity area. 

V-64 - lntroJuctlon - It is rccoenizcd that stora runoff will he increased 
ias a result of the pruposeJ development. n,e capability or existini: 
drain;iecways to tolerate the Increased runoff without causlni: erosion 
ond seJi■cntation In the oceon needs to be addressed. 

V-64 - Water Su11ply • n,ore are no Lnown potable woto,r welh in the :irea 
th:it h11ve been pumped to determine their sustained yield. TI1ls tYJ)C of 
inforutlon Is essential to ascertain the feasibility of the project. 

The other alternative mentioned Is to tap the Kukoiki wc.,11 field close 
to lbwl. TI,e lbwi orea Is raridly developing into s■al I agricultural 
lots. 11,ere is lncruased de11.:1nJ for both lrrii:atlon ;ind 110table water. 
n,u Kohala Pitch which supplies ■ost of the irrigation water Is in poor 

, 
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••r , S11lney fulc 

rc11air. At 11rc::.cnt tl11:rc are thae:> when little or no wutcr 1~ 
uvallul>lc from this source . To ""'~" agricullurul uoi t. fua~ihlc:. 
u 1lc1•c111J .. blc water , upply is necJcJ. 

V- 67 - llrain;,cc: SI ructurcs • Tiu, shullow depth tu hcJru..-L and n11111uruu• 
large stones may liaut the use of this priictice. ConLcnaatini: the 
runoff Int o receiving gulches may h,cr case 11ro~ion and 111ay cause: sc:Ji ­
mcmt Jc:pusil into tbe oc1:an. In all IHc llhuoJ. ll11: r eduction In 
runoff fro11 landscapiug would be 111i11i11i1I. 

T11unk you for the op11ortw11ty to review this docuacnt . 

Slncer"1y. 

CZ.Cf)d/ t? 
/4cK I'. 1:AHAl,Z .J 

State Co115crvat1ouist 

/\ssoc1at1:s 
745 Fort St ruet , Suit<: S 14 
llonolulu, JII %813 

Environmental Cjual lly Cuomai <Siun 
SSO llalehuwi I a St reel, Huom 301 
lk,nolulu, Ill 96813 

c::J CJ CJ C:) c::J c:::, c= CJ 0 
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Belt, Collins & Associates 
A d ilf1:.1un of Lyuu A-:.sot.Lllt.--S. Im. urpurJl .. ·J 
l:.11g1ncrh • 1-a..nnc'I• • t ... t•4k.6f-"r Aft h1lnh • An:tuln.h 

'n1r1t .. -,1-. ... -•~ 11-.1,.,..,..,.,.1.._ .. .,., , ..... u,.~.._•.,...•l.1• t 11o1 lfotr+1flwiJ<J 

Hr. J<1ck ICanalz 
State ~on1ervationi1t 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 
P.O. B"'a 50004 
Hunululu, Howaii 911850 

Dear Hr . kan•l~ 1 

Auguot 27, 1981 
BIAC- 11,SS 

Envuonaenul !■pact State■unt for th .. Propond 
HahuktJna ReatJrt PriQ h:ctt Horth l(.Qh4lat Haw• ii. 

Bec •u•" B•lt, Collln• & Auociate• prepared th• E,,vhonmental !■pact 

Stat•ment (EU) for the propo■ed Kahukona leeo<t, a copy of yuur July Ill, 19111 
lotter lo the HawaH County Planning D•p■rt■unt regarding the document hu 
bun forward,:d to UI for ■ re■ ponae. We appr.,ciate th• time you and your 
atdf ■p.,nt n,v1ew i ng th~ EIS and pr .. puing your coaaent■• n,e reutnd•r of 
t h i • l~ue r aildreue• each of the ■pec ific poinu you uiaed , 

Ceacor■ l Na_t_u_r~e>f Pl•o• for tbe Pro1ec:t 

A• noted in the prehce to th• report, thia Envir ... naental Impact Stahm,mt 
(EIS) """ prepared to acco■pany a requut for an am,md■ent to tho Hawaii 
County Ccueral Plan+ Bet:auae of thia, auch of the di•c.ln.aiuo whi ch i t cun­
tainaJ J~,111l1 vith the fund•ment•l l•nd u■tt and environm~ntal ia•uca r1u•~J by 
the po•• i bility of large-acale r■-ort development in North ICohala. Specific 
phy,.ic•l 111pac:t1 wttrc esplured in •utfici.eQt Jet•1,l t~ dctc:rmim, whether or 
not it u Hkely th•t the y cuuld be eCfectively mitigated by proper en"i ­
neering and d"•i11n techniquet , We bdieve it ia that type of i11furmatio11 
which i• ■oat appruprh te for conuderation at thia very euly •tage in the 
di::vc:lu,-~nt pruce.1. Hore detailed .:nvironaent•l atuJ1• • wil I b1:1: pre::p4ra;:d 
whim exact JJ J te layout ■ and infr••lruct1.1re plan■ .are ava i lable?. Ttur•~ will L,e 
•ub.,,u.,d in ■upport Qf applicati.,na for &oning .:hangea, ~HA p"r■ha, and 
oth~r ncew1iu1ry governmental approval • , and vitl b~ atabject tu public review 
anJ c omment • t that c i1:aa: . 

Wat•r Supplf Li■itation• 

In ord,or t o prove beyond a doubt that ad.,quate •upplie• uf potable groundwater 
arc avai labl ~ 1n the •rea mauka u f the r • • -o r t ■ ir:1?, it would be n.:cctu1ry to 
dri ll an exploratory wotl and to conduct pumping tut• on it. The veil would 
n .. ed to be at lea■ t 1,)50 feet deep, and it would normally be at least 16 
in~luu in di ameter. n,h would allow it to be uud (with the 4ddition of 
pu1a1)■ j •turage anJ tr•na■ia•ion fac i l i t.it= l t •nLJ other aµpurt.: n•nc~•) fol' pro­
duclion if tb" .,..11 pruved aucceuful. The .,.t,■•ted coat uf drilling a w,,11 
of tbia , ort and of conducting the noce■ury teot• ia about $400 per foot. 

l\..,-,.1,-' ' ·-•-~ ,..,_.., -..,r.-1ut111""4hM4Lt,,~I• at..,-Jt C~P.-11•w..a,i,,.i- .. .,&,nr\1, lht-4·t•\"""n• k t:....,.,.,..w.,..u.r, 
Vn .k11I ~l,.-.,tw.,J:. Ak t..-.. ,n ... ~ ~lli•NA.t1 S C 4 lilMlC .... ""-IUl"---., ll1ollu•Jl ltM-, t,1 .. ..,.,1111..a.. ................ A&.n, L•-
Lt ....... l l l'"""'•do.-1. le..-, tu.. .. .,_ n..-,1' b..-J.••. t'•••rl hh.i,r 

c:l w c::i c::, c::, c:J c:J CJ c.:J 
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Hr. JaLk l.-1h1lz 
Augu■ t 27, 1981 
Pago, Twu 

ll"nc", a l,JSO-fuut t"ot w"H .....,,,1 cu•t uv..r uu .. -half milliun Jollua. hi■ 
ai■ill)' nut !,u,•iblc tu a4ka= du• kind of invcatmc:11t bt:(ort! re:c11ivi11g an••~ 
•••ur.1nce (in the (ur■ of G1m~ral Plan deah;mitaun fur th~ propu•~iJ re.1S1Jct) 
that thcr~ wi 11 btr •n 11conuaic u•c for Un: water. 

J,"ortun•tely, tc•l d.tla fr0ta other w~ll• in th~ ••..e 11,t:111:ral ar&!ot incluJing 
veil Nu. 6549-UI in Kuhala E■tatn ■buut J.S ■i 1 .. ■uuth ul u,., pru11u1.:J 
aupply are• for th~ Huhuk.una 11:tf•urt, pruviJ~s a ire,g•unaible indical l,.111 that 
velh drilled 1n th" "Deep Well E•ploraition Ar.,a" 1how11 on Figure V-10 (p11111: 
Y ■ 6S) of the £1.S w&>1.1lJ be •ucccaefuJ. lu vicv uf the avililalilc t~•t nu1ulta, 
yuur fear lh•t • w19t~J' •h,nt.a1c woulJ t:1tiat. that would lead to uuJcrv■ tcrtu~ 
of landac:aping anil a c:un,o:quent ..,ru•ion probl"m appear. unfuumlo!d. Co,-ent• 
r-cceiv~J frua th1t llav.-i i cuuuty lh1part•mt u( W•u:r Su .. ply 1nJu:.at-u: tluu. Uu~y 
concur with the stata..,nn 11&Jo! in the EIS (He auacheJ letter). 

You rt:fer tu ... l'r~vioua Jcvalo.-11aeut in thr ••~ t~neral a1nt41 ( th•tl re:»ultc:J 
in ac:vt!re win&! ~ru•iun prublt;1111 bc~au■c ur in■Jit:quatv "'ah:[' ■upply, b11-t JlJ 
not give lht! .-ruJ-=~ t n•-=• Wh.hout that anturmatiun 1L i• lml'Olll»iblc (ur ,,., 
to detel'■ine the cauac uf Lht= prob le■ ur the l ille 1 i.houJ ut at aimi I ar • i tual iuu 
occurring un the Hahuko1111 lluorc • i ,., . 

lloil Suital>ilit.t 

l•1i1aih•e Vel'y th1c: •■oJy lo•• i• widc•preaJ throughout the coa11t.il .area• of 
lohala. The H .. uu• J::ca leach lh:•ort b1 built on it, &nJ no 1u:riuu11 .J1tf1cul­
ti~• have bea:n 1mcuunter11J then:. Thu Kauna Lani lh:aurt anJ. the Wo1ikoloa 
Beach l1t9urt are both being c.arveJ u,ut of IIDUCh more difficult lava land, auLI 
eng i. neera have bt:t:n abl~ to Jea l quite ~ffect i ve ly Vt th conJ1 t iuua lht!r~. 
~c.,1,uae of r:h1, ■, vu du riot. belit:ve= thal. the 111tt1niu~••• ■hallo1i1 bcJruck, ur 
otlu~r teat.urea of th111 atuil on the Hahukona keaurt aita= will ■eke it unttaoally 
dHhcult tu ,J.,al with. 

S.f!_cific Probte-

1• 2. Bcackioh water wll• will bi, Jrilled lu aupply arrii;ation wat"r tu the 
golf co"rae. Up until now~ 11,olf cuura~ 1rad1n1, at n::•u>rL• ln thi.• slat.: Ila• 
nol'm•lly ba::eu June fur the entin: i;:oura.e at one tiAMt. Only after th-= ~our,-_. 
ha• be,:eu cu•pl.:tcly 1;r1&JcJ ha11 an irriK.•ti~u •Y•tc• b1:a:n in•l•llcd !.lllJ the:: 
c:o,arae aeuJuJ. Aa a rl!•ul t, win.! cru■ ion It•• uccat:1ional ly been 1H!V~r1t for 
ahurt period• ot ti-.-:. 

The pre■•nt Hawaii Cou11ty Gu.Jing OrJin111cc I iaiu the a■uunt ot land thu cau 
be expo»cJ at one tia.c during, 1Lnuling of,ieratiun• tu 2U acrl!M. n,ia would ••ke 
it i•p111•i.ble to fullow paat prac.ti.c;~a. ln■ t.:•4 1 the irri,atiou »y111tcm ,;mJ 
IT.Q ■• would 11~4d tu be inalal l~J •• work on thu cuur■e 1,>rugr~a■c!•. All a 
r1uu.1lt 1 wiuJ ~ru•iou o( Lhia ar.:4 i• capect~.J to be qui.tit: li11ilt:J. 

It i• the developer'• intent to ■aintain th• draina!Scway» wind, c.iu·,y runoff 
fro■ auuka arll.i¥ through th• reaurt ail~ in th~ir prl!21cut form. Th~ outl~t11 
carrying runoff fro■ the oil" into th" 11uld1e■ wil I be ~•ntul ly dui1111•d tu 
1■ 1.ni■ize tll1:ir cro•ion pota:ntial. 

CJ CJ CJ 

Hr. Jack Kana h 
Auguat 27, 1981 
P11ge Threo! 

c::r c::J c:J c=J j 

V-16 I V-17. Both Buffel1r••• aad feathery pennie .. tua are referred to•• a 
aingle •1>eciea--Pen11iaet.,. ~-in thes 0.ri.gi11al v•1,etation ti■t for 
Hahukona Propertiea. While 1oae t1aono■iata prefer to uae thi1 conv .. 11tion, 
uth.:ra prefe,r to divide: the ar•••e• into two Ji•tinct ■puc:i.ea--Peuniaetua. 
~ (feather1 penniaet ... ) and~ ciliari• (Bufful1ra1a). The con· 
fuaion •ri•c• fi-oa thl!: fact tbat Cenchru■ cili.ari• .. ., b4t • t•Jlona.ic: link 
between Lh~ a~nera Cenchrua .and Penniaetu.. Al auch• it i• vt:ry ■ iail•r to 
Pennis..tua Htoaua. loth species will be included in the plant apecit!a liet 
contained in'ti.ercvi•ed EIS. However-. ai.nce the i ■ aue, of nuaencl•ture i.e not 
y~t re■ulv~d aaona t•aonoaiat•t the choice of n.a~• •~e•• targ•ly 
preferential. 

V-Zl. n,e planta that 11ould be uaed in landacaping the project 1ite .,.,, aa 
you !'<'int out, likely to be -•ophytic. n,ey voulJ, thero,fore, require 111Ure 
water 1h1n thiie eai■ tin1 aerophytic apeci••• Au atte•pt i• bt:in1 .. d~ to 
■ini10l&o the i■pact of the reaultin& irri&ation requin,..,nt by uain& non­
potal>le water (bracl<i•h .... 11 water and effluent fro• tbe wutevater trutaent 
plant) for 11olf course irri1ation. 

The queotiun of water availability ia diacuued above under the "llatn Suppl)' 
Li1■itat.lona .. h~adin1. 

V-ll. The EIS did 9tate that the reef c:oa.unitiea ofhhure of the Hahukona 
~t iaite: vert! 11relatively •eneitive11 and th.at alteri11a1 ■ uch conJitiona •• 
aedi .... nt load, turbiditJ, and uHnitJ factor& "beyond the noraal r1n1e ••• 
could produce a relatively lar&e chanse io the ■uucture of the biolosical 
co.munity." To avoid thi• a apecific: ero1ion control plan fur the project 
will b" pr.,pared and 1ubaitted for public review durin1 tho, cni:inaerin11 deai11,n 
pha■" of the pruject if the do,veloii-nt i• approved. Hr. Steven J. Dollar, 
the ■arin" biologiat who conducted the ■arine 1urve1 repurted in the EIS, 
concluJ•J that, "if gradina pracdcu are deai11n"d to pr,.cJude epiaod .. o( 
intenn •ed,-nt runoff it io aatidpated that the prupo,,.J develop■ttnt will 
cau•~ no ■ ignificant adverae l!Uvironaentail effect•11

• 

It lo not the olcveloper'a l11tent tu UH inj•ction well• to diapoec of a 
eign1lica11t _,unt of tr .. ated aewa1e elfluent. ln•to,ad it would be applied tu 
the gull courae. Injection wel la would be uaed aolely u • back-up in th" 
c•ee of • teapor.ary •u•peoaion of irri1■ tion Jue to ~quipamt tai lure or heavy 
r•I'}•• 

Y-641. A• yuu know, th.: cru••· ••ction .and profile of • •C.reaa c.h■nnel are 
~■ined in part by the vol....e of water 11hich it curie•. Bc~au1e il alaod 
c:~rt•!nly would increa ■e the pc•k runoff fr1>111 th.: ■ i.tv, th1t Hahukon• Re•or-t 
project wuulJ ev•ntu1lly re•ult in aoae increue in th" rate of ero■ion of the 
1idea of the 11,ullie• into which theon-1ite drainage ■y•tt:■ would diachacac. 
Hovcvert there will be a reduction in the aaount of aediat:ut originatang on 
tlle -•• gently llopina aurface• between the gul11u tb•t ia deliverd tu the 
aborelinc by wind and water eroaion. t1,io would reeult fro■ the r•place-nt 
o( eapoaed 1oil patchea and aerophytic acrub w1U1 land•caped cover which will 
■ure effectively •tabili&11 the auil. 

'"'b.. -
~ 
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Hr . Jack Kauai~ 
Au11u•t 27, 19111 
P.mtu Four 

!:!!,:. Th~ W<iltcr »uJJply question ia d11tcu111~'1 abuvu. 

V-67. The e:tt1::ct. u( tl11: pruJctCL on t:r1.>1ion/se:Jtllk!nlat1un u• '1l•CU•»e:J ..elluv.:. 

Tlumk yuu tur your cu111tu~nt•. If you w,•h any aJJat1uoal informiltlun, plc:uu.! 
c•II ~eat 521-Slbl. 

' s;ncercly, w~ 
bi~ 

l'J\111:h• 
Att•ch...,nt 
cc: Ha.hukona Prul9crti~• 

ll.awaii County Ph11u1in1 lk:part~nt 
t:nviron•:Utiil Quality co .. i•111iun 

~ c::1 c::::l c:J t:::J C::i c:J c::1. c::J c:::, c:::,, = c:::l ~---► 
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1111. CJIIUIS l ISIDlllllS 

~4,NJ A .. A NUIIIHA U'-AJl IJVAHO 

PO UO• 1~1•1 

uut•Ol.UL u nAw"n ··•·d 
.... ~ .... , .... 

lluo• c.J07 

1111 U \981 
l'la11ntng llt!part-nt 
County of U.wd 1 
2S Aupuat Street 
Ullo, ttavaJJ 96120 

Ile: EIS-Hahultoua Ro,11oct 
North IColoala, 
llavaJl Couaty, U..wall 

Ile hav,; reviewed the 11ubj .. ct Invtro-ntel l11pact Stote..,Dt (EIS) and ofte~ 
the fol loving c.,...,nu. 

The delicr1ptluli of the Uall "nd wildlife resource• 111 th" project ar"" 110d 
1h~ dl»cu1udon of th\! a:.Kpa:Cl~J i•p,act• l• adequate, tluu-,fore: w1:; havtt nu 
add It lom11 c-nu at thla tiae. 

Ile aprro,ctate thl ■ urporlun1ty to c-nt. 

cc: HHFS 
HUFiG 
EPA, San FraaclllCO 
Habul<ona PruperUe~ 

Stnce.r~ty yuurs, 

_,far.?<Y-...,,~-'?,v~r 
J.ucla11 lraacr-
Act In~ Proj.,ct Leaddr 
Office of Envfrou ... ntal s.,rvlcea 

Sa,,,. 1:·11..,gy und t• "" s,.,..,. A ,n..,;.,,,, 

CJ CJ 

,-a~ 
'UW 

CJ 

Belt, Collins &: Associates 
A division of Lyon A•wciotn, lncorpor~lcd 
Elllfflftn • Pbn,wn • LlnJtape Ardllkell • Archllir<U 

t-.1"-ta-•I ... 711fMSll ... ,I .......... ff49Ull l•....-~IIJ•tJlol J.-.1 11U.,rJ1 

Hr. Lua1an Kramer 
OCC1ce or Eavironaant.al Serviaea 
Fiah and Wildllre Service 
P.O. Box 50167 
Honolulu, llawaiJ 96850 

Dear Hr. lra .. r: 

Envlronaental I■paat State■ent Cor th■ Proposed 
HahUkona Ruor~ !'roJect1 North l"ohala1 HawaU 

Augu:ot 12, 1981 
81AJ-lt39 

Becaua■ Belt, Collin" , '""ociat■a prepared the Environ .. ntal Impact 
State-■nt ( EIS) tor the propoa■d Hahukona Re:sort project, a copy oC your July 
8, 1981 letter (your rer■renae no. ES:6307) to th■ Hawaii County Planning 
Depart11ent regarding the doouaant wa:, rorwarded to Ull Cor a re:ipon:oe. We are 
plaaaed that you round the dtac,as:iion or lapacb on Cbh and wUdUra ra:oource:, 
adequate. We undar:itand you hav• na additional co-nt.s to orrer at this 
tllle. Thank you ror the tlae apent by you and your atafr reviewing tbe EIS • 

~="}_t:)Jl! 
~6Git• 

l'JW:gh:i 
cc: Hahukona Propertia:, 

Hawaii County PlaMing Departllent 
Environaental Qudlty eo-1.s:11011 

,,_ . ....,_,~.,,,... ...... 1.Mf'..aM 1 ...... 1•-'l.l,-fe ...,__., c.., rlMlr W••--w.nA.Jt-1 ...... Vwna.i,.,C.. .. w ..._.,_ 
Vt"NftlLl«L.ld.u4S.AN.~S.At...,~SCCW.o...Mtl0...,a....Jl.t'-"-LhMniltlaa4.f~L-l.~T~ ........ , L,,_-·-,-~-•-t...-.,.,, . ..,, -
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Belt, Collins & Associates 

1•1,,111, l11<J Dnparlsnent 
C.ounty of 11.:.waii 
25 Aupuni t;u· .. ut 
llilo, llswali 96720 

G"ntluthlnl 

ftltl 30 Jr1AI 

~ubjucta kahukona llo•ort 

We have reviewed tho Environ~antal Impact Statement 
llot.;lca and t1ave nil co=ent• to otrer at this time, 

(l"ll!. i ~.l 

Thank you for the oi,,vartunlty to r .. viev thh document. 

Very truly yourY, 

IIUtlO NI:IUIOJCA 
State l>ublic WorkM l:.n91neer 

/jnt 

cca M■hukona Propertle■ 

~ ~ (;;;j 

A division of Lyon Asaocuot"- ln,orpon.ted 
Ea11n .... n • PlanMn + l..&ndtctpe Arc:NLKu • Arthil.edl 

. ........... ~ tnf.-ik,, .. ~tu .... u r rtt,.....,Ml)HI ,, .. Tetnt11J11tU 

Hr, Rikio Nishioka 
Stale Public Works Engineer 
Oapartaent or Accounting and 

General Services 
1151 Punchbowl Street 
Honolulu, Hawa11 96813 

Dear Kr, Nishioka ; 

Env1ronuntal lllpaot State .. nt f or tho Proposed 
Hahukona Resort Pl'O tect I Horth l:oha la I Hawaii~ 

August 12, 1981 
B1AJ-'1'12 

Becau, e Belt , Collins l Associates prepared the Environmental lapact 
State.ent (EIS) tor the pl'Oposed Hahukona Resort project, a copy or your June 
30 , 1981 (rererence M, ( l' ) 1528. 1) letter to the HawaU. County Plamlng 
Depal"taent regilrding the doc1111ent was tor-warded to u ror a reeponH. lie 
understand you have no co•enta t.o ott er at this tiae. Thank you tor the Lille 
spent by you and your start revlewlna the !IS. 

PJll:ghs 
cc : Hahukona Pl'Oper t1es 

~ncereli, w~ 
~~-

Hawail County PlaM1ng Oapart■ent 
EnvironM11t"1 Quality Co•lsslon 

,._...,.....ii..u-- ....,. ... ,._..,."""""'._.I.&.,-.. 1, a.,._..,, c..,...ar w.,._._,, ._,,..v. na.u.c.....w ,,.,.,. 
V_..t.._atdw.nlSAk~i.4.leM.dASC.O.DoNldK~a.Mard: I.J.......,._Lt-MllllW.t..._. ....... ,.._,~ 
Mi<Not l i.....-. -.-,, W-.. n..-.P ,.,....,...,..., ! Wlw 
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.,..,.. or NAWAII 

DEPARTMENT Of AGRICULTURE 
••-■ aD ............. ~ 

HO .. CIL.U"-U , MAWAtt ••• t• 

lo: llr. ~lth,LY ruli,, Director 
l'l,11111111~ llq..,rti .. 1:nl 
County 01 1:..,.~ I I 

t ,{ f·'. rr: f;:: II H' I:•: ~ I; 
. ............ ~• .. ~~::

1.:...t~Jl ... ~, •· t .. 1at . 
1111, r:.111:.\ L 11',.,Ulll~ 

~uLJc~ t: .~111uL011,1 llc)llrL L11vlr0111111:ntll b ,pact ~l~tl\111~11t 

l 11e llcr<1rL.,,•11t of ll•Jrtculture has r11Vll'1<t:tl th,i )Uhjcc t r11vlru11w11ul 
lr.tj.,Cl sldl,•1t·11l dl-1 offers lhu followlu!I cou,uL'llts. 

l!r, an• 1ol'11 ... rlly cmwcrn, J with the l•~•act of lht 11rnr.,~1:,I J.,v.,h,1.,c11t 
1111 d!,l'h.ull11r<1I 1,·dtcr r -, ,.,orc11s .in:I with too 51,c111iJ<1ry h,.,lilcts 011 a!)rl­
cultur.,l la•• I. l:t! JJ>pr ,!do1l11 the ln-Jtrth d1scu~~1n11 of the 11oh-ntt.il 
il111.ach un l 'Jr1cul tur.,l l,111J .inJ the pnsslblt: necJ for $trun!I County 
,,oll.:v to avotJ cuuv,•,·~ l•ln uf produc.ttve a!)rlcultnr.:il l~r,J . 

II.'.! noto t h~L tho:: ~,:t,,l<1 ,11tch b one ot the altcru.itlns for provloll,1!1 
,.u lLr ln u,., pruJL-..t. lhb •ltcr114th1: cNIJ r,•~ull In ii shirt of l tu 
.I . ;~., ( ,,cctor ,llt,y to 1t1"" \'GJ of tl,e EIS) of ~;al<'r nl'IY friw: cidstln9 anJ 
pot1:11t l,1 I ai,r1cultur• I 11r11J11ctlon. 

lie ,.-ouhJ Also Ilk" to 1•ofnl uut th.st the suWtvlslr,n l'L')Ulst for l1C1l1ola 
[st.n.-s rMst.: II ,,..s ,...J,· wl th thc JuHlflc•tt111, Lh,IL U,c 1•rluc l115 I rcuon 
Is to cst.11,llsh affor•l.ibl,: a')rlcultural perc11ls In th.: dr<'ll, /1,irh:ulturdl 
,l~vel1,1,.c11t hi this Ul!d ~,111 require 11MloJ.1nt w~tcr. Since lllltun h.ioJ's 
request for ~li!r frm. 1<.chcn• Oltch wu denleJ by the lli,para.nent of LanJ 
~nd IL'ltural Ucsoun:cs, the w.ater trlllll the wr:lh woulJ h.ivc to l,e uslJ for 
.l!Jrlcultur.il u wll as ,lor.icstlc uses tu ~1,1ke the a(1rlcult11rcil d1:111:lop­
r.ient of Kot.al• Lst4t1:s possible unless other ura111Ju111:nu can be ..... 1.:. 
AdJttton.il rcslJenU settlln\j tn the are• to utlllz" tl.e water suurcc (.is 
JtscusSL-d 1111 IJ<l!le Vil) could havt serious t~.pacts on U,e Kohal.i LsWlcs 
project, If It t, 111'11:e<I lnte11Jed to provlJe 1fforJable 19rtcultural plots. 

lie are very con.:erncJ wfth the possibility that secondary growth frall the 
resorts wy loc.:ite on prlwe agricultural lanJ, as has been ~r~poscd 

r - C) 

Hr. Sidney Fuke 
r.ige - z -
July 27, l!llsl 

CJ C:) r-,:J ~-aa:_-------.:::: 

(Occ•nlc l'roperttes 141-acrl! propo11l 111 ltlpuu which hu since been 
wl lhdralfll). Ile f1nily believe that -.loyee hou,hl!i for this project 
should be located In pro11bnlty to the prGPoSed dl!velopttcnt on land which 
ts not suited to agricultural use. · 

Thant you for the opJ.IOr luntty to c111111ent. 

JOIIII FAKIAS, JR. 
Clwlnnan, Bond of Agriculture 

cc: 11.:ihutona Proper ti es 
c/o llelt, Collins & Associates 
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Bell, Collins & Associates 
A Ji\•1~11111 ul l)·un A~!-ot.·f.Jh:~ lu1.uf1•1>fJh.·,I 
l••t.Un•,·1 !> • l'Lum,·r• - l .. •'h•..,•114.• Aulnlnh • Ahhffl~ih-

,..., .. _, ..... _.I.If, J.~ ..... ~ ... , ......... ._ , ...... ,1 .. 1,r~ - · -•1~1, ... 11~ ... ~,: iu. },J 

Hr. J•ck Suwa 
Chairman• lhu1Td of A,r&Lulturd 
St.a ltt uf U.a1t1a l i. 
1428 Suuth Kin~ Street 
Honolulu, Hawai 1 9b614 

O~ar Hr. Suw~: 

Au~u»t 27, 1981 
HIAC • J451 

t:1,"• ronm.=ntal Impact SLAt~aatrnt fur th~ l'ruvu .. cd 
ttahukuua K~■urt Proj i;,4.,; t t tfot'th Kohdla 1 Hawa_i l 

tlt!c:•111u: Bc:lt I Co ll an ■ 6, Aa• ociatca prt:par~J lht! Env1ron~unlal lmpa<=t 
St.1111lcuacnt {l!IS) f u r tht! propo»t:J Hahukona Ke•.orL pnJJ~...:t• • Co(Jy ul the 
Depart1tent v i Ai;,r i , ulture'• July 21 , 19111 letter tu <h• llaw•i; County 
Plannini o~pilrl~nt rt:garJing tht: document was fon1.aral1:J tu 11• f~·r a ,·a::-111pun11.::. 
Thank you lor t.he t u w t.ha1,. waa 11pl!tn re:VliMWiog thf!: t:.1S and prcparaug your 
coaac11t » . Mi.: arc pl.:a• i.:'1 to knuw th• t our cxtcn»ive .J i 1ocui Miuu o f pu, ~11tial 
impact» on a~r ,cul l ural lt111d» w■ :11 eppre:c:l ■tl:J. The r~m.ai.ud~.- o f thi.s lettt!r 
pro\l'lalcs aJJitaun.al infutmation 1·it:,ard1og the •vt:c i t1c point» you hav.: 
rai11cd. 

U,c of 1l•le.-" "~S:L!'l"_tjJIL_!ohda Dilch 

Sinieiit thu t:IS "av vr 1C.tc1l1 furch~r i.nv.::at i Kation ot the vatcr euppty al lt:IUM"" 
tivd• h■» •howll th• t the uae of Kohal4 Di. t..:h wat1::r by the rcaiort i.s not a 
viable opt 1011. 111:ucc • ,h~ Hwhukona llc11urt v i 11 not ~0111 .. ¢ l C: w, th prt:su1l ur 
polcnti~l l¥Ii~ullt.1r.a l use r• ot 1i1•t-=1r froc. thi, • uurcc. 

~oh•I• l!atat•• 

A1 you 1 tutcJ an your letter, a11,r1cultura) uat: ut the Kuh..al a t:·, t•lt=• Sul11.hv1·-­
aiun will rt: .. u1 r c 11•~ .g.Jt:quatc 11ourcc uf 1rr1.,ath>u w .. lcr . Wule:r iu th~ 
exu1Lu1, 1'olu•lu t:1H &l1!» wtd l, Nu. 0549• 01 ill ■huwu i n T.:abh: V• 19 a11.J uo F1~urc 
V- 10 of the ~IS, i • i 1 4SU fc~l below ti,«: ~rounJ ,c: ll!vt11t1,m. The cu■ t uf .su~r gy 
r ,w:qui reJ to l i lt thi-» wo1t.er to the aua·f~cc 11 .ttuch Ltu1t il i • no t 4!"coou~;c.-1ly 
pr act i.Ciilll to u1c i t lur aitsculturol i rr igath.1n, anJ •t lu tJI .tlwuyit tu:c:n 
t!nvi ti oncJ 4UI a 110,uc.: of potablt: wet~, for du11ae■ t1c t111c. 

Rnali1t1cally, wul,t:1 fur .a~ .. ,i.culcural uatr i n lolu1l1.1 l::..tttMtC• wllJ lu1v1: to come 
from one of twll po•d i l>lc: ao·u r c c• uth~r Lh■n the ltohal.1 ~-t•tc• i.let:~ wc l l, Thu 
fl r •t i• mhl-levtd w~ll•; t he 1u~cond i• th-s Kdum 11 lh t:.,;h . "'a t ..::r that i• uf 
ht•• tlum i1Ul1:1Lle quaU ty but wlti th 11 adequate f ur 1r r1,at1on u»I! i n Kohalu 
1::•tMlt:11 .:.ould be a vailabl e w1ttun ltu~ aauluhv i :iiion by Jr1ll1n~ w1:ll• ut .:leva• 
tionu of 400 tu 500 f1tt:l • ll~tll!r fruia thia ■uurc.: will »till be: rcaaonably 
l!llp1::11a. i vc, but i t i » wltl1i n th1:: r.,u 1Ke tha t 111 p ,r.act1c.11I tor 1r rigat1on of • t 
lt!aa1t 1101111.: llitth- v1"lu1: c r ol"• • 

,_._.,..,,_,_,._, ...,, .... ..,M .......... U,tU•t.,1.41 lt.,..1l lJ• .. I• lt.•D••II 4..,..,, 1•..J1•,,·.11 ..... .... ~ .... ,, l,,- 1•h\..,,u I• 4.,.,._.,,.. ,,·1h ,1oll., 
\ ".-i.lrNI 11k,l,, ll•l .. 1J3 Ah ..... .. , .. _. ~ A1111w. Aa."!a l t. ....._ Ca..,.JJ II \ t-~ L&o&,..JI , ...... ,,1.J .. ..,.J U l..i. 1•1"6._,,......._ At-1 .,_,.. __ 
l.1•1..,..11 l•■-,.,.,1..,, u . ....... , N..t•r lh.-.... 1' J••1~J,. .,. l'•nr• "'"".-

r-, ~ c::J c:::) C::) c:::, c::::l c::::l C:) 

Hr , J.ack s ... wa 
Augu¥l 21 1 1911 I 
Pa~t! 1·wo 

Tht:: pau:~l» that l ii! IIIUt;h allov~ 500 feet in ele;vatiun cannot be econu■ical ly 
•erv .. d by well• tapping the baul h,na b.,c•u•" th" coa t of 1>u.,p;n, the wato,r 
LU tht:: aurface 1a too great. Heuce, agricuU.ucala aC.• on lht:at: pal'cel■ ■u■ t 
luuk to an alternative •uurce of irrigation water . 

Becau u uf thi•, the ll llton Head Co■pany, develop" r of l(ol,al• E•tue,, hu 
applied to lhe State Deparu,ent of Land • nd Natuul lluuurc,u for per■iuion 
to utilize aurf•ts v■t• r f i-o■ the ~hana Di tch tor i rl',~ation purpoH a. Un 
February 2~, 1981 the request WH denied by the Depart111Cnt . Th• denial atated 
in part~ 

Aftt!r gtvu1g your rt!queat 1erioua cona lder•tion, wt: hav1:: J~caded 
that it would not be in the but lnter.,at of the State to ao:11 th" 
tia1: of Lhi.a re•ot.1rce eithe r by revocabh: p~nait ur " • tt:t lt~enat! lo 
a •in1tl" larae hnd develope r • •• • We believe U1• t the b.,11diu fro• 
the u•e of the State•• v■ler rc ■ourcts:a and State funi.111 e&p1md~d 
•huu ld bo •hared by 10any and that the but cour1,: of octlgn 
currently vould be to da fer any action •~•ding to a long--ter■ co1111~ 
mitmo,nt of lhi• v•luable reaource. 

Bu ed un thio, it appeau that th• primary ro,uon for l he rejo,c t1on , . the 
fac t that th• requ••t caaac (r..., • ain11le J.,v.,lup••· An appllc.uon fur 
a11ri cultural u•e of l(ehena Ditch water might be looked upun '""re favorably if 
it can be 1hown that the •ctual beneficiar-ie• will be individu&l f•rmera. 

Tho, point to t he preceding diac uu i on ii that it i• utume ly unlikel y thH 
water from the: 1.ohala E11tatee h i ah- tevel vell wi 11 b1t uscJ fur othii!'r than 
dumeatic purpooe•. lie nee, 1 u output o( approai■ately 1.0 mi II ion gal Ion• per 
Jay will b" availabl e to 1upport an i ncreue in the reeid•nt populat i on of the 
ro:11ion H depicted in Flgu.-e V• 14 on page V-711 of the l::IS , 

Thank yuu for your co-nta. l hupe the information provideJ ol,uv• clarifiu 
lfu, •l tuat ion with r""pect to the use of wat" r fur aecondary 11ruwth, 11 you 
havo addltional que•Uon., pleue contact me at 52 l• H61 . 

~ .... ,. 1 .Wllit .. bil 
~J\l:~h• 
cc: Hahukona fropertiea 

llawoi1 County Pl•nnin11 Depan■,mt 
l;nviroomental Quality Co1a1ia1ion 

C::l c::, CJ c:::, c::::::, c:J c:::J ~ 
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Nl&liC 

Plannio¥ l>apnrt-nt 
County of ltaval t 
2S Aup""t Str•"t 
llilo, llavaU 967.!0 

c,,.,t1 ... 111 

~•t• nl 11,w,II 
DfPAIJMENT Of DEfEtlSE 

0ft1Cf Of THE ADJUIANT CCNEIAI 
39•9 lli. .. and HHJ •••d 
Hnnnluru ft,w,11 941 ttt 

Hahukoua a. ... n 
North l'obah, 11,iwaU 

L-J L-:J 

RttI@~ov~ro 
JUN 2 9 1961 

•1t. lOlllllS I l.llOOAflS 

.! ti JUH Ulf 

Th■,il Y4>11 for providi1111 ua th• apportuutty ta raviav your prapaa•d proJact, 
Hah"""'1a laaart Envhow:,outal lapact Stat-nt. 

V. hav• coaplatod our r•vtav an.t hava MO c-..ta to aff■r at thta t!M. 

cc1 ~,koua Prop•rtlH 
Euv. Quality Cawo,l■-tuu v/lllS 

Your■ truly, 

[ lloi,od] 

JEtlltT H. HATiiUIIA 
C.puta, IIAlfC 
Co11tr I. Eu,r otttc•r 

c:::J c:J c::> c::, c:::::.; c::::) 
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Belt, Collins & Associates 
A division al Lyon Al-i&I", lnca,por,lcJ 
Enp,nn • Pia......,. • un.llC.lpf Ardulc<II • Aoch11«11 

1-t.,_ • ...__..,. 7ttfwt ............... Hl ... ll f~!'9') tlJ ,t'6t t••l7UttfJ.I 

captain Jerry H. Hatauda 
Hawaii Ur Rational Guard 
State or Hawaii, Dept. ot O.tenH 
Ortic• or th• AdJutant 0.n■ral 
39119 Dluond HNd load 
Honolulu, llaval1 96816 

Dear captain Hatauda: 

EnYtrona.1tal lapaot :StateMnt tlH" th• Prcpcaed 
Hahllkona ReacJ~ ProJect 1 North Cohala 1 HavaU 

~ 
Auguat 12, 1981 

BUJ-11115 

llee&uae Belt, Collini l Aaaooiataa prepared the EnvironHntal J,apaot 
:StatH.it (El:I) ror the propond Hahukona a.sort proJeot, a copy ot' your June 
26, 1981 lettar to the llaw.U County l'lannin1 Oeparteent. ragardin& th• 
docu111111t ias t'orwardad to ua tor • reapaase. Wo understand you ha'f• no 
ooaaen~ to otter at thlA u... 'nl■nk you ror the tlM apent by yDU end :,our 
atatt reviewing th■ n:i. 

~-~"-) .~ 

~ PJW:gha 
cc: Hahullona Propartlea 

Hawaii County Planning Depart.ant 
£nvlrollMlltal Ou■Uty CoaalHian 

,.._.,._..-.-..... ,-....a1e•,..,u..,._,,._£L..-.Jr~..,.._.,c...,*rw•.......,_tt_._,..,."'".,"·c:-.._wtc..,_ 
V-L--SAki--.SAa--sca...-Kc.._cw..JE __ ,K .... ,_,_.._, _ _ ,, ._._. ,-.,.- -· ,.,...._....,., ...... 
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STATE OF HAWAII 

OEP ARrMt:NT oF Hl!:AL'Ut 

PO M)I :UJI 

NONOt.lAU N611l>IUI ..... 

July 29, l'J8l 

To, Mc. Sydney Fuk-, Director 
D•1••rt..,nt. of Planning, County of Hawaii 

Fro,., 0.,1,uty Dlr<.-<atur fur Envl ronm.,ntal Uu<0llh 

~ ,; I 11., j:.' II \/ 1: I! j; 
1111 \ I J!lfjl 

w111. IJJ/L\.1/. 'A•.u~m 

,uHN I CNN utMa. W 0 

..... -·~~ ... ............. c,.,-~--~ 
IIIIVI" •· MllilUMI ___ ..... ,,.,.u, ..... 

•HUNII 111~10 t,11611f, M"' I 0 
w ..... u-...,,-0..,. .. ,. 

l,n ••• ,, ........ , ... , ~­

'''" El'll:i-SS 

Su!>ject.: t:nvlroruoentill l1a1>.\ct sutcoiunt. (£ISi for Hahulr.on<) lldort, N, l(uha 111, 
Uawdl 

Thank you for .. 11uwl11g U5 to ruvlew &nd c-nt on tho subjuct. £(5. We submit 
thu following co ..... nts for your info"1Htlon •nd cun$ld .. r .. tlon, 

1, Hunlclpal drinking water and wast.,water truac. .. nt Mytil• IIIS or their e<iulv•l.,nt.s 
ace l'UCOmo»uidcd as the A1CU:1t 01,1-1co,,r iat.s al te:irnati v~• lJe-c:a,u-,v: uf tht2 MtJnltud~ 
of the pru1>0s.cd l•l'uj1:c;t.. Thu 111£1lnt11,;:nancu of th,.;: water qudlity of tlt-¥ 
r11._:.1tivin" watii,C'~ ls our prill:ld~!f concern . 

2. Tiu, Co1111ty t:nvlrur111Untal Aususs■ont and Policy Culd.,llr,,. Con~lstency 
o.,t.,.,.l11atlo11 t'orm ne .. ds to be co11.,let.eJ foe .u pcopo:,<.'<l ~uWlvhlon», olnd 
land duvulopaunts 11h11c., s4ew491:1 concerns art: ,,rojvctcd for the pot.11.Jl.: 
9coundw&1t~r sourct:s, un:1-tdlbl~ grouruJw.at~r taibl~s ,.snd a,u::-f4-<.·u r~c~lvin(J waturs . 
Thls fo.-ra ls avallabllO •t the llawaH District u.,alth Oftict:. Envirornncnlal 
lkalth S.:ut.lun. 

l' . ~•~-:it i ttPI ~ l.U:':. r:-..:!. :::.!!.:! '-!..::~:. :!!.:-_:~!.:.! .!.,; ! ;;..; .., .. •J.~ ~;. -., ,Q,~ .,~ ._.:;_:,.,; L.,. t.1\ i L-!"-., 
n""d to Ok:Ct t.ht, r <:qulr-,..,nts of Public Hedth k•911btlon,-, Cl,.,ptec 43, Alr 
Pollutio11 Contcol, ancJ Chapter 46, Solid W,un " H,11,..<Jcm,mt Control. Tlul 
iucurl>Or.athm of a d,1st .and u,ow. lon control plan in thv QC.tn :,,;.tnai..:tlon planG i ii 
r1."Coan~nd1:d . 

t•lua~i,t h_, ,.idviu~-d tha t l1uhl le lh:al th lectJU.ldt 1'.tn:.. Chdpt.cr 4~. l1ulJhh: Wcat'-'r 
Syu.tca1u, 'JUttJ forwiJriJ n.:,1uiccA1c11ls foi- .. }lUblic wulcr- sy-.t,rn~ • a~ JctlucJ. 1•ut,lic 
W&.1t\i r- • Y~l.c.a.:.. arv dl!t '""""') -..~ tlu.>• t.: :£yi.tccs li4..rvln1J 25 or norv ttt:iruon.s 41. atlnlmum 
ot 60 d,1y~ p,!r y12ur or hu:fi .:i tainlatl.1111 of l!I scrvicu couma. t,.iunu. l:l11.. -111rly, tht: 
s1zu .:ard lhtlurc uf thy tfjltukuuil kt.u.;ort v1·oj1:ct would CJU..tlily thu w,...t,:r :i.yt,l.cm 

duv..:lop1.:d foe thv , .-,u)L'- l ,it,~ J (>td.>llc wcatc r 11,yatc1•. 

5(.Jction 29 uf Chatl>t,!r 4'J tt.-tfUlrcs tht.tt all fll:W -ii-ourcf...~ of wJlcr: anlcnd,.,J to ,:s.,:rvt: 
w~lcc to,, 1•ul>llc wo1Lct" :..y~Lt.:D mu~t b-: ca1,11ruvcJ Ly the P1r:... . • t ~•r of lf_Jllh 1•ciur lo 
it:.. U!iU to !.1.:lYt: llUlJl,lu: tJiill:C"'. tfow t.ou1·c~s would inc.: h.ult.. , LUL 1.ul t,-,: 1Ullil1...J to. 
,ww wu J il • • new Olrt.!d.1'11 or dit.ch intc1kc:. , .JnJ OLW WJlf.:t c,ah .. lUlk..Ul 1,y1.h:n,:... 11, 
"'.t!Jlth,;u• new :..lJUC"Lclll ~oulJ iucl,,Jc '- '-'~h t..a• .. illt.l t.: tJ. 11 t.lh y .. . ,'1.uly c Klul. Wl. hdYu 

ncv~r tx:to1c l:ccu UJ1,;d lU :iCCVL tfUtJl.ll c \,IJl.1.C lo d ll-lll.,l -~ w,1lc l t,,y:.lcm, ·a-he 
0 •161•rh v..1.I J .. i-.. u 1 4,irl-.,ri Iv o n t i n, uul.ai. t .. .11 1u n uf .t~ ,•1it•1- ,1n:t .. r1111J ,,...:,1o.1rl wt,it. .. h 

- r--"\ r-, c:::::l c:::, c:::, 

He . Sydnuy Fuk• -2- July 2'J, 1981 

satis factorily address-,• all c011cerna contained In Suc tion 29 . This report aust 
bu pC'IJlJared by • l'CIJ1Stc?.rt=d ptofea:;ion•l en-,lnc.:oc •nJ bear t.t,e cnf:1ih4::ttC"• s •~•l 
ui,on subral ttal. 

In addition, s .. ct.ton lO of Chapter 49 requires Diructor of Health approval of the 
plans and &pttcific..tions of new or aubstantially modified distribution •Y•t....,. . 
This requirement applies to all IOOditlcat.ions not approv"'1 by the approprl11te 
County o.,partaent of WAter or Wllter Supply. TltuM agencies havu b.tttn delegated 
approval authority for illl Section lO work done fort.hum or done ta t.huir 
apeclficat.ions under t.helr supervl■ lon. Approval ln thi5 c,>se would ruquire 
sul,atJ.tt.al of tho plans and apeclfications of thtt dittrlbutlon syst.,.. Ag,>in. the 
distribution system foe the K.>hukona I\Csort PrOjL>ct as dcscrlbL'<l wlll bu required 
to conform to the r"qulromenta of Sectlon lo, Ch•ptcr 49, 

Jf yo" ahOuld have any Q\lHtlons roguding the ccqulre■ent.s of Cl1aptuc 49, plean 
contact. the Drinking Water Program •t 548• 22lS. 

We realize that the stateaents are genaral in n•ture due to prellralnary plan■ 
be ing the sole source of discu!lslon. We, therefore, r<:scrv" t.hu rlght to impo•" 
fut11re environraental restrictions on the project at the tl11<1 flnal 11lans are 
sublllt.ted to thh offlcu for review. 

cc: OEQC 

~ 

Chluf Sanitarian, Hawaii 
llahukona Propurt.loa ~ 

·e::, ~ c:::, 

Fof ~ ft~-l""o""t"'~""UH~I-- ---

c:::, ~ 
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Belt, Collins & Associates 
A Jh·i:!tion ut I yon A~"Mk:Wh:~ lu,·0•1•••r.Jl1..J 
t:n,IIM"''"- • 11,no-=1-a. • t .. 1.J1•••J-._• i\hhll,...._h • AhlUkt.h. 

"ftot"-lt.•--..... ,n1 ... ,""••"'.._...,_1u-11 ..... ..._ .... '\Jl'\11ol l•"•• ' llt1/I! 
------

Hr. Hclvin i. luizL&a1i 
lleputy Iii roc t ur fur Envirun .... 11t•l 11t, .. 1th 
O..purlDt:lll uf lte ■ lth 

P.O. Bu" 3378 
Uc.1m,tulu, lhn.t .. i.i 9bltUl 

Uear Hr. Kui&umi: 

t:nviron~nt•l l ■pact St.att:~nt tur tht:: l'ro .. oa.::ll 
Hahuko1u1 kcaurt Pru1~c:t, Horth Kohal•, Ua114i i 

r.:;..-

Au11U1t 27, 1981 
IIIAC-144) 

B~c:au11~ llt:l t, Coll in• , A11-1ueiot~• prepared the Eovi IJ'D~nt•l lcaau•ct 
Stat.,■ent (EIS) for the prupu»ed Hahukon.a kesurt project th,: 11 .. w■ ii Ccmnty 
Planning Dcpartia,:nt haa """t us ». cupy uf your July 29, 1~61 letter tu them 
(rt:f~rcuc.e Ho. l!l'J:t.S-SS). We •~pn~ci.al~ th~ ti~ you au&J yuur 111L,1df ..,~t.!Ul 
ft!:Vit:wing U•~ .t:lS and prcparin1 yuur cu.aa:nt•• 

Vuu..- c:u.-cnt• cont•in no obj~ctiun• to the, •n•lya.t■ 1tr1:•cnh:J in thu l!lS. 
llcncu • WI! •••wat:: that thu n:vurt .adequately J~111c: r i lJcta,, th-= h~• 1th-re! lttl~J 
1:th::ct.a1 ot the: prup1.un::d a-ruj~t:t. 

"e •hard yo11r concern fur tlu=: ••intl.!n•nce o( air •••d w.at1::c quality, anJ. 
.ipprcc i atf! the re (11:ran~u• tu tllw 1,1ruv i ■ lon• u( ru l.:v.tnt ch .. pt~r• i11 the tit alt: 
t•ub I ic Ue11l th R~"u lat iun• that you pruv idt:J. Hahukun• rropcrt i e• ha ■ a»wur~J 
Ln1 it wall ieonfo("IZI tu all the r-:q,uirt:~Ht• l.iud out iu yuur l.:t.t1::r. furtln~r 
inlurmaliun wi 11 be »ub.1cteJ for yuuc rl:!Vil!w a11J IIIJ'9COVal a• plaau1 lur th~ 
pnJJt:ct ~vulv~. 

Ttu1uk. you fur yu11r co1m1cnta. lf tl11:r~ 111 ilUY aJ,htllunal 1oturm.au1un that wu 
'""Y prov i ll", pl"""" cal I .., at S21-nt.l. 

l'JW:11h• 

cci Hmhukuua Pruperti~• 

q•cer.,ly, .w~ 
,-~-

llaw•i.i Cuunty Planniuc 1Jc .. art111ent 
~nv i ruuaun t.al Q"illlaty cu ... i111hm 

...... ~-u--.... ._..... ....... _, ... , .......... w l .,&11\ .1 IL,,_ .... l-l··~t' \v.lll ...... ;;......,,,:-.. - ,.\'•n• •• . , :... ..... -w ..... ,. 
Vn.....,,_ ...,_l,.ll.h.1J5 Alw.l-,.-r ~ A .. -Aao-.~ C ll•d"'•..Ull l i,-._t ... ,Wl 11•-nlJ•,..JII I~ t,uW.t........,_A.&Mf t.w.-.... 
.,._._,, h --•rl••· ,..._,,t "'""-""· ,..__.,. , . ., ......... - 1-.. .. ,1 ,rtwN 

L_J i:;__._.J 1..--..J 1,..--.J ... 
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LJL:t"AltlMUH Ut- I AUU ANIJ NAIUHAL Ut.t>OUtlC..t::fi. u...i•-wt■I 

Pla11nt11y Uep•n.1111:nt 
Cuunly of lldWdll 
25 Aupunt Stn:ut 
Ullo , llawdlt 96:tlO 

Go:11t h.'1111:11 : 

,,., ... ,._ .. 
.. LJ "" •• ,,. ...... MoQ~ ........... , •• 

UUHu .. ULU hA¥!F4tl ...... 

July 20, 19Ul 

w., hJVe ro:vlewcd the drdft L11vlrur•11e11tal l111pact Stalt!lllt!Ul (USI for 
H•hukunit Ro:surl . 

Our n:cords show tlldt two pJrtt!I!. (TMK 5. 7. 01 : lO, ZJ) I ie dlrt:ctly 
aJj,ici,nl lo tht: l ajldlJhl St•lc llhlurlul Puk (sl te 12245). which ts om: of 
the 11111s t sty11Hrc,ml historic ,tred within ll,e SlHt:. The ollwr Six panels, 
lliuu(lh uul ~11111rletely cunllyuou~ lo uru: •riulher, are within lhe l11<111!dl•l1: c1re.i 
whidr cuntairi, dSSOCidtt!d sllt:s . 

lhH arch•i,uluylcdl cuou11lu• h slyniftc.int ful' a Ydrlcly of rcdsun, : 

I. ll ~u11lJ l 11> d scr lt!> of u1mi,lo!te nHlvo: IJ1td divisions . lhc ,ito:s 
within ll11:,e ldud dlvhions n: fh:cl d sud.ii coomuudllty or th!! 
I nhdlJI ldu ls. 

2. 1111:~c )dnd tllv1s iuus Sl'dll d suries or dlv.:rs1: l!COZUlltl>, hll!IISIVI! 
anloJ.:olu!lit:dl r~•uaius oo.1k1: it IIIJS~il>li: tu dct11n11l11u th11 11..i1111cr in 
••hid, IIJwai iaus lnlcracteJ with tho:ir cnvironmuul an.ii lh rcsourcus . 

l . Tiu: n ,i11a 111s within tho: 1.u11111lcx aro: !Jl!llt:t·olly 111 yuud to o:xccllent 
cu111.llllu11, dUlJ 1t ,4uuhl 1>1: rclJllvo:ly c•~Y tu l11li,q1nt for tho: 
i,ul>I ic. 

4. ( urn,nt d11<J un•Joiu!J n:\ udrch hdVo: yi:11urat1:J a l •r!Jc vol ume uf 
~dc11lll ic 111lu11,i.1tiu11 Jl>uut the ueo o d whole dnJ, ahu, lml1vl • 
dudl Siles . 

';i . I\" l11lcqin:l1vu IJ H.lUl'C l.1111 111: n,Je allool Ure life of the lldWdl idll 
1.ou111Uricr who t 1IIL'II lire soil and flshcJ . In Uris vh:w, the l<1p11hhi 
Cunorlcx h~~ rrauch inlun1111tiun to uffer the 91:nl!rdl public as well as 
tho: suci•I ~cil.:nlist. 

Pl.imli119 Oo:partinllnt 
County of llawa 11 
Re: H.lhukona Resort EIS 
July 20, 1981 
Page Two 

Our records further SIIUtlf that this section of North Kohala contains 1,,111y 
known and assocl.ited archaeological sites . In this light, we com:ur wtlh the 
appl !cant's statement that •lhe irchaeological resources of the M4hukona 
Resort site are highly $lgnlflunt for their potential to yield infonaatloR 
on prehistoric cultural patterns (EIS, June 1981. p. l•l).• 

lie would rec0U111e11d that all of the parcels be studied as lriteristvely as 
Un, Kalholi:111 puceh (THK: 5•8-01:11 and 16) with corislderatlon of ■itlyalion 
or preservation 1.euures for each site (see EIS, June 1981, Appo:ndfx O and 
p. J. J). lie further suyyest that the methodoloyy for 111lttyatto11 or preserva­
tion u1easures be Included arid lrt1Ple.enled prtur to tny constructtun acthtly, 
The fin.ii report of this research should be furw•rded to our historic stles 
off Ice (Phunu 54U•li40U) fur reviuw and evo1luation. At such tlP.e, detenu\nt­
liori can lie 111ade 011 the llll!iSures to 11ltlgate or riegate adverse effects, 

Slncuely, 

~--■ - ~ U IJHU OHO, Cha I nllin 
Uoard of land and llatural Resources 

and 
Stdh: ltlstoric Prliso:rvc1tlon Off!ter 

,---"t r-, i--1. ~ ~ .c:;::J c:::::l CJ t::::l r-, ~ r--i r-, r-, 



>< --I .... 
\D 

/A~ 
'-'SIU 

Belt, Cullins & Associates 
A Ji\'l).iun ,,. Lyun 1\i1'M1t·Wtt.->i-. l,w:urput.,tt.-J 
L41-,·11, • .,...,wh • t .. oJ,-..,lllil" Auh,h-..h • 4\ohtk,h 

w.u, .... tl.•-~ Int .. •-.. •••~ m-•-- .. ._,.._,-uu ,.,. , ..... ,,u,.,u 

CJ 

Au11u•t 27, 1981 
8IAC-l09 

Hr. Su»uao Onu, Ch11irw.n 
Hoard uf t."nd •nJ NMLurail R1:aourc1:1 
State Hi•u1r1c Prcaervation Oft icte:r• 
lk!:pt. uf L•nJ • H.1tur-• 1 ll~aourc1ea 
P.O. llua 621 
llonululu, Hawaii 96809 

har Hr. Ono: 

t:nviru,.-nul l■pMct lltatt!lllt!Rl fur the Propu•cJ 
Htthukona tl~•ur~ Pro icct I Nl>rth ~oluala I U~n, .. i j 

&t!cMu1u1 kl l, Collin• & Aa11oc ial~• pr1:p•r~d the t:nvi ronAM!nUll Impact. 
titaCt!aent Cl:ns) for the pcopu■wd H•hukuna Re»urt proj~ct, a cupy uf yuur July 
20, 19111 l"tlcr to th~ ll•waii co ... ,ty Pbnnina U.,11.rl-nt rcir.orJin& the 
docullk!ut va» furwanlttJ tu ua fur • r.:•p\tnac. "a: ■p.,rcciat.: th~ tiiue yuu &ml 
your •Luff apcHt r11viewin1 the t.1S and prcparin1, yuur cu~nt». 

Ao aut"II un pair.e V• lol of tl1e t:lll: 

" ••• nu ,h:fi11it1t arch~uulu1ical pro1r~• ho, buen •ct, both bttcauac 
(urthc1· n:•••ccb work ia eaec~•••ry and aitw-•p~citic Ja:t1.:lup111ent 
pluna l1avu not be.:u Jccidwd upou. The Jcvcluper intemi• to work 
with the: lh•hop Hult:ua archaeolu1,i•t• tu •Unia.ii&~ i■1uu:t• uf the 
prupu11er.l devc lupa.::nt 01~ arch&eo lugi ca 1 rt:atuurce:11 .. •• 

Thu furthur ■ tuJut• and •iti.galiun ac••ur•• wuulJ bu iaplcac:utcJ vriur to auy 
cun•tructiun act1vity aflc:ct1ni ■uch ait.:u,. Any r1:purL11 rc,niltinai (rua 
turtht:r arduu:olugic.ail nta1c•rch on the H11hullona kw•urt aitt: will l.lt: tun,ardl!d 
to llu: Uiatll1 l(: Sit111 uffic:t: u( the Ucpa.-tacnt uf L,1.ud auJ Hat11ral k~liourcu•. 
A cu1,1y uf tht: lh ■hop Hu■..:.- ccpurt cuverinK the •rchaeulo~&cal wt>rk c-,.phtt11J 
lh1.111 tar ia alt.ech~d fur you.- ua~. 

Thunk yuu (or yuur COMl~nta. If then:! i• any •JJition1aJ infur■at&ltU thut w~ 
••Y 1•rovill", plcu" hav• 011" uf your ataff -1111,eu cdl - at ~21-~·11,1. 

Sin,.,r.,ly, {,j , 
'Y.~i·,. ~ 

l'.111:th• 
•LtMdlaN!Al 
cc: H•hukun.q .-l'opcrlle■ 

Uaw,r,ail County Pl.uming bcpwrtknt 
t.n"iru11111ental Quality Coaaa•.iiun 

,.._..,..-' , , _..,. .. 1--," •11·-tM IIM...., t,_. t I 1•"" ff L1__,f t ,..",-_.I, ,,.a,.-..,.,.-..._ I• J.•.,1•\· .. u.., It ,_ .. ,..,v 1,..,u..,_ 
\ '.tJn,I ._,..,...._.._,~~ "1 .. 1 ... 1.--.,') Aa-r,.., ,..__~, l 1-. I._....Utt I......,.._ ... ,..,, , .... _" lJ .. .-JU I.a.. t .............. A'-' .... _ 
,.._~ I 1,--..t.n ,..._. • "-c. 1'""- r 1'41.......,,w. r.11, I ,...,. 

CJ 0 C) CJ CJ CJ C)b-~ -
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Mr. 5i<lncy l'ukc 
Iii rc.:tor 

llcf . H.J .. BS1> 

l'ljmting lk:p.irt•tt.:nt 
County 01 ILLwa ii 
2S Aup,•u Street 
Jti lo, llawai i %720 

lk:ar Mr. l'ul,.c; 

SuhJt.-Ct: l:.nviro1101<:11t;il lu.>ac.:t Stat.....,nt for the Prupused 
►llhul,.ona llesurt, North ~nhjla, llawai1 

lfo li..1vi: ,cvi.,w"d tin: :.uhj,:ct .lralt o,11v1ro11111cntal 111111ac.:t stat.:munt 
auJ offo,r th,: fullowini: CUIIIDCnts wi th n,spect to tho, n:h:vant objci:tives aml 
pllli.:1 .. s ot th.: 11.Jw,ui t.:oastal Zouc t-bnas<-'111<:nt Prugrwo, as wull as othur plan­
ning considcrjtitH1s. 

kc:t:rcatitu,~l_ llcs1Mm:cs ( IV-611) 

i:2.M l'ulicy: 

l'rovitlc coastul ro:creational op110rtu111t1cs au:ussihle to tho: 
11uhlic. 

l:C..1nc11t: 

1'1sh1ng c,mstitut.:s tin, 11ri,nary ri,crcjti11.11JI use uf the rudy 
shurcl inc Ill thu proJt.-Ct arcm, wi tll acco::.s li111i tc,I tu a j,:,:p 
lr,1il anJ hil..in11, Ac.:1:ss to the shoreline for rt.'Crt:Jtiun.ol 
11uq10~cs coolJ be iwprovl:d ,ltpcnJing upon the Jcsii:n of th.: 
1m1JeC t. lucrcast:11 Jc,u,mJ for bcjt.:hes resulting In•• a,IJcJ 
rcsiJent population gcnt:rnt.:J by thi, )lroj.:ct would n:11111re 
i,xp,ms1011 of puhlic head, park fa.:l11t1cs rn or aruunJ the 
1•rujt.-ct sitc. 111u proJ.:ct should Ii,: coordinatcJ with the 
a1•pro11riatu Statc a111I County a11c11de, r,:l;il ivc tu Jcv.:lul'Lnll, 
shurclim: n:i:rcatiunal Ol'(k>rtunitlt:s to 11ect the 111.:r.:;,scJ 
Jewand a:.:11cr.1too by thc proJ .. -ct . 

r-, r-, r"1 c::J c:::::J c::J c:::i c::l c:::J 0 

Mr . :.iJm.:y Fuke 
Page l 
July IU, 1!1111 

lli~u,r,c llesuurces {V•3S to V-411 

tl>I l'o I icy: 

l'rotoct, preserve, and, where Jesin1ble, rc:ston: thest natural 
and lllall-maJe historic and pre-historic ri,sourccs in the coastal 
zoue 111,ma11e11,mt urea that are significant in lbwalian and 
Aaer1can history and culture. 

Comit:nt: 

Since: the kaiholena site is scheduled for development in tht: 
first phase of the 20 -year developutent schtldule, an inti:nsive 
archacological survey w-o1s perfo""'d• which showed an abWldance 
o f significant archaeological resource.s in tho: projt...:t area. 
1ht: developer should continue to consult with tht: State Pepart• 
ment of LanJ and Natural Resources llistoric Pr.:si:rvation Office 
t o ensurt that the: project is desi11ncJ to rres.:rve individual 
s ites and grouplng5 of archaeological ro:sou,ces and t o perform 
research and salvage e1cavatlons wl1ere arrropriate. Rcso=arch 
and salvagc shoulJ be perfo.--1 as appropriate, and similar 
archac:ological resoorce mapping should be Jone for the 
remaining parcels prior to the de5lgn phase-s of t lleso: ~rtions 
of the project. 

Scenle anJ Upc:o SNce Resoun:,:s (V-.U. VJ - 11) 

1..'ZM Poi icy: 

c::::J 

l'roteet, prc5ervi:, and wl1er,• desirable, restore or i11provu the 
quality of coastal scenic and open s11ac.: resuun:es , 

eo.w.e n t : 

c::J 

1110: proJtict site b noti:d for its natural featur.is, consisth 1g 
of vast open grasslands and scattc:ral k1awc . As stjted in the 
lilS, the proposed project would tra115form at h,ast a 5-kilo­
meter stretch of the North Kohala coast frw a natural to a 
man•lll3de char.icter. The secondary urbanizat ion impacts woulJ 
further alter natural landfo~ aml c:xistiui: public vio:ws. Tho: 
makai parcels, which fall within the llawaii County Special 
Manage11ent Area, lnclttde oc..an views. The 1:IS stat.,s, "Open 
space lllong the shoreline would be preserved, hut since this 
resort is coastal dependent It cannot he locato:J entirely out­
side the srectill "bnage111cnt Ar.:a." {V1-ll) It is not clear 
that th.: projc:ct is coastal-dependc:nt . Although th" portion of 
tho: projt.-ct consistin11 of 1,500 hotel rooms for visitors con· 
stitutes resort develoi-,nt, thi: bulk of thu rroject consblu 
of 3,200 mc:diiu-density condominha ,1part111ents and SUU s111gle 
family h01Dcs ap(l,lrently for rc:sid.:ntial use o1nd coamerclal 
di,vi:lopmcnt :terving both thi: ,.,s,Ji:ntial unJ visitor 

C::J t:::::) c:J c;:) c:::J ~ ---
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~Ir. S1J11,:f l'u~.: 
l'Jlll! l . 
July Ill, l ••~I 

1,ortluns of the 11r.,j,:ct. Uvc,·.,11, u, .. r., is m, J1Jr•11cu1 
cuntlict with CZ>I pc,llcy tu ,:ncuur,1.ic inlmhl l....:.1ti J11 111 11011-
co.ist,11 ,l.:1..,11Jc11t stna:turL• · ·r,.~ 1.1r1,,.u,i~.1.t1u11 ,,f ,11:ri,ult111·,11 
land Jiu1111 th.: l.awJihJe•H1huku11a ru.ul1.ay Jill..,.., .• to cunl I ict 
with .StJtc l,mJ us e: 1-'Ulicy lu rustrlct ho.1••11~ a11J '""'"" 
,levulol""k=nt to cxisti1111 urho111 Jbtrkts. .Sim:,: Chu lo111d pl<r· 
n ·l~ uro, m,11•-:unti1111uus, with lari:e S1,,ti:•uw11c:,I p.,n:,ds h,:tw..:cu 
the10, this woulJ aJJ tu tilt: scauc:rL.J ,h:v.:lu11111cnt i:ffcct r,f th.: 
prupos,:J projL-Ct ,,r,J in.:r.:.asu the: utit:ct on 11:UJJI i 1.i,u11ty's 
vah•1hl.: scenic Jlkl up.:n sv,u:c resourc.:s. 

c,.,scal l:~usyskms {V-33
1
.Hl 

1:.!M l'ul ii:f: 

l'rutc:ct vulwht.: .:cu:.)'st..u.s fru.a d1.rupuoo JIiii m1111111120: 
atlv.,,is., ir"l)il.::ts on ,111 CuJStal t:Cosystc;111i. 

t:0.J. ... !11[ : 

IH rcc1 iru11Jcts on n.:.1ril)' .:OJstul ccosysh .. us can tn: 1u ti i:ah:J L:, 
c.,rciul 1l,:si1111 at th.: 1irojc.:t. Un th..: othur h,,uJ, It •~ not 
.::lc:ar thJt ... ..:omJJry urli,11ti~af1011 UlljlJ.:ts UII COJ•tJl .:~US)'Slclo 
CJII 1,,: 1atl<.,11oatc:ly ,.lti~JtL-J. .Sine<: tha fuur uul.JI µ.1rc.:ls ,,r.: 
l,1<:,tt<.'u i11 tllo: .Sjk.-.:1:il H111Jgo:,oi.lut Ar.:a, th.s s.:i:,.,J.u·y i:ru..-th 
in•luc;:.I ny the: vroj.:ct sl\OUltl be 11dJru~seJ rcl.ativ.: tu ,;,1,1Ula• 
tivu uff .. -.:ts 011 .:ua,;tal .:cusyst.i111:1 ;,nJ WJt.:r 11ua1ity l'r!.1111 st.:in~ 
rnno1 f, s .. ...-,,g1: Jispos:it, 1'<'troch1?111k,1ts, etc. 

l:conwt.: Uses lVI-IIJ 

C:,:11 l'ull..:)' : 

1'1·ov itl<: l"•hlk or pravat.: fa.:1llt i us JnJ llnpruv, ..... uts ;,..,.,rtJur 
tu the !;tat.:'s .:c1111u1)' in sult:ihli: locathln~. 

Co,,11.:nt: 

TI1.: nc.r run .i•hllug visitor h11t11stry fJcllitic5 '"" 111 :,,,11IJ 
~uh.ala. Toe •L1h11kun.a kc:surt projL-.:t w011lil h.: loc.rtr.:tl un 1~•S· 
l11r.: lanJ l.icl.:ln[l ul,;tl1111 infrastructure for o.ut.:r su1~•ly an:J 
~cw.age Jispunl as .,.,:II as 11ovcrn111o:11t :.crvlcus to acct.,11oud,1tu 
i:ro11th (ho!o,•llals, schuul:., poll.:.:, fin:, cti:. J. 5 111.,., the 
l'flli'OSL'1i !otJ 111kon,1 Kesurt would i:.eu.:rato: nc.arly l rall lton i:al• 
lous IIUr J.,y of s.:wai;u r•~1uirln11 Jl s1w1sal :.,<; ucll as s.:i:uoJary 
!,t.-wa~u d1s110wl nueds, the !ocwagu dispo:1.il syslCIII :.houlJ bu 
JasCu!,seJ In ut0re tlut.1ll. 1,,., scuJi:.: syst""' pro1._1,c:,I involves 
,lls11osal uf trc .. u:J si:o.J11c "1•r1wrily" for 11ult courst: irrti:a· 
ttun, .. 1th ,urplu~ !>.:waJle lo Ile •lt!o1,o~.:J throui;h lnJ1.-.:tluc1 
wi:H!,. ShuulJ lt he Jt:t.:111>!11.:d in the d1:s1i:11 plusc 

Mr. Sidney Fuke 
Page 4 
July 10, l!l81 

that an ocean outfall is requlrild to dispose of sewaae, a per­
■it would be required l.lldor the Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act of 197Z as 11ell as a Federal consistency deter■lnation in 
accordance wl th the Coastal Zone Manaaeaent Act of 1972. 

General C-nt 

1110 draft l!IS points out that tho proposed devoloi-it wll l require 
a district boundary -..-nt. 1"-ver, paae V1•6, Inaccurately states that 
rc:classiflcation requests are noraially soupt after an appropriate Ganoral 
Plllll desipation ls obtained. <m the contrary, 110st district boundary ~­
...,ll petitions are souJlht l!!!!!!!!, a General Plan uendaent. 

Thank you for the opportmity to review and coaent on this l!lS • 

~ 
Hldeto lono 

cc: "'hultona Properties 
c/o Belt, Collins~ Associates 

Office of fnvlr01-1tal ~lity Control 

.... -....___-..... 
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Belt, Collins & Associates 
A Ji\U k tft ... r Lyu11 AiitodJh..... 11\\:orpor.akJ 
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Hr . HaJ~to Kuno, Director 
O<:pl. of 1'l ■nu1n1 ■nd t:cue1u•ic 

Devel al"""nt 
Stale of Hawaii 
P.O. Bu• 2359 
Hunalulu, Hawaii 96B04 

Dur Hr . Kono : 

Au1uol 21 , 1!181 
IIIAC• l471 

Env l , on...,ntal l■p■ct State11ent for ch,. l'ropoud 
Mahukon■ auurt Project, Hurth Kuhala 1 Hawaii 

a .. cauoe B"lt, Cull 1110 , AHoci■t•a prcpar• d the t:nvirun■ental l■pa..- t 
St■ te■enl (EIS) fur th" prapoud Hahukun■ Ruurt proj■«, a cupy o f yuur July 
10, 1981 lcttl!r ( lluf.,nnce N-bcr 3356) to the Hawa i I County Planni n1 
D~p•rt■ent r1tiarJina t.h.: docuacnt v•• furwarJed to ue fo r • r vapun•4' · We 
■ppreciatl! th• u,.., yuu and your •uU ■pent nvi .. win& the t:IS and pr.,p■rin& 
yuur c o-.cnt■ .. The ru■aiuJ~r of thi• httt-=r re•pond .. 10 the: l ••u•• yo" rai.a·1td 
on a point- by-point bati • . 

••~reatioaal le•ourc•~ 

Aa nute d in your telle r, public nc;natlon■I uoe of th" propou d r .. ort i• 
pre■~ntlJ cunatr• i nuJ becau•~ of lll.c li.■iutd ace-=•• that i.a •vaa labl•. 
s~v1:ra l jettp trail• .:: •i■ t and are uaed by l ocal re111h11:nt• , but th1:y ..,..l. 
trc•p••• on pri vate 11roperty to do ao. The propua1u1 n11urt would 1ncr.:a •c 
acceaaibality •nd, tho.re fore, the potent ial fur bc11• f1c ial u1e by m•luog it 
ea■i.:r for the publ ac t o reach the coaatlin1h At thu ••'" t1ae: , at would 
alter the character u[ th.: 1hort!:line e•p.:ri enc.e: by increa1111ing the numbt!r anJ 
typo of p~opl• win, uae it. It i• worth • ut i n11 that th"'" chan11u would affect 
uot Ol'tly tl1e frontavc of tho rc=aurt a1te ,ta.:11, but •l•o t he ahocwli. nra 
(runtana the: parcel11 adJ•c cnl t~ the four propc:rti.::• winch the M-hukona lht• ort 
vould oe<upy . 

t h• EIS acknuw\cdg,c • t bt! fact lhat the reaidttnta and v11i to1"a whu would bae 
attract•d t i> the .,,.. by both so.,u, loh•l• reaort• and the propo••d H~hukon a 
ih::■urt 111dl i.ncr.ra 1c th~ need (or- publ i c rticr.:ath,n■ l artt•• (aec , fur 1u»mpl1!, 
paau V- 6 S throuir,h V-89 ). Hahukona Propert i "" 1nt.,nd• tu work ,nth public 
agenci e:1 tu i.n■urc th•t t ltc rec r.:ati.onal ncc:da o( pei-,une •••uc iatt:J v,th th~ 
project Mre 1d1:quatcly ■11!-t . Hevcrthele••• tlu: chan1d• wi l l be .-crC\?lV~J •• 
•dttrew by ■u■n nuident• ~ 

~-... •-'•' •-....-• .,._,.11 ... , _,LI ....... . •--ll t.--.t, a.,-..w1► 1.~t-~t'\vJ....,,..._ .............. Vwtt4 J,i '--.. .-,v, • ........., 
Y.-,.,_I ..... L. .... ._.J~ Al ... •~••r•,r· ........... _.')(. l"--1......Ull l.~l-.....,U:. 11-~U•-.IU I.&.. IM-6.t.-'..A'-l ._...__ 
t.h.h.rt I 1-,..., .. , .. , 11. .... t ~ .. 11.-. ..... .,, _ _,,,....., r .... , f l''Mr 

Hr . H1J~to Kono, Director 
Au1u•t 27, 1981 
Pa&" Two 

ijlataric le■ourcca 

Hah"kon.a ProP4=rt:iea h11 e:apre•aed it• intent i on to coQtinue to conault with 
the State D•p•rtaent of Land and Natural lle■ourcea• Hiatoric Pre■nvation 

Off i ce and to •eek It• approval for ■ltiaation -••urc• ataed at protectina 
the uu'1 1i1nificant uchaeoloaical reaourcu , Additional ourvey vorlr 
will be conducted on it1 propertie• within lhe ahupua ' a of La■■ loloa, 

Kaupalaoa, and ~•hen■ 2 before any developaent activ,t ie1 are beaun on the■• 

Scenic pd _.!!!!.!...§!.a_cll IHOll_!Cea 

A• 1tated 1n the EIS, the aediua-denait:, apart-"t unit• that ar<r propoaod u 
p■r t of ti,■ proj•ct ace ruort- orienud, i.e. , they wauld b.. 11Hd lar1ely b:, 
tuno l ents in auch the •- ■■IMler n hotel roo■o (aee, for euaple, pair,e 
U-S). Becau1e of thia, tha:, do dsrhe auch of their val .. e froa a cout■ l 
locat ion . 

lt i1 alao worth notin& that half of the project area ia aauka of the Ako11i 
Pule Hi11hway (ace P•I• 11-1), i .e., ia aoro than one• half mile froa the 
ahou U n~. lt h not clear th■t tho CZH policie• are intended to di•cOura11e 
"non-coa■tal d•pendent" devetop■ent tr .. area■ ao fat re■oved tr .. the water 
~ that JevelopMnt app•ared likely to have aubotant ial adverae i■p1ct 01 
i■portant coaatal ar• ao . llea .. lt• of the analyau reported in t he EIS indl cat• 
that no auch adver.., effect■ would occur , 

Th• land in and aruund the H•h .. kona leaort ■ice ia d■ugnated for a&ri cultural 
u•c on the Hawaii county General Pl■n ■nd h in t he St,ate Land Uae Co.­
■i ■aion• ■ Agriculture D,•trict. Huvever, •• poiutitd out io l he diacu••ion oa 
pa1ea VU- 2 throusb Vll- l and ehevhere in the nport, th• eatre .. ly low 
agricultural productivi ty of the 1oil ■aku tl1ia u■e i■pracc ical. 

It io not clear what the 1ource h for your otateaont that it io " .•• State 
land u1e policy to reatrict hou1in& and reourt dcveloi-nt to e1iatin11 urban 
di1t6 ict1." Section 2• 2(1) uf the State of Hawaii I.and Use co-iuioo State 
I.and Uae Diotrict le&uhciona ••tabli1hu 1taadard1 for detenai nina Urba11 
Di1tr i ct Boundarlea. They 1tatc theta 

"Jn dut•ral nin1 urban arovtb for the neat ten year■, or in ••cndi oa 
tho boundary, lanJo contiguou1 with e1utin11 urban ■r., .. •hall be 
aivcn ~ (■:, o■phaai1) conoideration than non•canti1uouo land1, 
and particularly when indicated ,for future urban u.,. on State or 
Co1,u,ty C~aeral Plane ... 

Wh i le thie policy ........ u a preference for cont i auo .. a deve lop■ent, all other 
llun111 b.,in1 eq .. al I it ia by 110 aean1 abaolutll , and the regulation, co11uin 
11uaero u1 other p•••aae• which the c-i•aion could u•• cu juatif:, urbaniaa­
tion of the aite . 
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Hr. HuJcto lCono• Dircl!lOI" 
Aui;uot 27, 1981 
l'aK" Three 

............ -

The fact. that the parc1:l1 propo■cJ for '1tsv11lop.MSnt an:: 11on- cunlilli.1otut Jgca 
rc•ult in th-= urbcmiz.ution e:111.tendin1, over ,11 11,reatt.!r di.11t•nce than it it wen~ 
c,mct!ntr111tcJ. Thi• i• the rc11ult uf the l•nd ownt!'rMhip pattern anJ the 1111cale 
tJ( the prupo•cJ l'rujt:ct. If the ai ~I! of the project wert! rt:Juct!d •nJ/tJr a 
11111d eac:h•1'11't: 11.-ran11:J th .. t would conaolidate the 1-tmf, 1 ■ore clficicnt land 
u■t: pattetn would rt.!ault which vuuld have fewer i ■pa~t• on up11u1 »pMcc anJ 
■c.amic reauun:ea. 

Coaatal ico•.l_•t"•• 

Your ob11erv111tlon that direct i■pacta on muuby C.o411t•l ecu•yateN• C.tnl Lac 
■lli~•ttuJ by carchd Jeai&n of the project ■atche■ our uwn cunclu■ ions. On 
paic V-21, thl! ~IS point• out that •~conl.lary gruwth IL~uerutdJ by r ~»tJrt­
Ct!lat~d 1!1111plo~nt alau h•• th- puteutidl for affcc:tlnx tb-.,: marim: 1tnYiron-
1D\!Ut. Uowt=Vl!r I it ~l•o note• that th~ al,1111tnc41 of ,ny k11owl-,:d.g1: n:t•rding th-,: 
~•i.tct locatiuu o( tlli1 11:condary i:rowth, it• phyeic■ I \dyLu1t, lht: nature of 
the stor■ drMlnagl!' fac.ilitica which at wuu)d utili.z.-e• anal otlu~r t'.actorw that 
wo&Jhl det1:1·■int: it• impact•, 11111k~• it i■po11ible to alit1C1.11a tbt:11! conc~rn• at 
thi• ti•"• 

Tile EIS di11c.1.uuc1 the au.:unJ•ry growth that thv propusuJ H .. lu1kona Jcesort wuolJ 
t;,t!Ul!rutu iu conaiJen1blu detail. Huwdvcrt b,r:fora:= thi• acrowth can actuully 
occur, it will bl! na,cca11ary fol" pro■pec.tive dcv.:lopdrs to obt"in nu ... u:ro"• 
po:rmiu anJ lunJ u•e appruvMh fr- Stele 111J County •K•rncio. Can:(ul review 
of the1e: aeconJ.ary develop.cut propo•al1 will be COllduc.ted at th"t timl!. 
Tlauac which \,louhl n111ult in ttm1cct#:pt•bh: adver1e i11pact11 need not be Apf'nJYl!J. 
Takt!n to an c•crc..e, the refu1u11l to 1rant the Approval ■ n1::c~••11ry to 5't:r•it 
11econJary grovtht p,1u·ticul ■rly l.ouein1, vo11ld eventually l iaai l the labur 
force avail•lJlt: to thv n:»ort•. Thi11, in turn, woulJ tuna: th~11 to .::urt.ail 
ttusil" d ....... ion plan». 111 ahort, while ■ IM.lre •peci.fic di111cu:1siou of imp•cta 
o,, coastal W•tera i» i•po1•iblc ■t thia ti.CM::, exi1tin1 cuntro l• pruvil.le 
•aaurancc that unacce .. table adverat: effii!:~ta lro• this woucca:= c an b~ pr~ .... 
v1:nted. 

Econ011ic U■ea 

Tt,e Nurth MUJ Suuth kuhala District• ■re wti 11 • t1p4rt1cly pupulutcJ, a"ri­
cultuC"ally oricnteJ •rca. Until coi111•tal rc•urt J..:vc-lopmcnt• b,:gau to bl! 
propo1eJ for Soulh Kohah ""rly in the 19b0a, th• coutal n•a haJ " very 
••1111 popul,ution und no a1i1Lnificaut l!Conomic aci:ivaty. TI1t! Hauna ti:ca ilSeach 
Hott!!l co■l'lca, the H•una Lani ke1ort, .11nd thl! Waikoloa Bl!ach kc11urt have 1i1l l 
been c111rved uut of an arid r1q,lun whu•~ primary o.».11ct• .-rv • great Jc.-l uf 
■un•hhlt:" imJ. .u bttttl9lifa,l oc11,n. The devclopcl'• of thu11c rcaorta, logcll1c1" 
vi th 5lalt!: aud Cuu11ty og-=nc ie•, lu,va:: he4 to build virtually a,verything that 
uow cai •t•--Quccn K■ 1 ,d1wattnu Hillhway, water 1111yatc■1, jet aiq•ort, int~r1u1l 
roadway•, ator• JrJ i uugu- •tructur.:•, power line•• »ewage collucti.ou . treat ­
•~nt, anJ di. .1a,011al {ac il1tie•, anJ the rc•t- Th~ dte:Vt!lu1Jt!T uf the H.,.hu"-una 
Weaort will All ■o h1.1ve tu provide all the ncce-11aary on-,utc infra•tructur~, •• 
well•• a wotl!r ~uur~~ . 

Hr. Hideto Kuno, Diiecto~ 
Auguat 27, 1981 
Page Fuut 

1·t1e EIS &:ontaina di1cua1iona of the propo1ed on-1ite ■ew~rage ■y1te■ on p1ge1 
Y~64 thruugh Y-11, ll- 8 throu11h ll- 9, and ehewher•. It otatu th•t I private 
u~ond4ry tre•taent tacility utin1 aolf couue irrigation for effluent di■-
poaal 1'0uld be uaed. (Diopooal well• would be uHJ _only u a back-up when the 
irri11■tiu11 •Y•te■ ia not functionina and duri111 the r•lativdy ran rainy 
pl!lri.oJa when 1olf cour•e irriaation ia not (1:1a•ible.} nu~ •n■ly•i• vae 
carri•d aufficiently tar for u■ t<1 concluJ• that it will be pouible to 
provide • level of treat-nt conahtent with State anJ F .. deul require-nt•• 
D"Lerainotio11 of the apecific piece• of equipment that will be uaed to attain 
thi• goal wi.11 requirM • detailed and capon•,v• eagineecln1 ■tud7.. Such a 
atlldy i• not ju■tiHed until there h • ...., ■uurance th•t the c<1ncept of a 
reaurt project on the H1hukon11 aite ii acceptable lo State •nd County planning 
•1~ncic•. Hence, lt i• not AUt••lly unclertalum until appropriate Cener•l Plan 
.ond State Land Uae duignation• have been obtained . A ildail"d eovironaent■ l 
•••e• .. llknt/!IS will be prepared for the •~wer•g~ fac.iliti~• when deai1a wul'k 
for ti,.,. ia unJerway. 

We unJcr1tanJ that uae of an ocean outfall would require • permit under the 
F•d.,ral Water Pollution Control Act of 1972 ••well•• a Yederal con■ iateacy 
determinitt ion in accordance vi tb the Coa■tal Zone Han11i:.,...,nl Act o( 1912. At 
pr.,Hnt it •e..,... hiahly unlikdy that AQ out(■tl would be "•ployed. Should 
one b" n•c•••■ry, ■11 per■lt require-ala would be (olluwed. 

C:..aeral c-nt 

Wh"n th" St.ote Land U■e Law wu hnt put into .. ffec:t, it wu the cu■l- for 
developen to .. .,._ ru,ceu1&ry State Land U■e Dindct buu11dary ,1..,11dae11u 
befor" applyin1 for the duito:d Cenerd Plan de11i1nation. Slnce 1916, hov­
e-ver, lh~ State Land U■e Cu.aia•ion has 1iven County de•irea •• t!/:&preaaed i.a 
thdr Co:neral Plana • 1rut d .. l .,f wei1ht in d•Cldin11 whdh•r ur nut to 1raot 
Urban Dtotrict boundary chanau. lo viev of thi• ■nil th" fact that tho, ti■e 
hudr;on of th" ll■vaii County Co,neral Phn i• twenty yean (veuu■ the ten u.cd 
by the State Land UH co-luioo in eatabliahing iu the LanJ U•• Dhttict 
boundaril!a) there i• an increa1in1 tend~ncy (or d.:velopt:ra to a.:ek County 
aupport (or their project■ through th" c .. n .. r.ol Pl.011 •-11d-11t prucua before 
puuuin11 udiatrictin& froeo the Stata Land U■e Co-iuion. 

Thank you for ygur co-nu. II there h any 1Jditiu11al infon .. tion that we 
••Y provide, pleue hne 011" of your •taff .e■b"n call .., at 521- 53111. 

PJW111h• 
cc1 HMhuk.ona l'ropertie• 

~•rely, .w~ 
~!. 

UKwaii County Planning D"p•rtment 
~nviron-nt■ l Quality co-ia■ion 

-
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STATE OF HAWAII 

u1, ... ,._,lNJ Of ~ ... , !1-l NwtC..t.l AHD IIOU:Mr-tt. 
HAWAII H0U51NG AUTHORITY 

, Q ....... ''"' 
ftOlilOf.utU. ,...,.,,..,,1 ..,.,, 

July 2l, 1981 

l' lunnini: llcpartm1mt 
County of llawa ii 
ZS Aupuni Str.,et 
llilo, Hawa ii 96720 

t.en t l e ,nen : 

SubJ cc t ~ ~lahukona Resort 
Environment Impact Statement 

~wt~ 11 nv1:t [] 
.II II ~ 'I l!lill 

1111. tJlllil> r. mumm 
f'AUl .& IOW 

...... .... ...... u .... 

..... " ........ 
•~ 4· 105/ZUIIU 

We huve revle wuJ the request for ~o~ments on the i uhj ecl 
proj.:: c t anJ offor thi: followini: coinment : 

Because of the size of th,: projected resort develo p · 
ll!!Cllt a ud h ck of affordable housing ill the l\ohula 
arua. 1t is c xcr e111ely important that pr ovis ions for 
employue hous int: 1,u mad 11 man Ju tory 10th the proposed 
11rojcct. 

Thank you fo r thu op11ortunity to comment on this ,natter. 

cc : 

Sinci:rely, ~-- ~ • .,.,./ ,,; t1 ··/,... __ 
...... .t.,,a..,,,.I' _ / 

l'AUL A . TOM 
Ex.,~ucive niructor 

l~SIJ 
)l.ihul..01111 l'ropc rtlc~ 

hj~ 
'UPD 

Belt, Collins & Associates 
A J .ivi!.IOA uf I.yon Abre:11,·&.11 .. ~ rn,orpur.alcJ 
tu~•,i~.-, .... l •&..ntH.'~!t- .. ·-"•.Jtt." .. ~ Antul,.._b • A••h1h.., h 

-...t~•u•-•l.lr,,t, ro1 ... ._. ... ,...._.......n, .... 11i , .... ..._ ....... ,h .,11., 1,a..,1.t"ih1, u 

Hr . ~•ul A. Toe 
lx~cutive Di~~ctor 
D.:pt ;o. of Social S~rvice• 6i Hou.111ng 
llaw~u lluuu ng Authority 
P.O. Bux 17901 
llunolulu, llawai.i , 6~'1 

u .. ar Hr . To1n 

1::nVLronaental l10pact Stat1t..,nt for t h" Prupll<ied 
!t•fillltuna keaurt Pr u i .,ct 1 Horth Kohala, llawail 

Auguat 27, 1981 
IIIAC• l452 

6ec auao> Bdt, Co l lina 6 Aaaoci atu prepar"d U,e t:nvirunmental Impact 
S tate1A1t11t (EIS) for the Hahukona Reaort projcct, • copy .,f your July 21, 1981 
l"tt"r ( r donmce nuabe r 4-105/1000) to the llavai i County Phoning O..parta,mt 
cont.crning that projeic:t ha■ b~en forwar ded to ~•• The :i ••ue rai•ed in your 
c.o..-c:nt i a addr-ea•1:d b~ low. 

A• n,,c.,.i in th1t llouaia1 Coete eubnction uf the t:IS (pai:e IV• )9), aupplying 
•fturd•blot houaing fur r"1urt worktou in the an,a vii I b" a d1ff1cult and 
cha I len11,1ng uak. Hea111rea which ,uy help 11iti11ue tho prubl"m are ducuucd 
on Pl'• JV-41 and lV-41. Thvy i nclude auch thing• u auurin11, ouffici.,nl land 
with o1ppropriat:tt &onin1 ia avai l able, r ctlaaing County J~vtdopllk:Rt atand•rd ■ 
to l"'w.:r ~o•t• for de:valopera of low ... and •0J-.,:rete- cu111t unit,, and expanding 
goY~rnac!RL&l houaing •••iatence progr&as for l1u111eowneer1 ( Hula Ha", 
Oppo r tunily Allowance ProKr••• etc , ) and taK relief mea•ur .. a. 

Th" 11,.,,.,, 1 Cvunt7 General Plan (page !IS) atipulat~ • that "empluyee houung 
1ha l I be provided • t • •axi111.1111. r a do of on• employe• unlt to cv.,ry two hut d 
u ni tt1 bui. lt... lt goea on to indicate tl••t the: ea•ct uuml,cr of ~mploy~e 
houaln¥ unit• that will be r11qui r ed in any 11, i.veu 1o•tanc 11 i 11 lo btt det~nained 
0 1.iy an analy1i1 of hou•ina nc•d• or 11ach d i •trict or rcl.a.tlv~ ar-ea. 11 Ba■~LI on 
thi• c.,ncul Plan requirement, tlu, Hawail County Plan11i1111, U•part...,nt has made 
tht! pr-oVhtion of empJoy~e h,na1in11, a co,uhtaon of approv•t h•r 1Uny of the 
n:»url re.zuuin1 applic.atiuna on which it ha, act~J. B•11t~d on thia hi•toric.al 
rccorJ and on lnfor1UI cunver■ati.ona with the Planni ng Uvp.ar tac,nt •taff, ,t 
app••r• likely that an empt oyoe houeing roquirc..,nt would b .. attached to any 
•on1n11 appr o .. l that i.a 11ranto,oi for the Habukona lle •ort . llowev .. r , t h• 
Plan~ini; Dcpartmcnt, l'lann1ng Co-iuion, and County Cuunc1l viii ulti,utely 
d1:c1J~ th1a qu~1tiont and Jou •huuld ,c:ont i nu.: to makt:: you£ vil!:WJI kuown to 
the-. 

f\- ...,L,...JAc._ ........ ~ --• ... ,._. .., 11 ... ...., • • ....,, ••- I• M...t.......,,t l - t'Mr 1oV.1, ...... ,.n1, 1, t---i•v-, ... •• c-J."""' ■1.u.,.. 
v ........ t ................ ,. -''--•-•n-, ~ ,.,n ... "a. .. sc l Wl'--'Jll l '....,. l -.....J t 1&.n-•ltJ ... .,J11 , ..... . .. _...-...A ..... t .... _._ 
M-.tw..t I 1...,...-to.-,. ,._._~ f N.A., t ai-.-. ,- 1•~•- ,..,,, I WM, 

,.....--, ....---. - -- --"" - - ~ -=---=r ~ 55 -- -- - ~ ~ ~--
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JUL Z 11• 

Hr. Sidn•Y rllk., Dlr•otor 
Pla11nin9 Dllpartaent 
County of Hawaii 
15 Aupun1 Str•at 
Ullo, Uawa11 9,730 

O.ar Nr, r'uk•• 

i:llvirolllllADtal t,apaot at•t-t 
Hahultona Reaort, uort.b ltobala, Uava11 

Thank you for t.lw opfOrtunlty to oo-nt OD tb• allbj•ot 
uavironuntal iapaot atat.-nt. 

wa have ravir.ted tba allbjeot report and ■11g11aat the 
following ob&ngaa, 

1 . 

J . 

J. 

Charu,aliaed interaa'1tion witb aoo•l•r•tion-d•o•l•r­
at1on and l•ft-tua ■tor•w• lu•• would b• requir•d• 
8tr•at l1gbt■ wo1114 alao !le raqulrad CII-5), 

sa■411NAt■ are not required for prlv•t• lin• oroaa­
inga. Prlvat• utility lin•■ ar• alao not allow•4 
lonq1tu41nally wlthb tb• highway rlgbt-of-way 
(ll- 9), 

11.ealig.....nt of roadway• ■bo11ld not ba con•id•r•d 
•• a •lt 111atlon --•ur• for by-pa■■ing th• propoaad 
urlAA ar••• unl••• tba coat ia born• by th• 
d•veloper IV-lt). 

.. 

Vary tE"Ul)' your■, . .. • ~ • 

c~, Afahukona Prop•rti•• 
OEQC 

r--, r---' r- c::} 

JP /). /J, ll· f. 
1ul_::1.fi-.-;. t, r~•._1,-i ~11411,,,.,, . .:... 

ayo'1ob1 H1ga■h4onna 
Dlractor of Tr&11aportatlon 

c:::l c::) c::J r:::::, ~ c:::J 

dj~ 
'-\IIU 

Belt, Collins & Associates 
A divisn>n uf l.yun A.socut.._ lnrnrpu"l~J 
t::.1,u,ttr• • l'a.nm:n + Li~~ AnM«lt "' An .. h,1rr1• 

~•1o.-,a..--~ ,o•-•-•~m...,111...,,.._,..,u1-u., , .. .,,.,,u1t1u 
Auau■t 21, 1981 

SIAC- 141,4 

Dr. iyokichi Hi111hiona1 
Director, llepartaent of Tranoporl ati"" 
State of Hawoii 
869 Punchbowl Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 9681) 

~ear Dr. H1ga1- ionna; 

Envi raoaeotal l■pact Stateaent for the Propooed 
H•hukona lt!11ort Proiectt North ICoh•l•a Uawait 

Becauoe llelt, Collini , Auociatea prepared the Enviro,-ntal l■p■ct 
St1teaent (EIS) for the propaaed Hahukona Rc■ort project, the Hawaii County 
Planning Department hu forwarded • copy of your July 27, IHI letter 
(reference No. STP 8.7469) r■a••ding the dacu■ent. Point-by-paint re1poo1e1 
to y01n co.aent• ar-,e pr-e:•eoted belov. 

I. The dhcuuion of "Acc■11" pr1aented on page II-~ of th• EIS ha1 been 

l. 

). 

ch■nged i n re1pon1e to your c.....,nt1 to read a1 follow1t 

Acccu to each of the puce.le fro■ Akoni Pule Highway would be 
li■itod to one roadway (po11ibly two for tha large■ t parcel ■). 
The acce1• point& for aauka and aakai parcel• 1n each ahupua'a 
would be oppo1lt• one another, end each pair would be • ■iniau■ 
of l,~00 feet apart . Channeli&ed inteuection■ with 
acceler ation/deceleration and left-turn •tor•K• l1ne1 woulJ be 
provided, 6tfeet li&ht• would al•o be provided aa nece11ary. 
lnternal ro1dway1 would be to County atandard• • 

The reference to eueaenta acroH Akoni Pule Highway h11 beo,11 deleto,d 1 

and the revi1ed EIS notu that an e•••-nt would bo, r .. quJ ro,d fr .. the 
Sta~e of Haw .. ii, owno,r of th" la11d 1;,parating th" uriou1 parco,h that 
■■ke up the H1hukona le ■ort. 

Th• bep1naent'1 po1ition with re11ard to hi11hway realianaent u a 
•itigation ■e11ure i• clear. n,e fallowing atat•...,nt haa been added at 
the batto■ of page V-141 

,..,..,..., . .... ~,wn,-.1 a.1.P..&U • .,....,,._.,l l,-.a.r .. ,,__,F C.-.r-at' W_.,~I, f.-.,bV..w.-, f• C-..,_W ■,..ar,. 
V.-.J.-nl .._,.._..,._.t~A ... t.a-,.,,_-,tr,A&""I.AIJe.SCl-._n-.lr.lUO-.,t.:~t.l .......... EJ-MUtt-kt,,_,.~...._'l'W-.... 
M.h.d,J 1..---•ck c. n.- F NMW'.IL nw-., t~"•· ''""1 I WW. 
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Ur. llyoldchi lli g- ■hionna 
A"ll"•t 21, 1981 
P•11" Twu 

c:J c::J c:J c:l 

Th• Stote Oepartaent of Tranaportat ion hu •tated that the co•t of 
real i.1ni n1 roadway• wot1ld have to b• borne by the Jev1:lopttr in unler 
tu be conald .. red an acceptable ■iti11atio11 ■eHuro,. 

Thank you for the ti- you and your •Uft apent revle.,i1111 the d .. c ..... nt. If 
any additional i11fur■atlun ia needt:d, pl,o-■e call ■e at 521-5)61. 

PJM:gha 
ccs H•h~kon■ Prope~tiea 

<QSincenly, • w~ 
t)~, .. 

Hawai i County Plannin11 Dep~rt■t:nt 
Envirun■ental Qual i ty c .... iaai o11 

c.:::::r..,, -=.::..--
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1111. ( :llllMS t mo111111 C,IGM.t. ft. AIUrotHII --
STATE OF HAWAII 

OFFICII OF liN\/1-AL QU.O.LITY CONTROL 
&Mltw ............... IT, 

Sidney 1:uke, Iii rector 
Planulng Jlcpartmcnt 
Count~ of llawaii 
25 Aupuni Street 
llilo, Hawaii 96720 

........ 
MOlre;IIUt,..,_ .... 4" .... 11 

July ZZ, 1!181 

SUIIJl:CT! linvi ron,qenta I Jm11 act Stute1nent for ~lahukona Resort 

lleur ~tr. 1:ukc : 

We huvc reviewed thll subject state111cnt and offer the 
following c onments: , 

Ilse o f State I.ands . 

HUruotet ..a. 
IU161111 

1.arce p1-1rce)s of state owned lunds lie in between the 
p r o11osed 1•roject 1 s p11rccls. We note that the 1:1S pruparation 
notico SIDies that use of the state owned parcels would be 
soucht by the IIJIJllicant. llowever, we find no d i scussion of 
this topic in the s t a tement . Any proposed use of statc land 
would nece ssitate further compliance with Cha pter 34 3, llllS 
when the 11p1•lic1111ts requests such use froPI the DepurtPlllllt of 
l.aod and Natura) Res ources. 

I'. Jl · 7. 

Jt appears that two 150 -unit resort hotels arc being 
proposed on the smaller parcel s . This appears to conflict 
with the stat1>mc n t (p . VJJ · 3) that " . • • the minimum efficient 
s h e is now 5et by hote l operators i n tlu: 300- to 500 • room 
range . " Also the acreage to be devoted to golf cour 3e ~ 
and the parce ls whicl1 are hvohe d ~hould be s Sio1111. 

11
• 11 · 8 . 

The l ~ndoi,ners 11hu rc thu wcll 5 aro pro11u:.e d ~hould be 
stated . 

J\ny resort units on th<! m.ik.ii purccls c ould no t elh11luy 
gravity sc11ers if the line i :. p h ced 1-11 1111 1: the h t i,:hm1y, forc e 
muins '""Y ht! uuedcJ. 

Sid n<.!y 1:ui.:c 
July 22, 1981 
l'age 2 

I' . 11 · 11. 

The figure £or hotel rooms in 19!10 is 15,200 on this 
l'lllle, and 10,600 for p. 11 · 13. We olso 11oint out that the 
draft of the State Tourism Plan has 1-1 revised figure of 
13,200 for 1!1!10 (p. 42). There is a large difference in these 
figures. These figures may not be reali s ti c when one, takci. 
into 11ccount a potentia l tripling of jet fuel costs by then . 
Air fares to llawaii may skyrocket and fur thll r depress the 
present tourism figures . 

r. 111 - 1. 

The basis on which the statement 15 mQde that " • .• loJ1g 
range deve lopment scenu r ios ls furthe t" c;oa1p Uc11ted by the 
abscuce of any well , defined governmental policies wit h 
rega rd to the placM where secondary growth 11i 11 be al lowed 
to occur," should be di sc l os ed . 

P. IJl · S. 

Other potential indus tries i n the KohQla recion include 
a,1uac ul ture, electroni c plants or . 11 111angunese nodule processin11 
f ad li ty . None of these possibi lities arc dh cusscd in the 
s t11te111ent. 

P. lV·J. 

The impac t of an action ts the extent t o which tl1e 
env i ronment i s altered , not the future . 

P. JV- S. 

No mention is made of the prHent and potuntiDl development 
o,f the 5ubstantial llllwa i i an llome lanJ5 in Kawaihuc. 

I'. lV- 6 . 

Queen Ka ' ahu11111nu llighway is II two lane facility ut present , 
not four as stated . 

I'. IV• 34, 

The Jlawuiian l~me lands should be in~ludcd in the 
d l scus 5l on of lands uvalluble Car housing. 

V. IV•68. 

Crime at the exl s ti ttC parks i s an increasing soc ial impact 
a t present . 

t:::;?i· .. ~ - C7, C7 ,-- ~ 
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SiLlucy Fule 
,July 22, l!1111 
l'111:e l 

I'. IV• tt8. 

l'ishiug is one o f t he pd11ary i-ecrcntiutrnl usos of this 
hioluglcnlly ri c h area. 

!:.:2..:2• 
Strict 111eusuros 1d)l huvc tu he talon to mit i i:ute lhc 

potential wind erosion of soils from the construction sites. 

!'_.__JI- J l . 

Consi,lorution should Ito given to what tho noise 1111J air 
quality i1Dpacts wo11Jtl ho if thu 11roposcd Mud l,ane to Kmrnihac 
llighw.iy ls Const ructeJ. The alignment of tllis high1iuy is not 
shown on fi11urc V- 9. 

~~-

1·1,., e ~timateJ cost to the i,uhl le of wldenini: ll!II 11ill!s 
of Akoni - Pule ll i gl11;,1y to fuur !ones should be given. 

I'. V- 67. 

Please Jcfin-., what nrcu is being referred to in the section 
on ground water wlthJnu;uJ. 

I'. v~e!l. 

The rccrcutioual necds of this 1•rojcct arc nut d i::o.: ussctl 
in relation to the Slntc Co1111>rchen11 ivo Outdoor Recreation l'lan. 

I'. V- 94. 

Mcnt ion s hould be ma,le of the exi s ting hich fi1·e l1azar.ls 
along this coastline. 

I'. VI · 3 . 

'fhe entire Ilic Jsl a nd is subject to serious c,irth'luales 
as indicated in it s c las s ification as a Zone l 11rcn. 

The ndditiunal neu,ls fo1· pol ic e and fire 1>rol1:l·t io1:, 
schools and iaedic,11 facilities should also he disc u:.su,I. 

~ Ll-
Thc section on special n1a11ai:o n11;mt ilruncoutrol s should 

he Lumhinud with Jlill:es Vl • I0 lo VI ll. "l'his 1orujcc t dues 11111 
11ppc11 r lo ho coastal d opcutlcnt. 

c:J c:::::, c:::::1 

Sidney l'ulrn 
July 22, 1!1111 
l'age 4 

I'. VI -S. 

c::::J ~ --=-- - ._:::.._~ 

We note no attc111rt to co■parl! till! 1iroject with the draft 
State Functional Pluns. 

I'. Vl-6. 

The conservation district sub~unes of the site's parcels 
and their potential use should be Jiscussc J. 

It is clear that the project will ~ot make maximum use 
of exi:iting utilities ond fuci}itics. The project as 
(lroposcd is in an isoluted location. The un · site amenities 
which male these parcels ideally suited for ro:.ort · comlo 
development should be discussed. 

I'. Vl - 7. 

The relutionship of the proposed project to the state's 
cnvl ro1111ental policies as set out in Chapter 34-1, IIRS should 
be discussod. 

I'. Vl • B. 

The st11tc11ent, "tho vust major! ty of the lunJ along the 
Kawai hac •Muhukonu Roadway would r c A1a i n wild II is unsub• 
stantiated . 

P. Vlll • l. 

A1>provul of the llcpartiaent of lleulth is nccessury for 
any drinking water sources. Also, the pos sible use of state 
I.Ind would require approval of the Bo.ird of 1.unJ and Niltural 
Re s ources. 

We trust that our comments will be hcl1>ful in the 
preJ>arotlon of the revisctl stutu111l!nl. Thunk you for thl! 
opportunity to revicu the IHS . 

~~ 
UcJH&ty Iii TCCI 
llepnrtment of llcalth 

cc : Mahukonu l'ro11erties 
c/o Belt, Collins & Associates 
74S Fort Str-.,cl, Suite Sl4 
110110 I 11J u, 1101m i i 968 I l 
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Belt, Collins & Associates 
A Jwh1on ol lyun A~>t-.e.alv'- hh:urporo1h-,I 
h1.;111..-,·1• • t'tll1u1~1-. • l...111o1.l.,.1,._~ Ahh11""·11, • A1duh·,b 

.......... u.i.-•u. ,.,.._, .... , .......... tH-IJ ..... , .. _ ..... , \U ~· · 11kt ,~u .. H~ 

Hr .. Ht:IYtll Ku&i.l.lPllt ~puty Din:cto,· 
Office uf E1wiro11...,ntal Quality Control 
L>~a,•u tmc:nt of u~a I tl1 
Stat" ul llawaii 
Rooa, )01 
55U Jlulekal>wtla Str.,et 
llonululu, Hawai; 9~813 

ll~ar Hr. Koi z.umi: 

Envirocua-:ntal h1pact SLat.:aavnt fo.- tht: Pti.>1u.uu:J 
Hilhukun.t llc~urt _PrQ1~ct I No.rtl1 Kol1~la 1 U_a114a i 

Aui;l>•l ?1, 1~111 
IIIAC-1471 

A• yuu l&uuv1 l,;lt.t tullin• l A••octatt:• pr~par~tl th111 t:nv1rom1M:nt11I lm~ac:C 
Statement (EIS) f<>r the p«>f>ou4 H~hukona H••urt pruJe~t . 6e~auH ut thia, 
th~ Hawaii. Cuunty Plannani Lle:pan.ah:!'Ut h•• ,~nt u• a copy uf yuur lcttc:r J1uc-d 
July 22, 1981 re11ndi11g tl11, Joc.....,nt an4 uke~ uo tu rc■ ~o111I t u the co....,uts 
cont1i1in1:J in .it . Tu •i■plity your revi.ew of thi• h1lt~r w1:11 hav~ urgJ11iz,tjJ it 
a• a •er ie• of putnt-by• point re111,1un1et1 to lhe uuiu~M you have ra1 acd. 

Uae of ilate Landa 

llcc&1ut1c ol uncertt1inty rca;:arding th~ avai l11b 1 I i ty of tht: $ ta..tc-own1:'1 l.1uJ 
th.tt ti1t!par1i1tc1 lhc v•rio,u parc.~l• which conztli t ule th-tt Hi1hukom1 ltc•urt site:, 
H,ehultorua Prc.apt!rt i e1:11 a:tkcJ th•t we 11i!:1Cltule the po•a1b1l1ty o( their u11c fru■ 
cunsidcration in the t::15. Should i11itiAl 1Jnd uru!' al>proval li be "r•u1tcd anJ 
t1huuld 1t a.ppear dc:1-irabl.: to co111olidate the project, tln_.. llcpdrtw~nt of L,-nd 
aud N4tur-Ml ke9ourc;u11 wi.11 be ~\)ntactcd. 

It i» unJcrutoud that aJdilional 1:H1v1ro11t1u::ntal work vill be- ri.:t.1u1reJ an ouh:r 
tu 1:ue1ply With ChMfJlu r 141, lhn,.ait Ktwi.»cJ Statute• , be-fun: Ud.: of ~late lancla 
would l,~ allowt:J. Lt!:1:ally, of c ourae, tlus vuuld lte: a 11 Sti11l~ &'-l&oo .. and Joy 
oft ic 1.al ~nvi ( uuuu!Al41 reporl~ ~nJ(or Jmpa-.!t aa:1t::11aD1cnt~/»lalcmcnt1 \luuld 
llavt: tu llcar tht: u .gnatun: uf U1c cl14&rpcraon of lht: Bua:rd ol La111.l aoJ tldl.uc.al 
ll~.it1ourc;.::1. 

!:...!!.:l· 

In th~ alJat:ncc of ,.. .. [U:~ific. 11ite: plan for the rtJ1h>rt, tht: unit J1»lrLbut1ou 
b.:tWcl!'ll parcc-la •lwwn in T.ablt: 11-2 is • 1n1~wh1i1t arbitrary. Uuwcvt:r 1 tht: JS,O 
hult:I units Mhown Cur the a11&l11::at parcel» Joc1 rc:£1..:c t a J1::1ire to app.:,-l s:o 
aip~cialty •.arkct11. The 300 tu 5iOO • cuoa •i~c cited in thu ~IS ,1:11 b• in,1 
nece»1 ary for eit llc tC!nt upcri11tiou i• .an • •timatc bJtu:J on t:J1.p.:l"lcnct: with 
typical ch•in hotoh, Tiu, kuna Vi lla11e lle•urt i• ev14encc that •mal lu hotela 
iUt= po:1■ 1blt: ln epecull c i rcwaat411Ce11, buwcvt:r 1 auJ tlu: Jcv-=loJ-tcrai of the 

,.._....,.~•·- -•II--..~ .. 111,,.1. 1-... ~.iM-IM,4-, r,-l F ••- t• 14,-...J ► , _, ,,.._. .. ,, ............ _ 11 .._ .... , ... , , ., I• . .... o1.- h · ••.J&.T 
\

0.-JrMI -..1,, -.,_J'!o.At• ·-••-•'» •••- .-. ... , , 1i,,..,.1-....,111........,t___,I 19--._tJ .. --1 111....._ t..,, ... .._._.., ,\b,ol ... _._..._ 
t,t•~• 4'--., ... 1 .. , h.-..~f HM-•. 1~ .. 1• l""'t..-J.."• I',,,, I hM• 

~ c::::, t:::I r:::J t:::J c:::, 

Hr. Helv;n Ku l &um•, Deputy Director 
Auguat 27, 1981 
1'11ge Two 

H•hukon• Ke•ort hope to t•p I oi■Har market. Becau•e the 150-roum hoto,h 
wuuhl be built in• hto,r rncr .. ..,nt uf th• reoort develupacnt, aft•r the other 
aa.:1nthi• •uch •• the r~c.rcational faci.litie• are in pl.ace, th~ developei­
fe• la th• amaller-aized hot•la iaay be 11iablc at that at ago, . Should it pro,e 
i■pouible to attract uperatora for twu •••II hot•I», it ia likely that an 
o11tt1:mpt wuuld be .. d.: to iGonaolidate the coop into one ]UO .. unit facility. 

It ia auttcipated that the first 18-hule golf cuuu• would be 180 acna and 
th• ao,cond 18-1,ole 1:0lf coura• would b., •f>proxi•ately 150 acrn. n,ere ia no 
de finitive •it" plan but hihulenl and keheo■ 2 are the only propert1e1 lar1e 
t::nou1h to accoaaoJate • •olf ct.urae.a 

, . 11-8. 

The potential wo,11 lit•• id•ntified ,_diately 11auka of the propoaed 
Hahulu.1na K~■ort a ire on land ovneJ by Richard Snarly Bi•hop f•tate, •uJ the 
Stal" of Hovaii. 

Your obacrvation i• correct. The ■ tatelllk:nt th•t. 0 the •~"•Ke would b• 
~ollo,ctc4 by a •ui,:a of 1rav;ty -ina aervin11 each uf th• ~itn" (pa11e ll - 8, 
parai:raph l) ia applic,1ble to the parceh mauka of Queen h'ahuaanu lhghway 
and to th" initial •U&ea in the collecdoo of wutevater froa the o&akai 
parc•l• &I welt. llowever, .at le•■t one •cv■ic: puap •tation and force aain 
would be required for o,ach makai parc.,I; theoe wguld return th• aewage 
dt<llv,: r .,d by the guvily oyate■ to each puc"I • • lower end to ll,e propo■cd 
wutewatu treat,a,:nt plant nur Akoni Pule Hi11hvay. Th• E1S h botn11 10Udi fled 
tu cl~rify thi• point. 

P. 11- 1_1. 

Th• 10,l>OU hotel ruo■ figur" shuvn in Table 11- 6 on p&&• 11-ll io for occu11i"d 
room.:s in 1990. Ov~r the lona run, e•pert• c•tis:i11ate thait .annual occup•nc·, 
r•te• for Bill Island hotel• will averaao, approximat,dy lU pcrco,nt. At thia 
~at•, 10 11100 occupied hotel roo•• iapliu the pr•a.,nce o( about 15,200 hotd 
ruom.1 for the vi1itor market + Thi ■ diatinction ia 1Net clearly •een by 
cu11paring th• ■•cond- and thlrd-from-laat lin.,. uf Table 11- 5 oo pa11e 11-12. 

Touri»m proji::ction■,. e•pt:cially f or a period of twt!uty or tvenly-five yc•r•, 
i11volve •t l1111t •• much art ■a they Jo •cit:tncu. Thoae preatmled in the EIS 
v,:t,: mad" by Hasting• 1 Hartin, Ital htrom 6 Chew, Ltd., th• H- co1taulti11g 
fir• r••ponuble f or th• tuuru11 demand aoalyah an th• draft of the State 
Touriaua Plan. We have nothiu1, beu:e:r on which to ba11e our inllt!atigation:---

Wilh r,u,pect to the concmt'n you e•prit!•a.:d ove:r th• rea1ona1bl111nea1 uf the 
e1ti■at~• in vi~~ of ri•lng fuel coat1, ther~ ure •~veral poin~• to be aaJe. 
A ■tudy of touriaa de••nd conducto,d for the C1ty and County of Honolulu by 

c:::l c:::i c::, ------ ~---
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Hr. Hclvln Kuizwai, l)cl'Ul)' 1Jlre::c1or 
A"g"•t 21, 19111 
11.agt: Threv 

Duu.:il,I lhti;g and Luu Poll< anJ n:pu~,.,,t in Th" E.:ouomy ul 0111111, a l'J11 re11urt 
publ i•l11::J by the bt:part~nt of Ccncral 1'14,ml111 1 cuncloJeJ th.at tou.-i•m d~ .. 
■auJ ui11 vc£y •cn•itiv.u to d1an1c• in (real) air tor.ea." Vn::,waat.ly, it i• 
lhi• a~naitivity, co11bimuJ with the dra■atic ju.pa in fut:tl 4:oata/alrfal't!III 
th,a, occuro:d in 1974 ■nd in 191~• 80, that are re•p,.u1a,blc in pa1,c Cur the 
pre•u~nt 1110Ctnvtu, in tl1t! touri•• market. In th~ eight. year• that have p4'a&lllt:d 
aince: the 1974 oil t:■b11r11,o aignale=J tl11:: l.t:atinning uf the vnd of th,: er■ of 
c:he•p p~trolcua, thl! cu•t uf cruJe oil ha11 incn:•acJ rrom ■bout $1 .. 00 p,:r 
bur rel to about $1~.0U per b&rre,l, ■n eleven-fuld iucrc .. ,c. Di ■countin4l thi■ 
by the cb11ng1:: in th.: cun11u.acr price iud~• tlu1t ha■ uccurred Jurin" the .114iaMS 

yeo1r■, wu finJ that tln:: price: of petrulcua tu11 ■ 11huwn ain incre11a.: in rt:.ail tcr•M 
o( ovt?r 500 ~rct:nt. Deapitc thi•, vi1itor ■crivala i.n Hovai i incre•■cJ by 50 
p~rct:nt uv.:r that ■uMe period. 

Tht: •u■l infor--.:J analyse■ that 1 hav-, ■11um in recent mu,,th• l!onc: ludt: that oi 1 
price• h.avc now riaen tu the puint whur-, alt~naativt: t:ncriy •Ourc1:• ar~ 
cuapetitivc with thc-aa. Thia, -•11• that fucther atte■pta by OPEC to rai■a: 
price• c11n bu at!t by• awttch ll.l alternMtive fut:ld. Ueuc~, it i• unlikely 
that real aircr•ft fut:l .-rice• 11ill riae a grt!at. de:•l over tbe ntt.&t ten yt;u1r1 
(although they .. y 11:ruw •lightly fut.,, than the general prk,: 1.,,.,i,, I 1,av,: 
nu iJ~a a■ to the basi.1 for tbt: utriplinK uf jet hu:l 4-:oat»•• ■t:ntioncJ in your 
letter and b1:lie:v~ th•t a.ny Ji•cua•iun vf the effect.• uf 1111e:h au int.:ct:'"'•• 
~oolJ ~I:! overly ap~culativc. 

Thi• Jo.:• noc. ae11n that tht: projecti-.Jo1 rt=porteJ in tht: l::.JS ar~ v~ry certain. 
On the coutr.wryt ■4tket "e•v~rt1" haves hi•turic1I ly been 111.tch bt:tlt!r at 
ttlfJlaining why chaugus in the averaa;e: visitor C.\!RlliU■ have occur.-~d than ait 
pn:dicting them lu advance. \I~ •te tbtt f i r•l to •J•itthe pua•ibi 1 icy lh.-it 
tht: prujcCL1on• may ht: •1.1b•t•ntially hi.:,h ur luw. Hu1ii1ever, we do Lt!llvv.: it 
is i•.-ortaot t4t .avoid jwap1ns t4l the C1Jncl;;1a11 th•t th~ chanseM in re, l.ut i..ie 
pric.a:a that h1H •ffuc:ttiJ all fuel• invql idMt.:a vr~v1ou• viaitor arrival pro­
jet; tiuna • 

•• 111- 1. 

To •••e•• the impact• uf the proposed Hahukona H.et1ort a11J l'l•nn•d South Kohdla 
re1ort• 'It: uJuua.in~d guvl:!n~1tnt11l pl110• 10 iJucer•inc wlu:n: •-=cnndary 1;,nni1Lh 
wo• to occur. Alter a.tmlyin" tlHr State l'hto, thu SLMte Lilnd U111: bi»trict• 
••P•, and LIie Ha.tJ11.ii Cuunty Ct:ner.1111 Plan1 we cuncludt:d tlu1t fi.rm pulicic1t 
cci11rJin1 tht: locuti.1Jn uf 1u:couJary "rowth wre l1111cking. 

n,., State rlan i• not 11•01:raphically •p.,cific, TI,., St•to: IAnJ U•• Cu■-
aiaa.iun•a. Urban l>i ■trict bouudariea aru 1 but ao•t of th'1 YMcant Urban l>i.•tlct 
lu11J iu ffurth and South Kuhal• i• i.n p&rct!l¥ ■-'kai of Quc-=n K11 1ahwaanu Ui.ghw•y 
that h11vc btu:n CdU11rkcd by thcil' owucr• for rcawrt •nd reaurL-rc•iJ~ntial 
dl!Vtdopae!nt rather- than for hoac• fur wurking fa■il it!•. An eaten11i.v~ tr~ct uf 
lanJ at W•ikolua i• in t h-, U.-b•n diatricc, but the 1all!'1 price btUUK 1111kc-J 
puta Iota lht,rl! b~yonJ the r-uach uf ■u•t work.in1 1".:a1Jcnt•, i.e. 

1 
of tht! vury 

pop"laliuu •~coudwry xruwth 1cncrate•. Hence, we Leli.:vv lt will nut b.:: tt•t:d 
fur •oat of the -=•JJlo,-:nl--alt:nerat~&l accunJary growth that i• itrOJccr:.:LI. 

C:::J c=} C) c::J c::::J c::::::) c:) ,_ ---~ 
Hr. H<!lvin Koi&uai, Deput y Dir.,ctor 
Au11u•t 11, 1981 
l'a11,11 Four 

If W"il<ulo■ ia eacluded, there ia f■r too little l ■nd d•■ignal•d lor reaiden­
tial uae on ti,., H■waii County G,mer■I Pl■n to ■cc.-Jace th" projectl!d 
population a~owth. Alteraat• urban e•p•n•ion are•• could CPnceiv•bly accoa 
■ud•t~ auch of thi• arovth, but l•ndQvnera of theae parct!la do not •ppcar to 
be pr~p•t~d to undertaka it at thia tiae:. Jn view of the•e vai-iou■ tactora1 
ve concluded th■• the County h•• aot yet ,.,ached any i•pl•-nt■ble polictea 
viU, r,:gard to the location of aeconduy 11rowth. 

P. _l_U ~S. 

Our Jiacuuion doea tah into account th• ponibLlity that "•ploy.oent io other 
pr!•■ ry induatriea will grow aloDM vith that io touriaa. To quote fro• p■ge 
111- s, p■ragr■ph 4 of the £15: 

Th" viaitor industry h nut the only polential aource of adJttioual 
primary ••plu~nt in the Koh■ l■■, but it i■ by far th" aoat 
important. Aari.cultur~ my ea:pand aoaewhat, and it i• evea con­
ceivable that a fev relatively ... 11 ■anufacturing enterpriae• •ay 
b•cat■e eat ■bliahood. We do not believe thi• c■pl<>yaent baae wi 11 
1row at• rat" greater than 10 to IS worker• per year, ur about 300 
vurker• between nov and 2004. 

Aquaculture and electronic pl■nta of the type which ■ight r,:■eonably be e .. -
pect.,J to be ut■blilhed in Kohala an not labor inten•ivo: , Han1ane■e nodule 
proceaaina i.a not partic:ul•rly laboT-inten1iVI! eitlutr 1 but, bt!Cau•c gf the 
h"I" ac■ le of the operation, e■ t■blhh-nt of auch ■ facility wo,.ld probably 
create ■t le■■c SOO job•. 

Diacuuiona with Hr. IC"ith ICent, deputy director of th• Slato, Dep■rt-nt uf 
Planning and Econoaic Develui-at vho ha■ been invulv"d with the St■te'a 
aani:aueac ■inina progr,.. for ■ nuaber of year■, indicatc lhat the land north 
of KawaihH ia one of th" ■reaa that h bein1 inveatigat .. d ■- a potential 
pl■ut •it,:. Accordia11 to Hr, ICent, the plant ltHlf wuuld uccupy ... veul 
hundr.,J acrea. If land, rather than oce■n, di ■puaal of Un, t■ i ling• were 
4'■played 1 an ■ddition■I on" to tvo ■ q .. ■re kilo■eter■ would b" needed for th■t 
pur-puae. At preeent• que■tion• over legal ow,11::r-■hip of ae11bed re ■uurcca are 
halJiug up co-•rcial .i .. veloi-nt uf the mangan ... e nodulc ruource, onJ theae 
quo,•tion■ ■u•t be an■wered to the aatiaf■ction uf potential uperator■ before 
th<!y will proceed wi tit tlHt h"I• c■pi tal invl!at■,mt■ th■t ■re required. 
Auuain11 thue legal quHtion• ■re ruolv .. d, IC■waihoe atill ■uat cuap•te vith 
a n ... bur of otlter ■ttra~tive are■■ (including Hilo/Puna on th" Big l■ laud) in 
order for the facility to be b.,ilt U10,re, All thin111 cun■tdueJ, we beliave 
th■t at thi■ tiae that the probability of ■ ""'ngan""e nodule procu■in1 
facility bein1 con1u .. cted in Koh■ la ia atill ■o luw that it wu..td be un­
rea■unabl~ to b••e 11,r-owth projection■ on it. In viev of tlll:! above, we believu 
that th11 pot.ential induaatrie■ you wi•he d to aeat dlacua■t.td (aquaculture, 
electronic plant•• and ••nK•tH!!l•e noJule proce••ing) do not dt!:•erve •p111cial 
e111pha1ia. 
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Hr. H~lvin ko1~umt • Ucputy Dir•ctor 
Aniiu•l 27, 19U 
P•g~ tl1nc 

1wu..au11g/:nmb1Hhing occaaion• for Hawaii County fur 197~. ·raia• numlh!I' 
( S ,617) •huuld b" J i v, d.,d by th• puk d• y v1utor cenouw lur the n lauJ to 
c glcuJ..itc thi:: p.ertic ~pati'-'11 r,,., tor v,»itur• for thu1 activity. llowuvcr, 
only avi1:ra11~, nol J1t:"1k• viai.loc c~nt1ua figurti:ia for UavaaL Cotjnty in 197~ are 
availuLh:. 1'hcrc[ur-,, lhe: avc-r.-1.s nu11b~c of vi•i.Lur=1 (b 1 4Yb) i.n 1975 wqat b~ 
J,vid.,J by 601/90% (1 . e . , by th" aveu11,e l'JH hot"I uccup•ncy rate Jiv1JeJ by 
the pt!ak l':'75 o~~upun.;y) to -ubtai.n • pi::alt fa"uri::. l'hc cal<:11Al o1 tio1t uf • ~.:•k­
J.ay viai1or l'art1c1p•tiu11 n1tt: ror :1viamin1t/auubathi.ng u11 the ltlg lMlaruJ "'"'" 
"'4de u follow•: 

:s 
ppr 

s 
l'l'r 

s 
I' 

V .. 
0 • 
0 

p 

s ppr 

.!!1!. 
v. , 0P10. 

Pi.:1.1k dJy 1va1111111n1t/•untu11hius participat i on rote: (1u &&:llVlty 
uc~a•iu11• p~r va11ilor) 

PcJk day swi-11,g/ouobat11in11, uccaaiun• by vuatuu an 1975, 

• Ave-rage llumlu: r of vi11ilora un Havaa L lalauJ in 1915. 

., A"a:ragc hott:l oce:upancy rate (in ~rccnt ) un Hawaii l11la.11J in 1915. 

• l'""k hot"I oe~upa11cy ute Can percent) on llowoi1 Island in 1975, 

Subatitutaoi th~ value• gL"en in tl1~ paragraph Abovi:::;: 

5 bl7 • 0 , 579 
b,49b t (60%/ ~0%) 

SAY o . ~H 1tw11:1mu1t/ auoL•thinK activtt)' uccaalon/v1s1tor/ J.ay. 

Thu1 1au!:an• that on• ve:uk activity d4y StlO out of e:vi::ry L tOOO vbuto r v pn.=iit:nl 
uu H.a.vaii l11l.anJ t:tth~r t1111i.m or 1umbatlu:. Apply1n11, LIiia, fa ,aur t o the 
prujc~t~J •Vl!CJlb,~ vi::lli. l or populetiun at the Hahukuna Re:-,utl , ~, 2005' tl.HOU ) 
iiv"• lln, number o t peak-day -•Wtaalng/bathin11, occ41&ion, ~c-•1~r~atc-d Ly th" 
r.:•ort'• ovcrag~ cu":11 l pupulattuu--2,200 .. If tht!: pe= .. k va1t1clpuL :i on r.111ta::: d11y 
..:.d inc1Jcd with tl1t: pt!iiik. Vl¥.t tuc c:c111u• (7,150 ) tl,cn th.: nut11hcr ot »uLh 
activity ua.:c•110,111 woulJ bl! about -4,150. 

1·111, next 111tcp i n J'e: t i.:rai nin11, lhe propoau~J r,:=1urt '• Impact u n ~ cachc=:i u1 tu 
1&t1l t i pl y lh11t expel! tt:J peak. nuu:aUcc of 1wiaui ntt/ sunb-,lhJ ng: 0 ( 1..a,i iocui of 
Hahukona lh:.suct a:;uc•t11 by Lhc a.axuaum pt!irc:u•1tM1,ce ut v1111llor» whu JIit 1!:Apcclt it:d 
to Jravc tu a bttach on "ny v;i.vcn day ( l S ~4:rc;c-nt). Thi:: c.alt..:ulauaun uuli.cat.11:::11 
tht! nua1buc of via.1Lu111 from thl!': HJhtaku1u1 Re-sort Ml the regi.un•111 be.acJu:a on a 
p•ak act ivlly Jay woulJ be •buut 550, although it could bu h111h•r lf <h• peak 
p,qrtici,p4'tiun ralc Juy cui nctJvJ with th~ pe["tuJ ot pe:qk hutu:l u1,;c,11um l!'y • 

LJ c:::, c:J c::, c::i c::, c:::J c:::J c:::::::, 

Hr, H"lvin Kol~ ... 1, D~puty Dtrector 
Aui:uot 27, 1981 
P.u,g~ Tt!!R 

Th" capacity rate for b .. ache• on H•wa U h,lanJ was repuruJ in 1975 SCUllP 
(~.66) aa 1,320 inJavidual ■ per acre. Application uf thi • ut" [O the 550 
peak-day .11ict avity occ•a1on• f .igun: mean• lht=- H111huk.una ae,ort viw1tor1 wouliJ 
utl late 0.4 acr•• of beach, 

lle■iJentM. The 1econdary 1rowth i nduced by the H■hukuna lluort would i•poct 
oth~r re..-:ce•t-llon•l facilitiea ••well•• beachea .. The p1:i1k activity parti.c:i­
p•tion rate• fur Hawaii County reaidento vere aultiplieJ by th• l,HOO adJi­
t1und Horth/South 11:ohala ruident■ that the Huhukona Reaort ia eapect"d to 
gt:nttrate to obtain aJJitional a c:: t l vity-occa,ion nuaabur•. Theae activitits• 
vero, tu111lateJ into facility need, by applyio11 County• 1pec1fic factora fro• 
the 1975 SCORP report. The calculation1 are ahovn in tabular form on tli4 
followin11 ~ Co■pariaun of ll,a "Additional Focility lh,ed~•• t .iluan vtth d,e 
1975 Oelidt/1!.•ceu H&ur•• for ltohal ■ ■how• that t he (acilitiu which an 
al ready l n ohort oupply are thooe which would be auat 40dvoroely impacted by 
th• adJ,uunal population 11rowth. Other acttviti•• could b., acco-odated by 
tl1tt pruscnt facilitieu. 

Coocluaioa.. Tbt: 1nfonaali~n abovtt confir-... the anMly1i1 pr~eentcd in d,c 
t:1S, 11 1huw1 that Hahukona Ro!■ort vuitnra will Cr4'ate a n•ed for additional 
dev.:lopwJ bt:ach cec:reation area and that reaiJ.:nt• •uppol'h,:LI by th11t rc»urt 
will create a dem•nd for additiunal be ■c:h area1 oir pool ■, camp aitea, picuu: 
areu, and hiking tuila. All of thue e•cept beach areu co\lld be euily 
1nclud"d in planned future parll.e, Stnce th" nuaber of beache■ in Hawaii 
County 4re li&111lted 1 th~r~ will be •n increa■ ing ■train put on these rt11ourcea 
by the projected pupulattun increa••· Sa.e of tin, reaident dea&nd for 
owi ... ang and aunbathing acthiuu cuuld be 11et by bui ldi11& puola, but thi• i1 
only • partial •olution to the problem. 

!'..:..!:2i• 
Ht!nt i oo o( the »il.e' ■ arid climate and reaulti.n~ •u.-c• ptil,ilit:r to bru■h fir.:• 
i.1 b~ang, iu11crted in th l • IC4.::ti.vn of the l!IS + 

c::::l 

P, Vl- 3. 

S..etioo 13. The hazard fro■ euthquakeo u accur;ately portra yed on P•ll• V- 4 
of LI>• t::IS, Uuw<>ver, the Ji • cuuion on pa11e Vl• l unJcr th• h.adins " 'Se(!.tion 
t]H ~uuld be con■ i.dll!red •i•leadiog+ Bec•u•e of thia 1 it i11 beiug chamged to 
rc-•J:: 

" ++•i• an an area thMt i.11 not adbjec t to et!:t .iuu• th r eat u( fluud i n¥, 
or tauna■ia. However, all of Hawaii ial1mJ i• in a &u:o-.: l riak aru• 
for 1:arthquak.e■• Th11 l ■ higher than the? remaind~r of the atate,. 
but, to pl•ce it an trOl,ll!I' pe=r■pective, i• nut a• 111::vcr~ •• llu: z.one 
4 ratin1. 1iven Cali.furula. the aoat populou11 atate in the natiun. 11 

c:::i c::::i c:::::, c:::::l c:::::l ~ ,---, ~ 
1--.l~ 
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Hr. H~lvin Kui&uml• D~puty D1r~c10~ 
Aui:uot 2 7, 1981 
P~atc l!l<1ve" 
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HI". Hclvh, Koizuai, Deputy Direc tor­
August 27, 1981 
hge T.,elvc 

l.'- ~~--..­-----
Secti oo• 14 tbr.,..gb 18. n,eH •ection• of the Statc Plan n:ft:r only to aoiiol 
■nd li~ui J wa1te, uater, tr•naportation1 and energy/utiliti•• •y•t~•• • 
llt:c•u■t: o( thl• 1 pol i ce:, fire, •chool11t •nJ aellical •~rvict=• were not 
di•cuu.,d . nu: i■pacu of the wi th-Kalu,k11iia and withou t-Hahukona 
altt!rnatlvee on rheae aervice• ire diacu••~d on page• V- 80 t hrou1h Y-15 and on 
1>•110:• V-90 tl1rou11h Y-94 of the EIS. 

!:....!!::!• 

Sectioa OD Special Haoag-■t Area Coatrol■• Pa11c Yl-4 anJ page Vl- 10 were 
inadvut,mtly avitched when the nport waa be i ng pagi naLed a nil uae■bled. 
Thia error will be corn,cted i n the final EIS. 

Coutal Depeadeace of Project. Every reaort area in thia atate ia located 
alo111 the t;o••t. While thi• doc• not pruve that a reaort locat"d inl•nd ia 
nut vl•blu, it doe • de1111011atrate th•t de valoper• perc~ive a co•■ tal loc:atlon •• 
a neceaa ary in1r~llient o( • auccea■ ful reaort upc ration iA Hawai i. 

~ -
Becauae the State Functional Plana are •• yet unoff i c i •I, no atteapt vaa -.aJ.e 
t u cu■pare the propoaed project with th~■• Kowever, the i nfor■a t iun pronded 
in the EIS, parti<aulady in the i■pact aection, al Iowa rupondble public 
agenciea to draw their ova conclua i ona conce rnln1 the project•• con■ i•tency 
vith th" draft Funct ional Plana and to provi de theH ao part of th• £1S r11vi e11 
procua . To the o,ateot that thia h dona, thair judge■entM viii be reflected 
in the co-nt/reapooae portion of (Chapte r XII) the ro,vi»ed 1!15 . 

P. YJ-6. 

All of the lund in the ConHrvation Diatrict 011 the Hahukona ko,oort ••t• ia in 
the 11

& .. -rtt:aoucce •ubEontt. Thia inCur .. Lion vi.ti be addt:!:d to p•ge Vt-6. The 
pla11• foe tht:t r~•urt al"e not fir■ enou1h •t thi• ti11e to di ■cutH tbl! u•I!• th•t 
111i1ht occur in the Coni-ervation Diatrict •ru••· Ht>v~ver, 1 i nce tint 
Conaerv•tion an:1:•• ara: fairly eatt:!:n•iv•• it ia uni ikely the cnti r 1: &one wuuld 
r~■aln in pt!raanenit open ■pace. 111e ownt:!:l' r-e•li &11 ■ that if r.eaort u,e e are 
propo■c,d fur Conae r vatiun area■ eith~r a di.1tri c t bounJary ch•nge or a 
Conao,rution llialrict Uae P"nai t will be nquiro,d . 

The prupoaed Kahukona ieaon, like the ruorU planno:J for SoLOth Kohd•, ia 
1u>t loc•t~d n.:ar exi ■ tina utilitie• •nd f•c1liti~1. n,~ dev.:- loptn ·• of thoaee 
,.,aort» 1 <oa.,ther with St•te anJ County a11.,nciea, have h•il to build virtually 
everythin1 that nov e.-iat:•--Queen l• ' •lnuaanu Hi. 1llw•y• v,■ tur •Y•t-=••• jel 
airport, int.et"n•l r-oadvaya, atoira draina1e atr-u..:turt!•, power lim~• , eeuagee 
coll.:ction, treat■ent, and diapoul facil hie•, and u,., reat. Th" d"vdoper 
of the K~hukona iuort will aho hne to provi de all the n"cuury on-dte 
infra»lructure 1 •• vel I •• a water eource. 
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CJ c.-=.J L.J LJ c::J CJ [:=i [:=J c:::J 

f~ 11. IG rt. OVI~ ~ 

Coll",r 
Dfl'ARTMENT Of l'ARKS & RECREATION 

(OUHll Of N&W•U 

.1111 i q 1981 
ttl1, ()Ult,! t. /i\!J(ILfli 

.July 27, 1981 

Plannln1 bupartaont 
County of llawall 
25 Aupunl Street 
llllo, llawaH 96720 

HMO, NAW.&11 f61,0 

SUBJECT: Kahukol18 Ruort • 1!15 

The aubJect uport hH bHa revlcv■d and we offer th• followln1i: 

Table ¥•27 ahould b• revlud to uad a• follow•: 

North ICoh■ la 
IC&aaha•cha Park 

Kapa• a Beach Park 

ICaokea Beach Park 

Hahukuna lleach Park/ 
Joat Harbor 

~olotu Vall•y Lookout 

tin.1th ltnhala 
&-.el Sponc"r llaach Pa.-k 

Th•IIM Park .. r Gym 

I/al••• Park 

Wal••• Playground 
(church row) 

18.4 ac, 

26.l ac. 

7.l ac, 

3.1 ac:. 

1),4 ac, 

10,5 ac. 

2,11 ac, 

l11door and outdour recreational 
actlvltlH 

&kin dJvln1, flahlna, plcalckln1, 
c-plna 

Ll■lt ■ d awl-Ing, flahlDa, 
plcalcklna, caa,plaa 

Svl-lag, ■kla dlvla1, flahlaa, 
boat launching, ptcatcktn1, 
caapla1 

County propoaal to d•v•lop area 
did not waterlall&• 

Svt,-tn1, plcnlckln&, ca■ptn■ 

Co~ntJ r•cr••tlonal p~o1r--• 
b■ l111 rua la litatc-ovned facility 

Outdoor recr•atlooal actlvttlc• 

Opca ar••••d area, laadacapta1 

c=J CJ CJ 

Plaanlng Departaont 
Pag" 2 
July 22, 1981 

CJ r-·· ] LJ L-....J L...J 

Tabla V-28 ahoul• alao ba ravlaad to raflact th• abova deacrlbad 
acrc•a• ravl■lo■■• 

Thank you. for dla apportuartJ! o 

/7 ' J.. -~--r' I J l l1 I / , , , . J ✓lt .. · ), ._,,. ~- _., .. ,✓;; 

Hllton T. llakoda 
Director 

anc. • EIS retuned to l!QC 

cc: Hahukana Propartl■a 
c/o l■lt, Colllaa l Aaaoc • 

ravlav th• docuaaat. 

CJ 
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Belt, Cullins & Associates 
A Jh:,)1un o f I p.•11 A.~~,wh.·=-. lon•tl'lllfJlnl 
l·11t',m11.·.-,._ • ·•Lrnn,·h , e.,uiJ,-,-'llic" A•t.l~H,-. h ~ A11t1th·d ~ 

"'"-'1.'"4' 1l.'f-.- JLt.,. rt~t ,-◄ .,.lo ~◄ f ........... Ul~!! l•_~!~-•-1"'."4 'tllt.t l•l.•t ~ IJ•; tJ 

""KU•l 27, l9dl 
111Ac~144u 

Hr . thllon T. llakoJa, Utroctur 
lh:parl184:Ul of l'ark» and kc-.;rt!at&iln 
County ut ll&w• ii 
Ill lo, Hawa i i 91>120 

l10<1r Hr . llakuJ., , 

l::1wlruna.cnlal lmp"ct Statca.cut tur lh11t1 Pr-u11u•cJ 
HMhukuna 11.:aort Pro Jcctt Horth Kuh11l.i r Uawaii 

th:1,;au•11 11..:Jt , Collina '- A1111tc.u:iat~• 1-1rcJUtrt!d du~ ~nviromucnto11l h1p11ct 
Stal•-nt (1::15) for th• prupoaoJ Hahulwna llc•urt, a cupy ut your July 22, 1981 
lcltct' to tl,e Hawaii Cg,unty ~lanni.nK Ucpatt~nt c.unc~rnints the docu111~ut "'"• 
torvanh:J tu u11 for • r~apon11e: ~ Uc iippt'ec:lalci the ti.11111:: you a.nJ your •taff 
lii'~nt rti:v1t:wing th,;: EIS &nJ prepar i ng your coa.cnt• . 

Oillll (or Table V-27 \l-ii18 ubt111mu1 fr-oa tht: 1'174 C_ount ,i of Uaw..11 i. llecr-e•tion 
!!!!!! um! the 197S S'tate Cu_mJ•n:lu:m1i.vt: OutJour H~ c rctJ1thm PI Jin + Th3uk you for 
prov1Ju111 upJateJ iflfon,ation. Thi• wi 11 be uscJ tu rev'"" Tuble V-27. 
l'ululu Vall")' Lookout wdl be JoletoJ frum thi• table u{ •U•t•n11 rucr .. at1unal 
f,1.cil ii. tie1 :.iuc.ii: the Cuu.nty pr-opodal to Jrv~lup tht: ar~a did not 111&u:r! 1i1l1i.c t 
it will ol»o be d"1otoJ froia Figure V-1). l"11bi• v - i 11 w11l bo ,....,.,JoJ tu 
rcth:ct the, 1u:r~111e r~v1111011111 JU Tat.le V-27. 

1·11..ank you •~.uln for )'our c ommuot•... It tlu:rc i211 iiUY .i1J.Jl tt. i.,t.moi1l intur111atum 
that wo may pruv i do, pl•••e call "'" et )21 Slot • 

l'JW: 11h• 
~c,;: J Hal1ukus,a t-rup.,1"tie11 

~rely, wa . ~i:. 
lluwilii County P lunrun~ Ocpart111~nt 
Environmental Qualit y co-iuion 

"'-....... ...,.L .. ~ .. ..,._ ....................... '46t, ....... ,. .... ,. N.., .... Jt , .... , ........ " ... , ........ , ... LJ• ............. ,,. h , ............... .u.-, 
\'.,,.&.-al ln.l,.tl.1YfJ ~ Al.-t.., .. 1on, .. ~A~u-.~Sl ,t...._J1,..,w1,.1un-,;.,1oa. •• u )t.n•""~lJ••Jll&..t.. l.1ltl .. ,•""--'i..,•Tt..w_..., 
Mi.h#ll t.--_._, 11--,t N..a.. , ... _ ... .,,. .. ,-.J..rw t'•nrl ,~ ..... 

r-, c:-, r7 LJ C:J c:J r::::J ;_ j [:=1 c::-:i c:::::i [=:) c::i C::J c::::::J c::::::J r:::::l 
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DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 
COUNtr Of HAWAII 

HIIO. W.WAII 

c::::i C::l c:::l 

~:I~@ IE OVI~ ID) 
.I Ill l O 1981 

1111. camus & 1.1wmm 

tifemoAanlt,m 
DATE J,.ly II, l!181 

10 
Planning l>cparl~nt 

flOM , 
Chi~f Engineer 

5UaJECT, 
HAllllKONA kt:SOIIT 

Ut:" l14vc rcvicwt!d thl! anbj-:ct .-.,pl h:at ion and our cu ... cnla are a• fol Jm,M ; 

cc: 

I. 

1. 

l. 

4. 

CJearini anJ acrubbing aaterial 11hould be Jiaposl!J of un• t,ite, none uf lhe 
aunlc i 1aAl opcratt:J diftpoaal Mite• will acc~pt 1ut!h wast~. 

n,~ propoacJ Jcv~lupac11l •hould be requict!d to vrovid~ ~ol iJ w,;at~ 
facilitic ■ for thc Jcvelu..-nt. 

Will Jrainacc lhrou11lo the Hahukuna Resort aite be J.,¥iim:d for the pres.,nt 
or for futur~ zoning? 

Tr•rfit; Cir4:ul.catiun - nu: State IMuJa 111.1kt: thi1 a dichotvmuua Jevelupaall!nt 
with a ht:&1V)' JepcuJ~uc.: on thu Ak1Jni Pult: Uiglu,,H1y. 

•• rruv i Je one aajur .....,uka-aak•i road that coul,1 be ~•tc11J l!!d hy futunt 
devc 1 opm&:nt lo the lol1• l • Hou11t• in RoiilJ. 

b. Pruvide intttrior roadway ay•t~•• tbilt para I lcl lh~ Akon i ~ulu Jtil(hway 
that. c a.11 be tied to1uther iH the (ulure. 

c . Li.mi. l ouc access per pa rec 1. 

J. l.ucatiun of 11cceaa on both sidL!a uf th~ road ■ hall bt! directly 
01•1tuai.ttt u.id1 other. 

e. In lia:u of a pluthur.a uf luTninK/■ torage lane ■, we auga;:ttst that thtt 
Akoni Pule Highway be widcn.:J lo fotir l.am!li throughout U1e lt:ngth of 
the Jeveln..-nt. 

t:llllARIJ IIAKADA 
Clucf J::ngi ul!:~t' 

~ Hal1ukcm.1:1 t"rupt:!rt ie• 
Severa & Sanit.atioo 
Tr .. tric Sdety & Cuutrul 
Plana and Surv.,y1 

c:::J c::::J [=:J c::::J c:=J ~~~-
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Belt, Collins & Associates 
A divi:.1un of Lyun A:tso.:wh:~ lni:urpo1 • .tcJ 
l:•••m"n, • l'l.inn.t1• • IAnJ.......,r,t Ahht1na... • Ahhllnb 

w.ta.-1~ .. -au.s ,.u_.,_,., ..... ,..........,m-..u •• ....,.,_ .... u11ii .. , 1.-,m111rH 

Hr. t:dvord ll•r•i• 
Chie( l!ogineer 
Depart■ent of Public Work• 
County u( Hawaii 
Hilo, Hawaii 

D~•r Hr. HaraJai 

EnYironMnt•I l■p•Ct State..,nt for ,.,_ Peupoo"d 
Hahukona lesort Project 1 Horth lollala1 _Hawaii 

Auguat 21, 1981 
81AC· l454 

Bt:cauae Bdt, Cullino l Aoa<>ciateo peepared the Enviroru■ental l■pact State­
ment (EIS) for the propoaod Hahukona Reoort, a copy o( you, July 8, 1981 
■emoraauJum to the tt11w11ii County Plano.in& Dit:p•rtaeut concierning the. project 
w.11• for11•rded to 1.11 for • reapona1t. We appreciate lhe tiae you and your ataf( 
1pc11t reviewing tht: docu■ent and pnp■dng your c-nta, Tbe reaaind11r of 
thi1 letter reapond• to th"• on a point-by-point baaia. 

I• Di■poaal of Cleario1 aad CrLtbbio1 Material 

It io not intonded that ., .. , ... tedal prod,.ced by clt:aring and 11r,.bbing 
operation• would be di■poHd of at aunicipally opcrateJ Jiopoul oiu••• 
ln•l~•d it will be J~poeited in• ■uitable location on-■ it~ or on auch other 
11e11rby Ian.Jo u uy be agreed upon by iu own•ra. 

2. Proviaion of S..lid Uaate racilitiea 

It ia umlentood that the County of Hawaii will nut be ,.,opon■iblt: fur the 
cotl~ction of aolid v• ■ t• 1•n~rated on the r~■urt •ite. Current plan• call 
for individual devdopeu of hotel• al>d resldt:ntial project■ on the H■hukona 
itutUrt •itc to make provi■ion• for private ■olid wa111Le collection 1.::rvice. 
llependin& upon thi,n- curnnt re1ulation• 11overnin1 u■e o( public diopoaal 
faciliti~• anJ upon the availability of privately- operated aolid waate dia­
poul faci litiu, the ool id wute that io product:d on the Hahukona Reaort ■ite 
••Y or aay not find it• way into County di1po•■l fMcilitie• . 

·]. Adequacy of Draiaa1e Syatea 

Ttn1 Hahuk.ona Rt!! ■ort' ■ on-aite atora drainage ay■ te■ will be deai.Knt=d to 
acc~Jate lh111 runoff that would occur if the pArc~I• wure llevelupell to the 
•■aia,.. dl!naity p,,r■ittosd by the &oain11 lhal i» eventually 1ought. Aa 
indicated in the EIS, the pri■uy purpoH uf the ■y■te■ wUl be to ■ove runoff 
l11tcrally, i.e, 1 cro■•-•lope, foe diachar1e inlo the 11ajor a;,ullie• that are 
pr.,.ent. The l"lliu tl,e .. elvee have a hiah di■cl1ar11e capacity, anJ no 
dreinege etructur1t• or i■proveaent• in the• are na:=eJa:=d or- planm:td. 

r,,._..,_t.-,i\._,,...,. ....,_. Mt"...,M IIN•f,....,E l 1""'J' ... __., c-•·Nrw ... ..a...-. ....... .._,...,v_,,. 11 tAl'll.a-\w .. _...,._ 
Vr1...._I- .... L,ac..lw.a5Alor..t~dA&-114.ua..5CC.1-l,-,...UflO-°'lWl.dl .&......,,lJ._..JIIIU6.t41..._~A&..,a...--. 
Mt.kl t lt--t-«. 1.....,_ t "'"'c. n.... r t.-,...-. l'mr I ~ 



X --I .p 
0 

c::: 

Hr. 1::dw,ud llarJda 
Aui,u»t 27, l':1111 
l'ag~ Two 

"l'hc ca1,ac 1ly uf lh~ gullu:a ll •u.;b thut almo»t cuu:ipl1H'1 url>auLzation of tht!: 
upwlrc.im 11ortion» o f lhi: Jratm•~e t.a•in1 wvulal hwve tu vcc ur bttfun: the 
chanmd '"pucit)' vn the H•hul&un4 llt:sort •it~ would Le t:-.cc~J~J. t.:tvt:n the 
riatuct: of the lttnJ, cco,,omic con11ta-ilinla • .t1nd tin: .tl.>111: ncc ol suft ic 1.cnl v~tcr 
to sl!rve duch l•ri~-•cal~ growth, it ill in1..oncl!ivablc thttt thi~ would uccuc. 

4.a. Naukll-Nakai Connector lload tu lohala NuuAteio lload 

Thtt mlluk.a bou11Jary of tl11! prupoat!d Huhukona Kl!.;ort a1lc i.11 unl)' 2 ,OUO tccl 
above the Ako1u Pule lh1,hw111)' (Kowaahac •Huhukona IIL~hw41y); thtt Koh..ala Huuntain 
JloqJ is • furtlu:r f1v.:: •i )e■ i.nlimJ. Ucnc:c, wh& le it vuulJ bi:: 1Ju1u .. 1Llc lo 
Je»1gn une ot lh~ col lectur ro•J• 1n the 1&1<1ukM half u[ the rc1wrl 11111ch llu,t Lt 
cu .. ld ev~ntOJa I ly 1,., ualcnil~il to the Kubala Hountllin Moad, th~ I 1kv l ,huu.J th.t 
•ucll an i.taltrovc&»1:nt would a=vcr be m.aJc •vvi::an, to be ~x.trc11Mdy r(l:111ul 111+ H~vcr ..... 
llu:lca•, tl1c vu•a i bilil)' will be ..:un.eiideccJ wht::n si.t 1111 -111p11:c1fi c i9lDU!II tur th1: 
r~1101·t an: pntp.aar~J, •ml cn,i. nt:1.:l"e will mt=~ t w1 th yo1.1 tu J1 :n,:,u1s ttu: &Aatl le r at 

that tt'""· 

4.b. f[Q.~i ~~ _lnter-CounecteJ Joterioc loadvayAtateaa 

LJ11J in bctwe~o th~ t"uur parcel-p&JnJ that compr11~ tin: H411ht.tkon• k~11ort »it~ 
i• uwocd lty th1: St.»tc of llawau . Wtule either cun111ul1.datu.m of th~ State'& 
lauJ hulJin-.• with tho■11 of Hahukona l'ruvcrtic11 or IHJYN:t funa of l~ml ca.c.hirn~e 
woulJ enhan,;11 thv v•lt,• uf buth uwncr•• land, numi::l'uua.i ub111tacl1::a \tould hovi:: c:o 
be uv,.- rcoUM:: bs fura: tld• could occw,r. Slu)u)J • joi.nl Jcve::lopuat:lll •~1: ur:111.~n~ bt: 
nt:~ot i ~t,:.Jt 1;0111 1&Jc r a t-1un v,11 be 1uven t o :int~rcun11ect.1ng the: road • Y~lc••• 

4 +c + Liait the Prt>iect to Due Acee•• Point Pt:r P .. rcel 

A~ yuu lu,ow. Akuni t:Joh: lhghway 1111 • c1,,1n1s-ol lt:J-qcc1:1u1 t.ac- 1 l 11 y. Ucoct:, 
UL C.:CdH JhU.Utt1 tnJ&a the pruvo■cd rcaort onto the hi,hw•y wut1t be at lc.adt 1,500 
l~t:t ~l'•rt . ·rwu of th• tour p•n:::el-pai.ra that comvu:Jt: thct tldhukun_. ku21url 
!titc -Lam.:.alolu.i £t11J ICaupa)aoa, have le•• th•n l,.~oO feet uf t n ,11t..agc uu the 
hiathway ..and would necc1u,ad ly ha-Ye only om: ac..:c11a point per p~r'-'idl. Kchena 2 
hu~ about l,00U t.:~ t ,uf fcuntage, enouih to al h1w two acc1:»M 11oinu, , but tbtt 
Coat uf cuu111truc t1nt;. thl!sa would probably t~a&l to tin~ u111: of only un.: Qt.:&:~•• 
polnt l)t1r vur~t:I tlu:n: o~ \l.tll. 

\hlh a full male uf road {runt.a,~, kauhohrna i• the unly piir<:i::l - p.a1r whcr~ lhc 
v•u of lwo •c~c•• p,unt» per parc1:l 1», •lrong poaa.,b1l1ty. A faual t.lct:.1:.i&On 
ret;.urdin¥ that wlll be 11:11.iJe tn couJ1.111ct1on v1Lh r~11.-01u11lil~ govcrum~nt 
uffic1al.11 at 111ud1 tl&Ae a• •pecifi&: ■ itt- plan• ■ntl cng1n1::~ring m~hUcr pl1111011 !4l"II! 

belnK pn:patrl!J. 

4.d. 0i.1!2'ing Ace"•• foint• ontu Ui.bv~I 

Uoth guuJ hir.hw~y dt!.aH~u pnact1c1:1 anJ cgn•tructaun -,cuouii1 i c .as Ju: tatt: th.a t 
11c:cu•• point• fnn11 1Uiluka .ind au1ka1 parcel• unto the Akuu1 ituh: th~hway ltc 
d&rl!ctly 01,IH)•l L.: Vfhi iJl.(lv l mtf. Such an atrr•nts,c111.,mt wall be provided wht?n 
•llca.:.ific.: •iti;:-cn.i1n~cr1.n~ vtan• air.: prupoaud . 

c:J CJ ~ c:J c::::J c:::J c:J t::::] c::::::J c:1 

Hr. EdwarJ Ha rad• 
Augu•t 21, 1981 
PaKt: Thre'1 

~ . "· 1:o~tJ~uou• Widenioa ~Four Laoea 

Ille unJur•tand your p.r.:fe:rence for a f ou1f- l.tin1: ro■Jwey r • the r th&n a »wri~• of 
turnrna:/ ■tonge lane,. Kowultr, co•t factou ""'k" it doubtful that thia viii 
be pracucal . fro• the north aide of La.aloloa to the oouth ■ide of 11.ehena 2 
11 a dhtanc:o, of about 3.2 •lie•; only 2.0 mile• front the Kahukona lo,•ort 
•it... If d i •cuntinuou• hi11hway wi deni•~ i• unil~rtaken, (i.e., if only 
turnin11/atorage lanea are conauucted ) the acount o f hiur-lane ru11dway re­
,.uir•il would be u little aa 6,000 feet, or Mbo1,1t o'"'~tlnrd the len11th ne•ded 
i t • cunt1uuou1 l our• lantt roadw.11y v~re to be con•truc t ed. '" tenaa of co■ tt 
this glve• th~ di ■conti"uou• a l tern.11tivt! a coat aJvant.11-c: of .tipproa imatcly 
$1. '.I ,., llaon . 

It ahuulJ 1&bo be nuted that int,otrcoanect•d int,unal r .. 11ilw<1yi (cu-•nt 4.b,) 
wuuld pr.,bably be an unnec . .. ary dupl lcatiun i f Akoni ~u\e Hi11hway were 
w1den~d throuituu,t. the re»ort frontage ar~u. Should the- •ppltc11t1on fol" the. 
lii::n~r.11 Plan •~ml■ent be approved, plauner11 and eugin~cra fur tbs prOJeCt 
.,;11 ""'"t with State and County uanaportation olfictah to r each a dui11,£ 
1olut1on that i a aatiafactory to all partiu . 

Thank you for your cu-•nta. If there u any aJJ ~tlonal infor11auon "" '""II 
pruvi d~, plo,aae call..., at 521-53&1. 

~JW:11h• 
cc: Hahukona Prop111:rtit:a 

Hawaii Cuvnty Plannlnar. Depart-nt 
Euv1ru,,-utal Qualuy co-iulun 

~ c::::::::::I c::::::i c:::J c:::J =::i c::=i i::=;;;J 
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Belt, Collins & Associates 
A diviwon of Lyon Auocul'"" lnco,por•lcd 
EAawi.e" • l'lonnon • I.Mcba,- ArduiKu • AK!ulffU 

,_,..., ... _.,_,u,_._...,........,., •• _,nf.....,_pattU-1,.llrif,1t2Jr11PU 

Hr. ff, William Sevaka, Itanagar 
Department. ot Water Supplr 
CoUQty ot Havau 
25 Aupuni Straet 
Hilo, Hawaii 96720 

Dear Hr, Savalla: 

EnYlronaeatal Iapaot. Stat.aaant. ror the Propooed 
Hahukona R!!l!!lr~ !'roJeot, North (ohala, Hawaii 

Au11u11t. 12, 1981 
81.lJ-'l'II 

Bacauaa Belt, Collina & &aaooiat.aa pr•p•r•d tha Environa•nt.al Iapact 
St.at.a-nt (EIS) ror the prapond Hahukona Resort praJ•Qt, a oopr ot your July 
21, 1981 latter to the lfawaU County Plannin11 Dapart .. nt re11ardin11 the 
clocu-.t vaa rorvarded to ua ror a reaponae. Ila are pleaaed that. you have no 
obJaQt.lona to t.he E.IS and that. you round tha water availability top1o 
adequately addra■aad. Thank you ror th• tlae :1pent by you and your at.arr 
rav1awin11 tha £IS, 

PJW;11h11 
cc; Hahulcona Propartiu 

c,ncarely, • JU ,~ .. 
llauali Countr Planning Deparblent 
EnvironN11tal QuaUty Co•bdon 

_..,...,N...--·i-1.1,1r..iw-,.-tL_,. , .. ,_.,c-,..,,w..,_,,_~v..,,~,.,........,w1,wa.,. 
Vn-Lllod,-.Ol_l.t_S..._.._SCO-O-Wltc._c-.it-U-•lt-f_.._,.....,,~ .,..., .. u~n.-.,-..-.,,..-..,.,...,.,_ 
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rt!quu:1. l .,. ! engl.h-ior tre•~Lmout. In ,,urtic,11;,1 ·, wo arc 
conctt1r1~J noL o,JIY for l•iql1wJy to - sltoruli11u dCC~~~, but 
for 1lurll1/aouth .,ccc~u, uir1cu Ll1c ~ l,orulind J•crc iG rocky 
~nd ~llflculL lo hik~. 

L.-J 

Holu t.hat lhc uhorul.anu trails oruc1niztaLiun Na Alo Uulu 
ru,,uu u lc•I tl,aL -~1,u JIU~lic•s r.aght l ~ u ~ e jcup Lra1Js 
and uny o Lhor t.a·c1Jit;iounl lr'1ila th1.1L m.iy bet on thu d!!uctvd 
ltuuJo ncttJ lb, to l,u ctddt~Uiilil!d.- (J)dgu X.- ]5J Hu roqucut. BiJAI&. 

4. tuac.a;urutat J<tC!Jl • Tt' tti l tti.1p. 

Thi:11 is a relc1tod coucol'"n. 

Tiu, u.u•hor or uhoruliuu acc;u iU& trails, dcpiH' ling tho 
ldghway, frum 1tuhuuc1 2, a.oulh, lo Ldpcakait.i 011 ll•tt norlh, 
givua a total o( 0 ~nd ~11010 mdy b ~ tuor~ ~ 

1'hu t:IS "'"P 011 pago 11 - 4 tihows onlv 4. 

In iidtlilion· thu norlh /uo11th &lu,,·ol inc jut!'p lrui I i u 
i11 dctual i lv muclt more co~ol~~ ll1an ~ how11 011 tho map. 

W(.I , ·uqucst th.:.t all ucluul 1c-c p trdils ii.llld tr&Jdit.ional 
Lr4i l &:J 011 the: pro1,Ju1· Ly b ti a.ho\lu on Lhu 111c1p. 

5. JICJWdJtan Croups Not ConsulLud. 

011 pd~u V- 39 tho l icJ, arct•nouloqic.al ruso,1r~ ~u of KJjl1olund 
uhupudu ,1ru dt.! lf.l:r.ahctd. Thuy a.-e s1.1i,I t.o c,1u"l Lho~u 11t 

l.illpdlr-.ah1 dud, turt.hunaoru, t.o Lao prc --c onla-cl t~t1wdi11 ~ - --

e::u1>uci td ly Vid•J.lhlo.. We 11in11lly wi s h l o notu lor the rucord 
Lhi1l ltctt.11Joi ian hinlor1cilll «JrOups "nd f 1,H1rua 10 North l{uhc1la 
lldYo nol ~~ on 110Ltf1~d of ll1u~o fi11Ji11q s and l1bv~ nol h~u•1 
~01,uull~J for ll1«rtr ~lowB on ro&ort J~v~lopmc11L of tl1u ailu. 

T~a,,k yo ,1 (or Lho opportunicy Lo oftor Ll•ocu con1mu1,ts. 

0 L.} a ( l C7 c::.J Cl r-7 

AJ~ 
'UW 

Belt, Collins & Associates 
A division ol I.yon AsSU&.-i.111:l. •n.:orptr•lcJ 
a:,.,..,._ .... • l'l.a1.twt1 • WoJ•··~ A,1.hilnh • "'"w'~"'b 

.,.,.,.._ ............ J nt""'»t• .. I ......... IH.,..lll~IMlltUIU•lS.tnt1l11•71l 

Hr. Collin ICaloolo, Chairun 
Plannin1t and Land Uae c.-iuee 
Kohala Cu.aaun1ty A•■ociat.ion 
P.U . Boa 451 
Kapaau, Hawaii 96755 

be ■ < Hr. Kahohu 

Enviro,-ntal l■pact Suteaent for the Prupood 
JlahuJ!cun11_ ll•-~"-1'.LProl,.ct I th>rth Kohola I Haw11U 

Augu•t 27, 1981 
BIAC-1447 

B•~auoe B•lt, Collin• , Aaaociatea prepared the Environao,ntal l■pact 

Stat•ae11t (1!15) for the prupoaed Hahukona leaort project• copy of your July 
22, 1981 lotter to the Hawaii County Planning Depart-nt regarding the docu­
■ent vu forwarded to ua for a reaponae. n,ank you for the ti■e apent by you 
and -■bera of the c-1mity revioving the EIS. n,e re■ainder of thi• letter 
n:aponJ• to t!:ach of the concll!:r-n• you axprt!a■ed. 

,. Cood .. ini,a leaideat■ Not Counted Ja PoJ!!!.latiOQ S-.orie• 

The condo■iniU1a• that au propoud for the Hahukona iourt and for other, 
alr .. dy-plannecl ruun project• in South Kohala are int.:11JeJ 1>ri11cipally for 
ua,: by vioi tou, and the analyaia praaented i11 Ute 1!15 ,. .. ....,. that thia viii 
bd th~ c11e. We ••de thi• •••Ullption fur two aain rvason•. F1r•t, we believe 
that it ia the one aoat likl!:ly lo occur. Se:conJ, it i• the •••uapi.iun that 
produc~• the aoat aev•rc i■pact projection• • 

tf the condoainlua unit• are not uaed by vi.air.ore, tvu allcrna1.ive uaca for 
thu■ e•i•t. They coulJ bl!: u■cd 41!i.ther aa reaidenc:c• for per•on• who do 11ot 
havl! to work.J i.e., for r1t:tinu1• or the indcpend.snt.l)' wealthy, or•• doaicil~• 
for pcraun• who are employed aoaevl1ere in the r~gion . Eape:ri.enc.c in other 
re■ort areaa, ••well•• the obviou• econoaic• and d~aogr11phic» of th~ aitua­
tion1 •u~geata that relatively fev retiree• are likely to ecttle in a high­
priced <:uotal reaurt develupaent on an ialand vith rl!l~tiuly high living 
co■ t•• A limited aaount of thi• will occ.ur, of cour•~, l,ut each reaort 
c.undoainiua unh: occupieJ by a retiree 11e1n• one fewer conduah1iua 11nit 
available fol' uae by tr■n•ient■ and, th1:uefort! 1 • d~cr~•.11e: in the aecondai-:, 
gruwth that would be generated. llecauae uf thia, th,: cffoct ur ntireea i1 
likely to be urginat. 

A ae<:und, and ,o0re likely, pouibilit)' ia that oo■e of the aondu■iniua unit• 
vould be purchued aad/or rented by penono vhu hulJ job■ within the 
Horth/South Kohall i■pact ■<••· n,e US u1uae1 th•l nu vockcra will be 
acc~Jatt!d in the re.ore are••• To the eat~nt that th~y are, h:w.:r cun­
doainiU1a• -uld be available foe """ by vhicou, and the 
e•pluyaent/ .. couJ■cy growth eff.,cu vould be luacned. At tlur oa.., ti■e the 
need fur workt!c-1,ouaing off-•ite: would •l•o b111: Jccrt!••e:J. In ahart, if 
,.,..,,..,._ .•• -.-.. ~• ••r ... Mtlw•F•,-.,t t,""t, a,,--tFt.-\r .... rw .......... M'III,,, ,-•• v.,,.a. '-"""'w"....,.· 
v. ,.a.-tr.l.ln.L .. I ... JSAt-.L-•-•~A&-.Aa.aSrn-..u........11t:._.,, ........ t..~LJ-.at1w..t .. ..l....-..AIMIWl,.w-.. 
.. lat-ii ,.--......... 1t.-f M..ir.. ~., t ,r-,t, ... ,t-w.,,.. ~ 

r--"'I 

/ 
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Hr~ Cul I lit Kahu l u 1 Ctuu rm~n 
Aui:u~L 27 , l'.1111 
Pat:;,1: ·rwo 

p1:raumenl r~111JJcntd uccup)' the cunJuauu1Ua11 uuitd• tlac:n the actual a111v~ct111 
woultJ lie lover th.:tu thu•~ we huv~ r~1Jorc~d. 

2.. .1:p,pi:llre:ut l;r Jn•ccurate "Laboe 

Wt: arc tn compl~tt: GIJfCt:IDl!Ut with your ■ tt1tl!&0cnt tlu,t. 0 ru11urt woLk iu not the 
pre:h:nrnc;c: uf all.11 t\,1utnut.e I in T111iltlt;t lV .. 14 Jou• n11t., ·• 11 you •talc in your 
tDCIDUrt&nJWD, " • • • ,a111wac: ( a) 411111 available locally-t.i,uu wurk1Hli .arc cmpluycJ lR 
touriina. 11 In cuncludiui that it dou11, you appear to hove uv~rluukctl two 
i1i115hntunt tuct11. F1r11t., Uu~ table: •pplu:• -.lnly tu lht: ~ in Un~ lul.11.,r 
rorcci thu laq;c: number or ca1:i1:tini non .. re•urt • ndatcJ Job• which presently 
cJILi=iol in th~ rl!~tuu wc:n:: •••umc:d tu 4;011t.i11uc tu l,~ 4V1u laltlt: tu l'ro»p4o\Ct i\lu 
wurk1:1 :1. In 1975', the: lat~st yc:,u- fur wluch dMld •• avdil»bl1:, this umuuut~J 
lu l.)UO t.u l,600 JUbv ~ Th~ nu111l,er i» evc:n hiA:,hr:r 1f we: coo!lidc:r Jobzt out.»iJ1: 
lite: Kuhal.a• ln:ld by Kuhala rc:.aidcut11. Si::c und, lht:: num~ur of JUb lll- •lU.tWU iu the 
tulil~ rc~cc»~Rl :ia tho■c rcaultiuM, lrom ah~cunJai-y ii:ruwth iUi well as d i n:cl 
Vl•ltor iuJuatry c1111~J,uyme=ut. Hany uf lhc Joh• tlult wuulJ bt: cr-catcJ •re 
t td..al.cJ to tlu, v1•1 tor indu,lry only ,uJirccll)', i.c:. 1 Lh~y .. re job11 that a1t: 

a up1,urtcd 1u·i1aarily !by Lht: pt:rmam:nt rcaiJcnt11 of lhc arr:a. t:a.awfJlt: ■ uf lhc:-.~ 
u11,;lmh: 11c;huol lt:1td1er8, a tort: clerk■• KOVcrnoacnt work.era* truck Jr aver.II• 
c:S11pluyuc:• of buuka .und other ti.1umc:i•l inalitutiuns 1 t:l~ . 

WluJe 1 ltclh:vv thr: )' r ect!d1u1 ea:plan4tion rc:apundw tu the: &pc~ifi c tc:duu c al 
taisiue~ nai5ed in you.- lc:tt.s:r, l would likt! to take thi :,. O)'J.lurtuutt)' tu rc:­
t:eaptua.1, 1,c ,tt point uu1&1c iu th~ l:'.:IS tlaat »ppear» to unJ~r I tt! Lh11 cuoLu rm, yuu 
~•vr~11»cJ. Alrt:aJy• pl"nncd rc1,ort pcu1etl1 in Suuth Koh~l• w11J it:1tc:1·,1tc ,a 
m:-=d tor work~rtt wit:11 in ~xcea■ uf lhe ni.cJ11 ol Uac r:a1 =11 tlnw. r1:11dt:nl 11upul-i1 ... 
t aou of t.ht: Koh.ihu, auJ tin: propu»uJ Hahukun• ke 11u,t proJt:&: lt wuulJ adcJ t o 
tha• labor [on:~ dt:fic1t. In ord.:r tu •taff the jot.» lhiill ar• t.:11:pcctcd to b,: 
cu:a.tt.::J, hnw.-.: 11calt: in-miiration w1tl be n~c:e•1uy. ThJ¥ llllif#Cl 1» 1Jcnt•fl~d 
q11llt=" clearly ll\ the ans<•-=~, fur ts:JILdmpl~. ,·ublt: IV-17). 

Hawaii Tuuri•• l•p•ct tla11 Pcojcc:lio111; Tiiis l.:tbur tor4,;e projcclJum• pre­
»t:nt~tJ in tht! Jlc1waJ i Touri•m Impact Pl•n~ Wca.l lluw- Ii 111n: nn\11 " J~4.:aJu ula.l. 
They ace ba111• d on Jt:vt:lop~nt piro~uaale 1Ehat \lere b1nng puL (urlh .ac.· thut 
time. Sagn1h,canl. chau111,c.a, havu t.~en 11ode to thoeu: pluu~ a111cc: then thut 1114kt: 
Lht: vrojcction111 coutain~J 1n th~ U■wM h. Tuur i am 1-at:;nct ta"l.au ob»ul~lt:. 

J "":=11 u;14bl~ tu d~tct11U111: eaat;.l l)' wlu~r~ in th&t document yuu ul.ltauu.:J Y ,000 
pt!r11un11 ,;1s th.: c•tim111tc:d labur fuil't .:: cc:quinuDt:lll tor tht: Wa 1kulua proj.::ct 
~luO~• ra~e ~2 Jo~• •tMtt!: 

ur Lh• u1L11,.,1L• (Waokoloa) popula tion ol 29,lllU p•uon•, 'J,'J6a viii 
be wurkcra. !!!!L,_ lhc1r Jcp.:ndcnt» (~m1,Jha 11i.11 uJ,lt!d ) ■U4,> J,1Url~J liy c1a-
1»lu)'uat:nt opriurtunlt h H11 g~n~t'at~d in Buia!it•• r~.1i1url ~Hell. 

Plcu111: out~ ttu1t it.h4.t CJ 1 96d fi1ur~ r1:fer1 to vurkcra u11J tlac:ir Jc~nJcuL:11, 
i.e • .- to rhe toluJ rt:•ldrnt populathm 1 uut j1.uit to cLUploy~r:u . 

CJ w CJ CJ W' CJ c::J CJ c:::, 

Hr. Collin l(aholo, Chairman 
.lui:uat 77, 19111 
Vage 1'hrce 

3. Acc:ea■ 

t ile heaJing tilled Acceu on pair.e 11- 5 f ■ II ■ unJ.r the higher~level heading on 
P•i:e 11• 1 titled "PROl'OSt:11 OH• SJTE DEYEWPIU!HT." Thua, thr•e four •entence• 
:r-efer unly to c:he futur~ accl!:aa roada whtch would b~ d~velupc:d foe tt.e reaort ,. 
t:xi ■ tinK, c:ond1tiona, ■uch •• the jeep tcaila 1 v.ere nut a'1dre:a■ed in thla 
chAptt=r whic:h describe• the propoaed }II'oject .. 

S111ce Jevelup..,nt phna are at ouch • conca ptu;il ltage, it io not pouible to 
( ully deter•ine the i•pact of the ruort on je•p trail• and other traJitional 
tra1l11 + tlow~ver, 1t i1 alllO•t certain that ••i.at1nai J~~p tca1la UR t he rt!aort 
• 1. tt: would b~ c.h■nged or el i■ln■ ted •• ■ rcaul t of prupoat!d Jc="e lopaunt. 
Unti 1 con111truction a tart• cm ••ch paccel, u•u ul pre■l!ut acc.-:••• point• •nd 
trail• .,o.,ld be pcriaitted . It IM:, aho be worth noting thql the o:arly d,:aign 
concepts fur thc roort pruvidcd for conn .. cting all th• , ... oct propeniea to 
Lhe Lapakohi State Uiotodc Pack vith a 11urth-•outh coaatal pathway ur ro■d­
w•Y • Kuw~ver, nothin1& can be finalised until harther •ii• cuaaion ar~ held vith 
tho: Stato: regar dini: leaH of th" interv .. ning lands and a d"finiti.ve deaign 
CQIUatpt fol' the ir1taort it■e=lf ia adopted. 

s .. ,.,ral additional factor■ will help mitigate tho impnt uf thc propoaed 
Hahukona Keaort proJect on the edning Jeep troll •Y""'" a11J presc11t uaer■• 
firH, tho traih in th" State-owned parcela betwe"n the Hahultona Keoort 
propert1ea will remai n to prov1,de acce•• to thtt co11.at (oc tho■e who do not 
wi11h to Jcive on the roe.ta through the re•ort . SeconJ,. the County Plann i ng 
Dep■ rtlllk!:nt ha• be~n requiring the t'l!: ■ort■ in kohala to provid~ public .1cc4ua 
buth to •nd • Iona the •horr: line •• • conJ it ion of dt:VIJ lopmcnt pc:nai. t■• Since 
th1 Hahukona Re■ort vi II hav" to apply for many ■ppr9val• and pe natt■ (oee 
Chapter Ylll of the £15) 1 there vi.II be opportuB i tieo tu re■olve th,o ■cce■■ 
iasuea ,. 

". Jnaccurate JHp Trail Nap 

The h11\lrl! on P•II" II-lo vao bued on th• u.s. Ct:oloi:i ,c~I s .. rve:, 1.S-minute 
qu~drancle ■IP of the area. Thh u the moat de tMi led official topographic 
map available. The ■ain purpuae of thi• fi11ure va■ to •huw the pared 
boundari,oM of the Hahukona R""ort oite, and the U. S.G.S . ■ap se•...,d appro­
pr1atw: to uae •• a baee. Therl! v•• no intention of m1artl'preaeotin1t th.s 
complexity of th!! jeep trai t ae:twock. In r~»..-unne to at!V~ral colQD!ente 
r~ceived, we hHe i■proveJ the fi11ure by ad.Jing the f,,., additional jeep trait. 
wh.ich are vi•ible on a 111 

• 1000 1 •c:rial phuto of the area lak4-n in 1970. We 
r~aliz.c th»t 10.ae tc•il• might •till be o■ittcd eithe r becaua~ they are aore 
n:c-::ut th•o •9JO 0-r be,cauae vegetation ubacuc~• th~m on th~ Jlholo .. 

S. 1t1v1U•11 G.-oue, oot CouauHed 

We torvardcJ thia ~~nt to the Bi11hvp Huac:ua for • ceupona& einca: th~y wttr• 
the archHoloti cal oubconoultant for thu vruject , Tluu r r~...,n•e f ollow11 

c:::, C t::::! 0 c:::, 0 c:, c::::J 
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Hr. Cullin KLelmlo, Clu1lrm.111 
Au11u•~ 27, 1981 
1'411:,it.:. Four 

CJ. C:) C-...J ~1 __... 

At pc~1cnt the tlit11lop Hu11eum dol!a not 1•po111c • Kcn~rul pulicy rl!• 
1,.-ardiu, i.ntcractiun with locMI inJivid1.u1ll~t 1r,.,up1, ur 0..-11.aniza­
tion■ during the conJuct of contract 41rchaeolot5y. ffovt:vcr 1 \le an: 
anJ .alway• h41ve bven fleailth: and op-,:n in thi• nutpccl. In @n:.1• 
wh~rl! ~011truvuc1y r~1arJing a •pecific proj~ct i1 kuowu fco• tht! 
uut1u1t, 1te ■ake:: uvery effort. to coo~l'4t~ and work .::lo• t!I'/ with 
loc.1111 grouv•• Soat! currt:ut eaaaplt:s are tht! Waiaat!a-Kawaih1.1e RoaJ 
CurriJor PruJ1:4;t un Hawaii l1lanJ, the Kawc:la Proje::ct on Holokoi 
l1l ■ml, and the K■w•inui. Harsh l"roje::ct on Oal1u l»l•11d. Uuwcvt:r• tn 
•ll uf th1t caaaple• anJ •II contrilct project», public acctin~• anJ 
intcr•ctiu1u1 ar~ conducted in cunjunclion wilh the c0ncraccur1t .. 
Unlikt! pure l'l!llt:urch project■• durinK. the couJucl of a cuntc,u.:t 
prujcct, tin: •1.uuu• •• con1ultant ur ■ub--c:1>11tractu1· doea uul h■Vt:: 
lht: •ule •uthority to conduct puLlic ac~ti111.11, .:tc. u~ hav..: 
.11ttend~J: a.1uy public IIM!eliua•, te:•tifieJ. at ha:,q,1·i.na;■, and umhH·­
tak,m to infona intt:nr■ t~J parti~• rt:1,arJini our work .111111 Lh-1;: n:­
Multing reco_,,mJ•tiuu• ■ml evalua~iona un uther iJrojecL•. 

Hut.ally, loc .. 1 individual• •n&l gcoup• an~ coutact~tJ duriuu. the 
co11Juct uf iuLc11111ivt: hietorical rceu::an:h involvinat i11{or11-•U1t inter­
view•, ulc .. aut.l •l•o pt'ior tu cu11ductin1 arctu,culugicall fi~ldwuck. 
in "cea• with ■ini•ual ur nu previuu1 docuaent•tion .. Spc:citically, 
in the Cil■t! u{ H.aehukuna, • l•rge nuaber o[ "rcha~ological rl!aillin• 
"'atrc alre:aJy duc:ua.:ot~d with SAU,t gf Lluta inc:luJeJ in that StatcviJc 
lnve11tur7 Sit" Filo:• ■t the Hiotoric Site ■ So:~tiuu of the Stat" 
bcpartaaent uf LanJ antJ N•tur•l llesourc~•• The: Mjo.- aourctt o( the 
l,4t:kgrmmJ •at1:cial for the•e (i •~• vere obtained tr.,. our Ot!part .. 
ac:nt o{ Anthropology filt!i ■, Chua tlit! Hu•eua•» fieeld t1:u■ w•11 quite: 
fa■ i 1 ia.- with th~ •rea and it• nuaerou• 11it~•· 

A• ~vida::nt in 011r Limitt:J fh■•u 1 repurt• eva::n tin: [1?1~t•civ.: kir1J• 
u( cv•luution• aod n:cu....:mh1tio1111 pr.:a11::ntc.J ■ re cuut1ngent t>n dc­
t..ai h:d an•l)'•e• and inlcrprt:tatil>o ut th-= d4ta durin~ th111: 
luburatury phaoo: ot the proj,:ct fol luwinii: the ti1,IJwurk ph••". Tho, 
prc.au:rv.ation •11 w-11 &11 aiLiKMC:.iun ra::cuuaundaliuua antJ Liu~ critcri-t 
uau:J to .e:valuate apecific •ita::a CAIi aelJua be auaJ~ hi the ficJJ. 
Thu111 wu 11:c~l thal public input anJ diacut,•iontt wuuld be mor~ .1:1ppru­
p,ii111lt: to 411 p•ertitt• invulvt:d• nut J11ring tha:: fi1tldwo1k portion• 
of the pn:l 1m111•ry plu111c11 ur the project, auch a■ tha: aubjcct 
Li•ih:J Pli•»e 1 Pruit:ct, but at. lht: coapl~t i uu oi thc r1::porl when 
Jct'li lei:! recoaaenJat i 011a a11d 1:'Vdl I UMt iuna b.a suJ upun lhoruu~h 
._n.aly11ia and iuterpr~t4iltiun can b.: prt!¥cnleJ .. Al11u .a-. ae11t1u,11:tl i11 
ell~ an:h4htological (tOrtion of tit~ t:15 •• Vl:11 d& in the Lonc:lu¥ion• 
ot the Plutec: l Rc11urt • th~ prt!limi.11.aty n,q,tur-: of thu ~Uu&JJl~LcJ work 
unly al low~d for lt!nt•tive ki11d1 uf n:4.:u1111,n~nJati11n• •uJ cv11.lua­
tiona .. A• furtlll!:r awrc iutcn11ivc:: ph411t:■ ut work are co11a,lel1:11 1 che 
J111po1dtio11• ot· •p.:..-:lfic ■ ill!• vall be finelizc:J. Uurini th-., up• 
cuain.i aorc i11l.:11•ive ~lu••e•, lhe upµurtuuily tu ALquire verb111l ur 
@t4l infon1ation fro• local r~•id~nt• will nut b~ U~ileclcl.l .. 

.--. 
'---·" r--J c.~ 0 
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Ha· . Cul I in Xat!ut o, Cha{r ... 11 
Auguot 27, 1981 
P"K" Five 

J CJ CJ L> 

The Biahup lluaeua w..tco.oa and indocJ acknowledge■ tlu: value of 
put.lie input and di1cu11i.1>n1 with int.::nt■tt:J individual• auJ iruupe 
peruining to the local hi ■tor7. Huwever, it ha11 alway■ beon th" 
policy of the ■UHUII to re■erve the right to .. valuate inforaotion 
ubtained in the cuurae of infor .. nt intl!'rvicw111 1 publ ii; di•a:uaaionat 
etc. for inclu•ion i.n • ntport or publication. 

Thank you for your c-nta. If thero: ia ■117 additional infonoation that we 
■ay pruvide, ple■ae call.., •t S2I- Sl61. 

inc.,ra,ly, ~ • 

.. ~ .. ~ 
l'J\l:11h• 
cc: Hahukona PcopeJ'tle ■ 

Haw•ii Cuunty Planning D"p1rt11ent 
Envirollal!IIUI Qudit7 Co-inion 
liahop Kuoeua, Dep■rt■ent of Anthropology 
Henry lh••• 
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C c.::1 ~Y of lt;w:~• ii : l :mn l nc: Dept, 
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r : lo, Iii. ~C.7.:0 

•~o :·:horn thi o concf'!m:-: 

He: Comment:; on the t,•ahukona 
P.csort I.;1!:, 

: ~r •:r n ; of ·.ha:: I a J\ln Hele nori - pro1"i t or1;ani z.ntion lfho nrc 
rc!'id::,nt ,; of ~lortt\ :ird Eouth ;::ih:ila hav~ ::ubmitted the follo,1ine 
j nfr-•:1'. ~c:1 to ll<' after ccn::it:,,r, blc i:tudy 01· jee p trail::; in th,: 
n?"•1.:-.s to bn. crfccted by thn. .rropo::.cd ;,;::,.J:ul:ona resort, 

l, 

2. 

:i. 

T!te !ll'!P on rr:. 11-lf !;howin.:; c:d!otir.r, jeep trail:i is erroneous. u.,, ... ~~ 11- J> 

n ·(.~ i h :ik r:- th o::: -c arl? three high1·1:-y- to- :::horelinc tr~ils not 
·:ho:·:11 011 th'.! u,,1p. 

/1 w~ll- uced dirt jcc-p trail is :ilco not shovm on the map. lt 
: ~ \. ri Keh,.ua 2 ;,nd l c ndll directly to :<em·:(l'ula B;,y. /lnot?ler old, 
rr.,~c,y jeep t.a11 i:.. in Kchc na 2 and la perpendicular to the shore 
at t!•:i Mi cl<Hc of the ,i>ro1l()rty. Tt1c jeep trail 11hich follow:. the 
chor~l inc in Kt.!hena 2 conti nucu fur1.hcr oouth than is cho1·m in 
;:- i t urc II-J. /1.nothcr jeep tr:.il enters Kchcr.a 2 frcm t tlo re:tt 
:::ihum,a'a to the uouth, Ful!nui. A lone-time kt?lllil'aina rc!ddent 

"'· 

of ~:oh.Ila hcH <:vc>:; there i:; a m:iulta-rm~:ii ancient Haw:?.ii.an foot­
trni 1 on the north e id,, of l\cheua 2. However t'.J\ on-c ite inspec­
tj,,~ i s n ~r:dcd to COi"\fim thjo. 

In ;.c.-,eral t?lc j!lcp trail net1vork i:; much more complex v:i th over­
] ni,:; 1md parkinr, ureas than i s indic.-.ted in the ovt:r-sil'lplifi ed 
1- :~un, !I- J. 

i:••:, :. r: thiu ;.,for:n,ition :;i,ffn i fic:mt? •r1111 :rn:icrtions made on 
Pl'• lV-6B thnt u ) the "'dry cidc" of Koh!:!la ill not n prime area fvr 
ri:-'1•~~ :·•Hl tt:2t ~) ":,om~" diulocntion o!' i:uch ncti vi tie :i m:iy bo 
, y •,cc , .. d -,,j lh d•:vclo1'l"nnt, .rmct l't1:·'.hllr that c) ri1;hts-of~wny tt,roU/'h 
~ •,,. ~ , ' 'C- ....... dcv~~0lil'·:--1" •,·:i 11 °2cttJally iucr~a!::c the nccensibility of 
,. -.,:, : •·.; a ::·, m ·<. ::e!'i ou t:ly ini,,:,:u,.nto! Tho presc:ice of 1·;ull- tr:?.v .,led 
· ..,,~ ,., .. ~<"p:•;,•c ~·r e::, t : .. r'i).:j in t l· L.· :atbjc~yt; aro ~~ lo ~mplo o vic:!ence that 
'!,•• .,,,i,1ic; r-.: l i •!:.l on ll c ri"h1nr: ::>.:1cJ c:: "lpine ;,vnil:ible along t he 
• •~ J"lt: ,..i;.•J ~ 1 o\·c!j :1 1 1d \r °'!"'·1..!1 lo Uc foun(1 ~cl\'1ccn ~b h••konn t'nd 1:;:l\·:o.ih;3 e + 
!':win(! ] l v~d mo:;t of n•y li f•! in Jl u.r lh ~11d :;outh Kohala I know from 
• r· ... ·,;o -,~l t."{ f:cr!<•rcr• tn•!t ·•.t, ....-, :;:-c j e ep :.:c cu:;c ~1t1y!l a1~c honeycombed 'lti th 
'·:,·~j U i,:; on wecl"s11d!.I a l' d thnt the ri :;hir.1_!, i c excellunt v,hcn you !:.now 
1eh P.r :: the t'ootl spot:; ·irP.. There ;,re nicl-,nmnc!l for :.,lr.,ot;t, evo:?ry 
fiuhin1: :mcl campi1.c upot :!lonr. th.:,.t co;i:;t . 1'ho ucccceiibility or 
th, .. ;:, nr,..a!l i!l nr c:;nr.tJy c,xtcn::ivc, ;•nd private de velopment:; wou! d 
incvituhly curtuil current u::;c of t hese jcup trail::; by the Jublic . 
Tnd dt•nt,~lly i.o~,c of t h e jeep tr:>llc alone the s horeline arc 
cucc:::;::;or~ to ::,•1cii,11t Ha·11:iiion foot t r ,dls 1·1hich krunn'ainll rer.icMbcr 
1·.•e:-c e'lc~ ea:;y to foll-:-·:1 p rior to kim·1-:? infestation. ! wn told that 

C) C:J C::::l w· c:::r ~ CJ CJ C) 

2. 

, •• ..,, ,., ... · .. -n ... o..,. "'"h ... n-c e., ... tr..., 11 
~ ,:, i.!_· e7 d ;oi: ~bl.it rnte it. 

occ.-.:;ion:::illy can be sce'1 where the jeep 
ll o~, <loef: the II ir,hrmys Act or 1892 

:t 1•.-·•-=-~~ .a.•~,.~ d ~::;po~;i -'.: ::.:1. of the 
t r ;, il '/ 

j ec,> t!"ail ~,h ic!i f ol lo1'/s t he arc: icnt 

linfo:-tunatcly I huvc been much too busy to be able to exllll1ine 
t he f.l~ i:- :- c muc:, detail ai: it d•n:;erv-:n. On P&· Vl l-4 app<:?ara the 
nt!1oi r don tl,at "alrcatlyw;,l.inncd Kohala recort:i nppear likely to 
r, ,.,u ! -.. ;_.., :>n overounply of hot el room:i." ls yet ru!other major resort 
,: '"" --:, . h i s ! ahu1: cn:i propo..;11 in the boot intcre:;t of Hawaii County's 
1, ,,,, -1 :-1. ; -,duc '.1·y and IH.:onor.,y a:; a whole'? The 7'ajor resort areao a lrc2dy 
;,~ r r ovcd i r Ka lnhui pua' ~. and Anaeh o' omttlu cou).d be rnore than sufficient 
to :icc c , irnoc!a t 'l touriot traffic whi,:h h.-s been on the decline., lt 
:;ccr:is t hat with the incre1.1s c in hote l room inventorieo, we have seen 
t,i.,tel occu,mnc ies plunce to their lc,1•10::;t levels in 10 years ., (Sec 
"11:m::.ii in 1980 - A Recap"' , Firct HnviaUan ilank•s liconoin!c lrdjcatofl!I+ 
.r.nr il 1'981} r-oor hotel occupancies lcr.tl to poor qunli ty employment 
for our : ·e::;illc11to. Condominiu,, s offer even le:m slenifii;-ant employment 
o;,r-o i-tt.n i t i c :; t ,um ho~c ls. Iii it possi ble th:.t condo1~iniums are 
comncti np wHh hotelc by offerin,:; an att:-nctive alternati ve living 
:, ,•r:.'l ''t·•1cn t -Jnrl i r.vc::-;:tra.:rst to the i:isi tc-r·1 

Co•.lld t h-:1 report entitled, ~t:,,_U.Q!;.i.ll! lMpncts a."ld S.2.£.1:ll 
[ nn.!!e::ment Is.-:ues Ari sin,: from Dc,velor;,; ,,1 nt of :. l'ror,o:::ed . Hecort 
~flJ.i.I'J c :~ :, l t nhu'•onr I Horth ~olll)l ". l~l and oi" :,=i•.mil be shared with tha 
Coun t y of fice in Konn'< 1 would l1ke very much to review that report 
1,?-iic!i utilizes rese:.rch studies v1rittcn by me. 

i 'ahelo for thic opportunity to pnrticipute in the EI::i process. 

Sincerely, 

- .~k:\x.:n-.L C. '-'-£\-.... J~L~ 
!Jeborah Chane Abreu 

l resident, NII ALii !i.!::1.E 

I ,,.. ; \la\,ul.,., ... H..,('tc l,t!--

0 c::::> Oc:J r::::J e:::> 0 C'- M 
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Ha DittlJoroh Clumg At.lrt:u 
Pr~ahh::nt• N;1 Al• Ht:le 
P.O. Bua IH2 
K"a hko,kuu, ltuwa ii 'JI> 7)0 

lh:.11r Ha Abreu; 

t;m1iro1-.ac11tal l•p•ct 6t11t1uatml fur tltt: l'ropo•~d 
HAhuk~n• R~aurt Pro)~c, , Hucth JCohala, ll ■waii 

A111,u•t 21, l!IHI 
BIAl:- 1472 

lh:! C; ,a1.1111c Uel~, Cul 1 in• • Aeaociatc• pretp•ired th~ t:nvirolUIN:!ntal Impact Statc ­
■ent (EIS) for the profu■eJ Hahukonll Rl!■urt proj<!ct, • cupy of your July 22 1 

19111 l"tter tu the llawaii County Planning p.,p■rt-nt ro,a;uJiug tho, Jucua,enl 
., •• forw•rJ~d to 1J1. We 4ppreci•t11 lhc ti~ you anJ --=•Lun1 uf yuur or~aniz.a• 
~io11 apcnt ruvit:11lna; lh~ EIS .apd pn:pariu11 your c~11tM. Thi$ r~11~inJer of 
thia leLtec rt:¥ponda to the com::ern111 you t:t:apr~••ed .. 

Jeep Trail• (Pi1ure 11-l) 

Thi■ figurl! WfUI bau1cd 011 the U.S. Ceolo1ic111l Sllrvey 7.S-.. inute quaJr.a11glc l&dp 
fur the •rea, the 1114tlt Jelat leJ official tupu1n•phic .... avai. l•ble. 1'he ••in 
puirpu1tc= of the fi1;,urc: wa■ to ahow the p•cccl bounJarice of the Hahukuna Be»ort 
ai.te• 1u1d the U.S.C.~. ■ap ace11Mtd •pprupri4te: to uae •• a b.iuh:.:. Tht=rt:t: waa uo 
f nt.;_ntiuu uf •ia.n:prv1tmtu111 th.: coapl~xity uf the jet.tp tr•il nt:twork. ln 
rv11po1u1e to yuuc co.,~nt we havll! i■pruve:J the figure by aJJin1 thtt fuw addi ­
tional j«,p tui I• thMt arc viaible on • l'HO •urial photo of the ait .. (scale 
1•• • 10001

). We r~111t1&e that •oae trail• •isht 11till bt! u•itu~J ei.the1.· 
becau111~ the:y "n: aaore n:cent tha11 1970 or bucauae ve1:et111tion ob•i;·uns» thea 011 

the ,u!rial phuto. T1u:»ct will be ld1!:11lif1ed ■nd aapp~d a11 planniu, ru.- thu 
pruj1:et c:vnl lulh:■• 

~~i~Al Haw•iiaa Foot_I!~il 

ful'ther archaeolol'ic.al work will be June 011 th.:: kt:heua 2, Lam1alalua, 11nd 
Kiiiupalaua prup-ertiea. Th~ e•i•tenc:e 41( a mauk.a-miik.uii. .-n~iunt U-,wai bau luut 
trail on tl1e north aldt: of K~l1eua 2 coulaJ be= confir•eJ at that ti11ie. 

fi•hi•g Alo•g tho, Dry-Si<!!' of the lobal .. 

1'tu: •lltc~nt on pi,a"e lV-61:1 uf the: EIS that 11 tht! 1dry ¥id1tt of th~ Kohal•• Wa'1! 

not • pri1:1t: are:a for fiahi.ng" w»• nut intende&J to mi•re11ra:•i1:nt the t11Jality uf 
th~ fi ■hi1l~ Lhcre. The •t•te:...:ut w,111a b•et:J on in!or■atjuu which Co ... unity 
llce1oucc:~ .. , u"r auc ia I impuc t •'-'bC"on•u I t.a11t, obt4inuJ r ru• f i 11herlllk!11 i 11 Nu.-tll 
KuhAI• whu had ni,,huJ a J~cline in fi11h .. opul.wti,.,n■ in thi• &re• anJ wl10 
con1iJt!rrd tht: 0 wt!t-11iJr:11 fi•hing much b~ttec. 

""'-"""'•-'·'•--~ 1--.111: .... ,._,._. U, ....... l lt,o1t.l• L,--•U1.~r-i1•,y4"...._t,1,.,•nl• 1-1oh\'..,1t.tl• ◄ -J.•1IY'., ...... , 
v .... ~, S.,.l.,tt ......... ~"·-··· .......... A, ....... A ... :il"ll...,1--.un,~l~Jl ..... _... ........ JUl.l.,t,.n.,L ........ ,\ ..... ,~-.... 
~""'-'' ••-·••k•. u.-,t ,.._,,. ,.._,r r._._..._._ l"rntt wt..il .. 
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The ... rine re ■e•r-d1 con1ultant • • report 1 however• indicated th•t the dry 
coutlino, of Horth Kohala haa -re abundant food anJ 041uulua fiah tloan th" 
11:oua Cuut. Therefore, to give re■ller■ of the EIS• b•tro,r P"r■pectivc on the 
'lu•lity of fiahing here, the fiut aentence on P•&" IY-68 will be chang,id to 
rc•d •• fol low•a: 

Phhio1 ao4 rood Gatherin1. The "dry 1iJe" of the ICohalu i• not 
a■ buuntiful •n are.a for fiahin11, •nd food &•thering •• the "wet 
ahht.° Kow~vere tht! weathesr i■ aenerally bett~r uu th~ 11Jry aide 1

14 

and the ■arine reauurcea off the dr:, North ltohala coaat wen found 
to be .are abundant tban areaa surveyed •Iona th• Kana COHt, 

Ch•1111Le• in the r~••inder- of tbi ■ ■ub■ee:tion are Jiecu■aed b,duw. 

Preoent a..d Future &cceaa to aad Uoe nf tl,e Coaat 

A• you know, the legal i•auoa aurrounding acce•• tu, the coa ■ t are co.plea. 
Whlle it i• difficult to auccinctl)' •uaearh<! all the iuu"•• w" do not 
believ~ the atatw..ent• in the EIS were •••erio1.a.ly h1•cc:.:ur41te." Huwever, t1J 
help review the concerns you expreu.,d we ukeol John 1(110• of c._unity lle­
aource■, our •ocia:1 i■p■ct aubcon1ult.ant 1 ta .. ••i•t 11■ in r11plyin1 to the 
co-"nt• re11ardin1 the quote• lab.ted "(b)" and "(c)" in your letter ainctl 
thl!ae ■ re contained in the ■t!ction of th• EIS 11uaa■ri&in1 hi■ report: • 

Our otMleaent that ahoreline •cceu would be incraanJ by deveto.,...nt of 
planned and propoaell reaorta vH ■ade aftor careful atuJy. Preaently, acceu 
to ■oat of tho Jry-sid" l(oloala coaot ie li■i teJ to thoae whu walk fro■ the 
hi11hway or vho have four-vhcttl drive vehiclea1 110reuver, it a•merally in­
volva:a cro■aing private pcoperty, Conetruction ~f tlu:1 pl.anned aud pcapo•l!d 
reaorta vould eli■inate both tbeae physical anll l<!&•I barrier.. 

After cecelpt of your letter 'l""ationin1 our acce■a atato,■cnt, Hr. lno• dia­
• ., .. .,4 the ■atter with you by telo,phone. It i• ■y underaunding fr°"' hi• chat 
you •are-=d that acce•• to cect•in point• on the coaat ■i.a;,ht be increa■ed by 
Jevelopaeuc of the plann•d a11J propoaed reaort.., in the ••n.., that the"" 
p•rticular aitea would no lon1er be ceatricted to peopl~ vith jeep■, or thoae 
willing to ■Mlle long hikea. At the ••• ti- however, you poinceJ out that 
the current hofonoal aoJ relative!:, iaolatad nature of hahing and recr .. a­
tiDnol UH of the area would probably chan1e. We a11,ce" that thb ia an 
important i ■pact, and it wae noted on pair,e IY-61> of the t:IS that the increaa,iJ 
cungeation in parka and other public areu ruultin11 fr.,. the incr•Hed d" 
feel" pupulation of the diouicta "would t•nd to into,rfo,re with the kind of 
leiaure• ti~ eocieli&ing that now occura .. 11 

ln your htt .. r, you ■loo objected to the aenhnce in the t:15 regard ing the 
•ll•location uf fi»hin1 anJ food gatherlna activitiu (pa11e lV- 68), eapecially 
tllu u■e of the uard 0 •oae" to deac:ribe thi1 dialocation. n,e word vaa not 

CJ 
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Ha Deborah Chon1- Allr1:u 
Augu•t 27, 1981 
l'oge Three 

u1111cJ, •• you ap11.ircnt 1 y thuugh c, 4tt c::h1: uppoai c~ ot ~x.tcn111 l Vt:• Lut ti1 im .. l y ,a 
an 11dJuct1vc mcae1ing iln unknown ,uaount. Cei-t•ittly, fi111hin~ i1&lu111; lhc: a.hu"n..:-
1 ine coulJ nul l,c lumn~d by 111Jj•cunt landowm;r111 ••m~c the Mr'co up Lu the 
v•get11tion hnc 111 co11e1d1:tcd public. Dcvl!lopacnt .it thc Suoth Kuhal" ru11urt11 
_,nJ Uu: Hahukonu lh:ttoct 1 JupcnJinK oo the apcci{1c::: dc::»1a;11, could tlt•..:uur11K,c 
auae current tiwhl!rme:n anJ other 11horel inc u•..:r11 for whom relative scchutiun, 
e:apecu1I ly tru■ cur,uua tour11ta. 1 i.11 • pt1ycl1ulog1cal, lf not phyt1ical, 
necttiuuty. lhc Jirc~t iwpa.ct of reaort develuf'IIClll un ctU-tt!nt u=1er11 uf the 
North l'ohula »horeltnc: would be: li•ttcJ 11i11ce: there: would »tlll I.It: a l•c~c 
amount of qnJc:vt.:lopt;iJ ahf.lrt:I i1uq howt::vcr, the: incr~a•I! 1n rt!a1Jcot l'Ol'ulati.1>11 
~•pt::ct~d from tht:: Hahukun4 •nJ South Xuhala rc.ort:t wuuld pruballly incr~••~ 
co111vctit1un tor uac of thi» •hurel1nc 411ud thu11 atftt~l lhu µr1111umt i•ulated 
natur~ ut· CUfUJtNl rc~t~dlJ.u1u11I tuuca. 

In or.Jc:r tu &;llU"lfy tlu:: ,t•te:mcnta r~garJing Lhc:1e i.a1uc11 1 the p&ra~ruph11 
undor the FhhtAg •Ad Fuod Calhedog heading wil I l.,e chan11cJ t" rcuJ u 
fulluwo (aft"r the Carol pura11n,ph quoted ubuvull 

-'l--> 

Buth oulatary la»luor■cn and family groupa fr.,qmmlly luh jeep 
truah1 Lu anJ alonii the coat1t fu, fi•hinK .an4 picoic•. Su11i1c dt11-
loe•t iun of •uch JIC.l ivilic• i• to bl! cxp~ct~J fruua dt:Vt!lopmt:nt u( 
tt.c planuc:J South koh•la re11orta. lt •• Jiffi.c\llL tu ptt;i;dac&. how 
much c{ { c~t th~»t:: South Koha l• dt:vc lopaaenta "i 11 hav..:, 01" hoW' sauch 
auct:: cfft:ct th~ Haht1kona Rt.tao,t would have, bcc•u•c tt,c uapacts 
wi 11 art at:: &aorc frum induct:d rl!a1Jt::ntial 1trowth thau frum tourist 
act1v1t1t::•. A• pruviuualy not1:J, thu: ti.min,, J.111tribulion, 41Ud 
cu1111l'o•ilion of rcsiJcnti•l growth 1ent:rated by the South l\uluela 
rc•ort11 all rc11aun ,mknu\ln, tuuupcrlnK A¥11ic••a.ent uf th-= c(tt!ct• of 
th!:! .-rup~-,;vJ: Hothukon• prf.lJecl. 

·rht: Hahukon11 lh:eurt 1.ile it1clf, i.11., lht:: l&n.J, is gf llw&te::J vi.1l11c 
itd a. tuoJ l"lhcr111g 1111.c, and ll1c Jcvclu11cr i.ntcnds tu 1.ruv1Jc 
publu: acccat1 lo the Mlior.:li.ne in rt:quin:J by lau. With tlu.: 1ntlu• 
uf pt!;uplc t!Jl.lJt:!!CtcJ aa • r-=¥ult of both lht: Hahukoua ltc:i,orl qnJ 
alrt:.:JJy-pla1t111:J Soulh KuhMla rca,.u·t•, acc4!~• to both lht:: Mhurcliuc 
and "wttt --!iid.:" mutmtaun a.re•• 111 11lu~ly to Lic..:ome a mort:: Yuhu1 le 
1s.&1ul!. Sumc n( the curca:ntly u•t:d accca■ traila urc 11ot tur lt:~Jl 
cnlry cac1:a,t vilh a,~rmiM•lOO u£ prupc:n.y ow111::r21 9 .. nJ 110 1,ul,I ic 
r 1ghl»-ut-way .-ruviJeJ by thc n,:w re•ort• wuulJ •~tual ly incrt:J:1c 
lc.:,al .11cccau,ibility to tlu: coa111t frum tl1e bt~h~ay. At the :uaa.c 
tuuc 1 lht! uaturt! ot the ahureliuc: cxpcri~ncc may chanl'c trowi il:1 
prc.aui=nt, ndatlVt!!IY aul Stary charactvr 1 auJ f te;luog--.1ln:11Jy cun-
11i.Jt!rcJ in •ow1: decline by loc;,al ri11hcrtDcifl dt1c tu ~,vatc-c nuaubc, :i1 ol 
ll,)ttr11un■ tit11lin1 - wo1tl d prubAL,ly •uf l cr •umc f ul'thc.r dcc l i ou ~ .. 
tt!nu, of the &Y4li lablc lftock . 

-­L... __, c:i c_'j r~; c:::> r::') c:::, c::::> 

H• Dcbuuh Chani; Abreu 
August 27, 1981 
!'Mge •·uur 

Highway• Act of 1892 

81: It, Coll in• 4 Aaaociate• d:i d not undertaake •ny l'ca.::a,ch cunce=ruing the 
i11plication1 of the Highw•y• Act uf 11192 •• part of iu work un tho, 1!1S. A 
r"pre111-ntnive of the ownet (Hahukon• P•opertie•) lndicated that thto euct 
t latu• of old llawailan tuila ia ■till • aubject of Jo,1al d•ba~• and tbat the 
State D•parta,ent of !And and Natural Reaourcea haa nut tako,n a firm po■ itioo 
on the ■att.r , It h hi• to1pecution th•t thi• land te11ure quo,at i on will be 
buuight unJttr aore c•r.:ful acrutiny if the Gen~rMI Plan ••en,J11ent b~ing 

reque»ted fur th" pruJeCt ia 11r.mted. 

Vhilor Accc,oaod&tlOD - &unhand DeaaD4 

In pn.,arani; the Hahukun• v. ... urt EIS we have 1ou11ht to •Kl'lor" the 1Hjor 
iuues 1urrounding devo,lop..,nt of the prupo .. d project in "" thurou11h and 
objective 4 manner •• poeeible. H•nce, ve view the pa11•ilKrt ind1cating that 
"already-planned ICohala ruon, appear likely to ruult ln an ovenupply of 
hutel cooma11 •• • ai■ple, atr.aiglltforvarl.l •tatement of facts it v•• a.oat 
c4frtainly not an "adauaion" made grud11ingly by u•· Tho, fii;uro pre■eAted in 
the EIS (m P•&"• 11-9 to 11-15 aa wdl u pa11e Vll-4) do 1nd••d ■how a 
prob«ble ~u•l'lu■ uf hotel rooaa. At the um• time tho,y are equivocal with 
r .. pect tu the ov•r•II (i.e. , hotel rooa and c,undoainiw.) aupply/d•■and 
pictur.,. There could be a aurplu■ • a rough balaRca , or• d•ficit depending 
upon which .11s,uaption111 prove to true. 

&uh, of l!:lS iA the Oeciaioo_..akiag Proceu 

Your q11-=•tion, 0 1• y•t anolher ■•jgr reaurt ■uch &a thi• Hahukon.a propo1al in 
th.: be:at intttr••t of Hawai i County•• to11ri1t 1.1,duatry anJ ecunumy •• • whol~.

0 

u, uf cuuu•, the centul i .. u., that mu■t be de,aded by Lh• CouAty in 
dt::lt::C11in111g whe:thel' uc not. to grant th• Ot:n~ral Pl&R amt:ndasacnt lh .. t Hahukon■ 
Properttea hu requested. The EIS haa not attempted to provide • ain11le 
an,Jwcr to that queatJun bttc•u•tt to Jo~lv1ta valu1t ~hoicca that c•n only 
b" mud., J•gili,.ately by re■pon■ ible County official ■~ il hlll auughl tu preoo,nt 
the factual ••t.:rial on wlud, theoe deci ■ ion-o,ak.su could bue their jud11,e· 

111unca. 

c:::, 

_Hotel Occupanc.1 

Wi t h re:•pect to the hotel occupancy iaauu r&is1:J in y<tur letter, we can only 
• tat¢ that the aarket an.alyah prepared for th" projec t by the fir■ of 
Haat1nit•, Marttn, Hal l11trua and Cht:w, Ltd~. haa convinced the 1nve1tor1 in 
Hahukuna Propertin that an aJ.,quate ID■rket edna for the dcvelo~nt they 
are: propo111ing. Hott.:l occupancy rates oo the Bili lalanJ •re, •~ you noted in 
yuur lt.:ltcr

1 
quite luv at the pr11111:nt tl■e, however. lf thiM 11ituation were 

to cuntinu~ for an extendt:d pel'lod of time, 1 am aure: t1111t the mack.et fure­
cuta vuuld be uvued. Until that time, th" pre»•nt problem• arc being 
treat~d by reMort develop~r• •• • te11p0rary lull that vi.ll da••ppear •• 
ga:ncral ccon,u11i.c condition• t111prov-: and•• the cun•ttuct1on of nt.:v f1c1litie• 
on th~ Kohula Coa•t make• th•t a,ea a atrunit::r competitor tor touri•• dol 1,.1'•., 

~ 0 c::l c::::> r:::, 0 c::> r;:, 
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K1 11.,bor~h Gha1111 Al>n " 
Augu1t 21, 1981 
Pai:c Five 

C 

Co.£_etitioo of Coodoaioi•• Wirh Hotel ■ 

_) ,-} •,.._._ - c·; C::) 

Currently available data aug1it!11tt1 tht11t conJomiaiua 4'1,uu-cmcht m1it111 .Ire, to a 
.::urtain ••tunt, c:o■petitivc with rcaurt hutel• wh~n the 41p11rt111N::11ta ar~ put 
intu r-icntal pool• aackcteJ to tr••••icHt•• Tln:y du ■ lt.T•Ct ¥0.e pe::r1u:m• who 
would not cua.t if they we:re forcl!d tu atay in a nor■al hotel rooat vitllollt 
cookin¥, fMcillti.c• or who finJ a two•Lu:J100■ ap•rtlffnt aura: ecuno■ical £or 
their group than typical hotel ruua1. aut U1no: i• ch:arl7 1 11reat do:ill <>f 
UVt!'rlap; hcncc 9 many v1•1tur• who nuw u•~ t umhJmiuiua apart~nt1 would u•c 
hotel room• if the apartllM!nt 11ltt:rnativ~ w~rc not •vall.abl.:. If the County 
wi•h~J to proluct hot~l uwncrt1 fro .. th.: ~ttt!ct• uf fr~c CU.lllp~ttciun 1 l-'rc.,­
hibi ting cun•truction of a.Jdi tiona.l conJoainiu• unit a would Jcfinitcly aid in 
rhi• ~f(uct. lt voulJ have .a nualu:l' ul' ~thc:r v.:ry ai1ni(ic1mt e:t·ft:cta a■ 
1i1ull, hovuver, e1p~cially on the availability uf ci11pital n~11Jlf:d (ur vi»itor 
1ccoaauJation Jevelup~nt, and the i•■ "c ■hould be c.en:-ful ly t!aa111lnt!d t,~forc 
t1:1ki111 •uch an dCtio11. 

Social lapacl• Subco•aqlt•At lepurt 

2:ii1u:t= th.: llaw•ii County l'l ■nning Ot::part-..:nt (orv■ r-J-=d 011 thi• lctt.:rJ 11e hop1t: 
tb.:y have rc•pondccJ lO your n:-.ueat. tu n:vicw the , ol;i.al i111,1"u.:.t report, ., copy 
uf 1ithich i ■ in tli~ir po■•e■1ion. ,Ul th1: •up1••~~ntary •tuJiw• wult•ittt:d to 
the 11.aw,ai i County Planning Departaent in ■upport of th!:! Gtm1:ral Plan aacndattnl 
rcque•t ant Mvai lab le fro• tlle•. 

Thi11nk. you for your c0m1111ent •• If you have, •dJition.al qtu:ation• , pl~••e call Mc 

at 521• 5161. 

l'.lllqiho 
cc: H11hukona l'ropcrcie■ 

~ncer .. ,1.w~ 
~-~te 

Huw•ii Cuun&.y l'l•nuing De:p■rt-.:nt 
£uvin.1nat!ntal Qualu:y Co-■iaaiion 
co-uauty K~111uu£cea 

C) C"---Y CJ C:J c:) (:_) C) r::> CJ 
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It.· . Sj,ln,.:y l\il<c 
l"):11u11n1: l.lircl!toi:, 
Uuu11y ul IL11:.iii 
Iii.Ju , Ill 96720 

Ah~m :iy,h.y, 

July 21 , 19111 

Ail c1· Cal't:ful <·Xro:iinut iou of tlll: Hlln~'""lt 14.·K,rt, Evi1·on• 
111 •111.il lup:.ct Stat,m.!nt· , l nu~t t.~p•·••s,. my :!lim,crc opJ•J~il ion 
10 thu p1·, ,,iv,icJ prujc·ct. l'urnbn:.:111 ,,I ly, 11~~ pn1,;>: .11 h, it,; 
pn:!l<·nt fmm is conllJl'Y tu the e:c. ir,cr,j c .incl soc:i:Jl co,111ilm;,,t 
,,( tlic 1;.,11h 1:u1L:1lu u,,uunit.y , u:, ll c,c;,t1•i; ., ,,...,, •. ..,J.,11L for 
cu1,1 lnuul b1tcl dcvclut~",nl ,m.lch 1<ill mlvci:;dy iu,i.ict on 
n ~uh:,t;,uti.il portion of the, ~hl'lh i:.-,twla ,11<m il041 its 
1:ulT•!!ifJ(lfl .. !it•t; a~~riculLu1·a} acLiviLy .. 

l'Ul'll•,n11ne, 1[ l,; my siJ1t·c .:c !>.,lief tli.,L a1:l'icu1Lun..! 
mul hn1Jd•1'a,;..,,J hotel d,•vdo11n.ml ,ff., incu11s,Lilih· In tlic 
or,-uing c,,1~H.!'titi-ou fut· nntural • nJ l ~~1r .. ,a n . .:!~Ohtcc:-•• Unli.".ai 
Lh:.'n! ;tfc !:uh~lantiu1 a:ca!;Or&S or '-'i:pl:mal ir.,u:,, Lu lilt~ Cvht tnr)•• 
I -,ill nuinla~n ,;ud1 a 1.·ont1 .try ,..,~iLil11 on Ll,c isu•<.! . 

Sincerely )'•·,urs, 

.,(}., ,, .1· I . ., ~ .. ~ ,, 
, , l/ '-.'/ ••·• l"-Jo.../ 

I.le. A.I .. Soluu,11 t.( IJ1. 

~ c::::t1 r-::; C) ~ c::, t::=> c:::, 

da~ 
\UfU 

Belt, Collins & Associates 
A J1v1:i.mn ur l.yun A5~Mtt"Si, lnt:01put.1lcJ 
EugmL"C"n • l't.nocn. • l..anJa..·.a1..- Ahlll-fi.,b • l\t-:hnr,h 

'""ti.t1o ... 1-. .. _ ......., ,n • ...,.,.. .... ._.._..__ .. ... ,, 1.~ ..,..,-1,~1,1-,1 .... ~, ...... , 

Auguot 27, 1981 
lllAC- 141+I 

Dr , A,L. Solumon 
Dfl1ce ul Hawaiian Affair• 
~67 South King Street 
Sui le 100 
Hunolulu, llawaii 96813 

11<:kr Dr. Sul-on: 

Environat!ntal lap.Mel Statt:iaent fur tbi: l-ropo,t.:J 
IJ~hu~'!n@ Reaurt Pro1c:~c, Horth Koha la, Hawa • i 

Hecauae Helt, Collia• 6 Auochtu pr,:pared th" ~nvirunllll!ntal Impact 
St .. te...,nt (E.lS) for the propo,~.d H1hukona lleson pr<>j.,ct, a copy of your 
July 21, 1981 letto,f tu tht U11waii County Planning Depurt,...nt regardinr; the 
tlucua,•nl waa lorvarded to uo. A primary purpo■e of any ElS II tu prov id~ t he 
factual in(ormiltlon daeci.a1on-i:aakef' • m:u:d. and 1i11e art: pleased that our report, 
aaai11ted you in for1111ul•tinat .e po■ itii.on wilh rc■ p~ct to the propo11e:J. project ... 

lf lhc EIS i■ accepted •• •n accurate •nd cumplete dt!•cription of the 
pr1.1ject •• prob•ble eff~ct•, the County will conti:nu~ to proce•• th~ G~ner•l 
i"lan a111:nd~nt pt!:tltion that h•• been aubaitteJ by Hahukona Propertiea.. 1 •• 
1urt! that your viev• 1 •• well •• othter• who h•ve: p•rt:i.c1p,11:1,,ed ht the £1S 
proc"""• will be f"ken into c;on■ ideration by th• Hawaii County rtanning De• 
pH t - nt, 1:'lan11in11 Co•iuio11 1 and County Council u they review and MCC "P"" 
l-he ru:queat. 

Thank yo" for your lett"r and lot the time you apont r~v,.win11 th" US. lf 1ou 
luav" additional quu■tiona, pJ.,aae call ..., at 521- ~Jbl , 

1'JW:11h• 
,.;:c: Mal,ukona Propi::rt.u:• 

<Jnc• rely, ~ 

~~ .. 
1l.awt1Li County ~lanning Pcp,n•t..ent 
t;nviruu .... ntal QuAlity Cu-1uto1> 

~ .,.., •• .., , ,_....., ~K ~ll'.-IM ll1uou.J1....a..l t....,.Jo 14.t-ltJl l-,l'.-lt·\,1..a..._1,1..a.-..,1, ,....,, .. ,\-,.alt c;;..,~\•·•.a.ll.rr. 
\ ',1...,_ _ ..,_l.Lhu4>.tit-.- l.....,1.,.._.> A&nw. .-.,..SC- ( 1-.,f .. oruUU \~l ..... ,,H l&--IJt.MJU W..toN .... f.•~M.AWlt .... _..., 
~•--"-• • 1..--0...biH , ....... ..,.._,,_ ,._ ...... ,...__.,"""· .... .,, J ..,.,_, 

~ c::i C} c::> ~ c.e> c:> ~ 
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University of Hawaii al Manoa 

t•Junnll•B Pcl•urtt1ent 
County uf Uauall 
25 Aupnnl Stn,o,t 
llllu, IIJwall 96720 

Ct:iuLlcaen: 

\V.-.h:r M~•u1n1·ea Wnc.au.l, Ccnlu 
llolllh7:.i 11.elt :!IU • ~ ,iu Uolc Sto:1;-• 

Uuuututu, 11.aw~u tA,O,;!;t 

2 July 1981 

SubJ.,cc: l!IS H,1hukona llusort, NurLh Kohn la, Hawaii, 
Junu 1981 

llll. (011II~ l /\\tlllAm 

llu h<1vi, n:vh:wcJ the sut,J.,ct EIS anJ have nu co...,nt to olfur • 
This ..,,t.,rlal 1111s n:vleweJ by IIIOIC pur11onuel ; we thank )'llU fur the 
opportunHy. 

t:1'H:Jm 

cc: It. Ge~ 
Y.s. Fult. 
tt.Jhukoo~ f'ropcrt icu 

Sloc1.:ccly 1 

c ·- • • ...- ' , I --
<f t:&P.,.,._ /, / / ll/1-d... (J?J./a,-~J 

EJwln T. Hurabayuuhl 
EIS Coonllnator 

V: ~ ♦ •I I \I 1U'~,+1-• I " •1, t •··•• t• 1 I 

- ;) c-3 CJ ~ ~ C.~--> -) ~~ 

.,,a~ 
"11W 

Belt, Collins & Associates 
A division ul Lyon AISOCiat~ lncorpor•tcd 
En......-n • Plann•ft • ~pc AtmakCU • Arichetma 

t., .......... _...,.,., ........ ~ ....... ,1,...,.... .... ,11, U.JS..t■ l1'Ul'1JI 

Hr. Edwin T. Hurabayashl 
EI.S Coordinator 
Unhardty or Hawa11 at Haooa 
Water Resources Research Canter 
Holaes Hall 283 
25"0 Dole Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96822 

Dear Hr. Hurabayaahl; 

EnvlronMntal Impact .Stat■Mnt ror the l ropoad 
Hahukon■ R■aort Project., North Kubala, Hawaii 

August 12, 1981 
8U.J-11113 

Becaus• Belt, Collins I &saooiates prepared the Envlronaental Ia,paot 
State■ent (EIS) ror tbe propoaed Hahukona Resort project, a copy or your July 
2, 1981 letter to the Hawaii County PlaMin& Oapartaent regardlns the docuaent 
vas rorwarded to us ror a reapon.:se. We understand you have no co-•nts to 
orrer. Thank you ror the tllle spent by you and other IIHRC per:ionnel revle111ng 
the Els. 

~lncerely, . L~ 

~~ PJW:ghs 
cc: Hahukona Properties 

Hawaii County PlaMtns Depart.ant 
£nvlrol\Mlltal Quality eo-1ssloa 

,.,,,,,..,.._, .... _...,., .._..._ ...,,_.w_ ....--.,---;.-,,.1.l,.....1r . ...,...,...,,.,-c-,_., w..,.....,...._,.~,_,..,v.., .. 1,.c-._w 1,...,_ 
V....._L..._._._a.&.JS Ak~.,_•5.A,-u.AAtaSCC..,(IM.WHa-.,...-......1 H-ft[J .. -,JH W.. f.6Ml-4AIM.Y s........, 
....... ,, ,._ ...... _,. ~ n....,, , ........... ,...,, -· 
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ltapaau, Hawaii 96755 
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Jul:, 18. 1981 

D11Ul1ling Department 
Oounty of Hawaii 
25 Aupuni Street 
Hllo, Hawaii 96720 

Dear Sirs1· 

D have read with interaet and diatress the Environmental bpaot 
Statement prepared b:, Belt, Clollina, and Aasooiatea tor Mabukona 
Propartiaa, Inc. oonoarning tha latter•• pllUUI tor a r••ort dtv•lop­
meot in North Kobalu. , A rellident ot the dhtriot, I tr,11u1ure tba 
humanietic ,wid apiritual values that typify Horth ICohala!• oiti••nry. 
~ ahould hate intensely to see our oo-unity tr=stonaed into imotbar 
Waikiki, Kaanapu.11, or Kihei. D thuratore urge you to pasa uotavor­
ablJ on Mahukona Proper t ies• request tor ihe Joniog ohange that wollld 
permit their proposed development. 

the B.I,5, gloss~e over eoma moat import tesuaa that must be oon­
aiderad when tt saeoaing the imP.ttot the Mahukooa · dovalopmont-- or ony 
reeort devlllopmen t--would have on North ltohala.1 Th• probable eooial 
and eoonomio effects are1&alt with cursorily at beet. Heither ar• 
t.ho qua1:1tione ot whore t ho reuo1·t•s w1,ter ia to com• from or bow it■ 
arr1ueno1 will ue diepooed ot addreaeed at all aqtie!aotoril1. 

In Chapter IV the et11.tewent prediota, among pther reeulte ct the 
development•a realitatton1 tho probable tormet1on ot an upp1r middl1 
ol1tee in the area, a coneiderable increase in the Nhaol•• population 
of the diatriot, a dec r ease in "old timer■'"' political pol'ler, a 
takeover ot local oitizen orge.ni•atione by "more verbally aeear tiv• 
n1woo1nere" (i.1, iWBigrli.llt haoloa), and "int1rf1ranoa w1th the 
leisure Um• aociiology" that now obt11in11 in the earea. 11h1J11 pr011-
noat1cations a a·e then diullliaued e.e inevitable byproduote ot the pro­
poeed develogmant, as are the ie11uae ot value ohanaea (tr.om a 
spiritual, neighborly rural ethio \~ that embraoad by a more im­
pere_onal, ~terialietic •urban" or "resort" culture} and pr obable . 
lnoreasea in crime and other tonne of family and societal dierup­
tion.' Contrary to whi.t lliihukona llropartie11 and Dalt, Oolline 
prinoipals apparent ly believe, the above ieauee are oritioal onae 
that imply probnble drastio ohangea ln1he llteatyle of the several 
thouaand North l[obala reuidente, 

'lhe &Ullllllarinee a with which th• probleme of wuter supply and oawage 
diepoe11.l have boen invastignted by th• develo11ere ie appalling. 
While they propose drilling a well lit the 1200-foot level inland . 
ot the reaort, they h1we yet ta de tel'llline if, in fact, there is 
water th•r• to be pumped or, •it tb11i-e • h, whnt eftec~ withd1•uwing 
it at that point will huve on the ureu•e already marginal ground 
-ater reaerve11, Ottered altemutiveA (similarly uninveatiglltbd) 
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are to draw water from Hawi~B well system or trom tho Koha1R ditch, 
thua ocopting ao~rc1a heavily depended upon by qurrent Horth 
~ohala rasidenta. Sewage diapoaal injection wells, th• d1valopare 
•~s•rt, wil~ work tine aa long aa nothing goae wrong. But.!!!!!!.!! 
somet hing goee awry? Bxnerience with injection,ulls in other areas 
hAs 4 emonetrated that sunh welle, indeed, often do clog, pollute 
ground water suppliaw and in general are a leee tho.n r•lia~l• method 
or aowage diepoaal, 

Al aerioua dafeot in tha torm1tt ot the B, I .5 •. ia that the only 
a lternatives oonaidered by ita proparore asa...-lohala diatriota 
with the propO!lod Muhukona development or without Mahukopa b\&t with 
ell other propo1:104 reJ1ort proJocta completed aa plfUU\ad. Tha poa­
sibility ot no further or minimal reeort development wap aot •v•n 
considered, Gentlemen, I do not acoept it ae inevite~lo that Nonb 
and South Kohala-- or any ana~ in Hawaii, for that matt1r--.uat be 
developed aa raaorta. Neither, I believe. aholll.4 you. ~a-riior 
Matayoahi haa admitt ed to ma in peraon, there are alternativee, 
Among them I propoa,, -
Diversitt ed agrioulturt - Uawaii ialand oould e~aily become th• 
breudbaeket for tho whole sta tt8ld1 it neoeasary, tor all or 
meet Pe~ifio ieland oollWluni t ioa. 

Ener gy - AB you know, our ialand abounds wi th potential tor 
daveloying renewable biolllllss, gtothennal, an~ aolar an■ra ,ouroea, 

B4uoation and r esaaroh • Hawaii iel"llld is an ideal aite tor education 
an~ research dealing with geophyaioa1 tropical meteorology1 aatroaom11 
marine and nautical aoience1 tropioal, me41terranean, and daaert 
agrioultur11 1111d »aoitio ana humnnitiea, Hawaii might beoome on• 
c t the world' ■ great learning oentara. 

Th•r• may be other plaueable alteruativos, but the onoa I have 
posited wa\lld do everything for the people of Hnwaii that re110Dt 
devat,pm"enti ·woul4 and· a great deal more, tit t6eyJIIOuld .avoid liBD~ 
if n ot moat of thp aerioue drawbacks 1nh•rent in the •ono•anlaoal 
plunge toward reaort'davelopment Hawaii eeomeio ~• t~ldn~. 

I again urge you to reject Muhukona Prop,rttae • reqµeat; for .:.a ~oning 
variance, Plea~e help preeerva the epiritaot aloha and aloha aina 
that still pravail among the peoA11 of K'ahala and our island. 

Mllhalo and aloha, 

~u .. . . 
-~- >, d (, ... . 

Kendall Ellingwoo~, 
llawi ewal~ tanner 

.? 
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Hr. KeuJall l::lli11i;wuod, Jr. 
l'.O. llox 821 
Kapa'au, Hawaii 96755 

0..ar Hr. 1::llingwuoJ: 

Envi runacntal J•l'il.Ct Stahnaent for tht.: .-r,.,po11:.J 
"H~.hukona Rt:11ort Pru ia:ct 1 Hurlh K0Ju11lat lluw• i i 

Bec•u•c Belt, Col I in11 l A■■ociate• prt;tp•r~J the J!uviroii...t:nu1I lmp•ct 
Stat .. 11e11t (t:IS) fur the pro1>u»oJ Halmkon■ 11 .. aort proj,.ct, a .:upy of your 
July Ill, 1981 1 .. uer to the Hawaii co.,nty l'lanniug bc1>art..,nt r"i:•rJi11g th" 
docuacnt wa11 (urv■ lt'Jt:d to qe (or- a rf!aa,on ■~. n,11.nk you for lht: tiaat: you •penl 
revie.,1n..i the ~IS. Utt: reaainJcr of [bi• lett~r rt1a1,.1onJa tu the apecafic 
~OIIA~'Olt1 yuu have ldde. 

Social and ~cou~j~ l!ffect■ 

Your h:tt~r a1aert• that: u .... the probable ■ocial anJ l!CUUutalc effect• (of th.e 
prupo•~J projci1:t) are de■ lt with cur1uri.Jy •t bc•L•" You li..-.urii.ct ao.s of 
the t!lS'11 diacu••iu11 of poaaibltt ■ocial i■vact11 Jci11.ting wi th pol 1tlc al and 
11ucial .. .c la•• c(fecta and then .,rites 

Thcztc proino11Licati on• ■ re then di•■i■acd •• i ncvttablc by('ruduc ta 
ut lh-1t propuatiJ d11:tvtlopmt:nt, •• are the! i.•auc.a of 'ilwluc 
change■ .... and probable incre.t1t! ■ in c:rilk and uther fona• of f••i ly 
aand aoc t l!tal d.i ■rupth,n. Contr..1ry tu what H41utkCJna Propcrt i~d and 
lvl~, Col I in• pri ncipal• •pp•cwntly be) iev~, Lin~ 4buvv i ,11,aut::111 are 
c ritic:.11 uott• lhat i■ltlY prub11ble dra•tic c lumg,e• i n llu: li t e¥Lylc 
uf the tfCVcral thouaAnd Nurth K~h■ la ret1ident ■• 

Whil-= it i• tu •~ 11:txtu11t a •ubjec: t i vc ■u.tter aa to 11hetl1t:r ctfcCta a£e 
cuusiJunuJ lO be thoruu1hly ••u•e•11.:J or wlu~tlu~r they arc f~lt by Chi!: nu1d1tr to 
h~vc bt:cn tuu rc•J1ly "diau1..i••~J.11 a t:•re(ul rcadin1;. of Lhc ElS t.urn11 up aoac 
point• r~lev£int tu your cuntuntion: 

.. 

u 

n,c aucial portiun• of tbv EIS atrt=aa tluH 11u:111y uf tht:: iwpat-t.11 rc{crn!d 
lo ia1 yuur letter art: nut cun11iJurt:d ••im:vitabltt; u but rath11::r arc 11ubj1:ct 
to ao1111e Jua:r4:l:t: or conirol through vari.uutt mwnag1:1aent activit i .:111. 

A ••jur lhe.ac in the J!lS i • tlu.c: tht: future ut Nurtl1 ~olu1I~ without t l,e 
K,..hukonM projet·t ••y h1¥ulve 1\lceping •al!io- u~unomi c: d1an.1.:~ re­
Midi!ntiMI tcrowth induced by South k11halt1 r1:aurt J-.:v.:lopwcnt• which have 
alrcaJy Lt::1m •pprovcd but au: not yet built. 1l1ueii, ■uuy ul lhc pott!11ti.1l 
C h•ngu■ Ji•cua11cd in t he 1::1S act: 0 1,y-productiu ■urt:: of Lhc11~ South Kohala 
reaurl ■ than of ''tl1c prupu11.:d Juvelu~nt" (by which, I .i111uaae, you me.an 
t he Hahukona R.,.ort ). 

f\ .. .,... • .., .• ;.,..,-.... .,._.lr ... ■ t•-'~lla......._JrWt It'"''' a.,--at·l.M\l'.-lt'h'A~~-...._f, f."""-1 ... \'•u•J• t .. o11J.•h··••Sl.-1". 
''"-k•I -.,..,_ -.,h,,,,J :t 41.-.1_1..,_l'~A .. -Aa.-.. ~l l1-, l ~ I I H-..i, l ...... ,U l&... ... M. l .l••JUI.._. t .. 141., ....... Al.nl t,,..,.~ 
Me.t.-l t 1. _. ..... ,.. 11 .. -•t t,t...,_, lt..-w ... r...-,1 ..... r.utt fl\1,.c 
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Hr. Kenda II EI hngwood, Jr. 
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Whil~ thi■ viewpoiut, i.e., that thw real aapctu• for 11ucial ch■nae: ha■ 
alrnady beotn gener■ tell by the approval■ granted to Suuth Kohala re■ort 
d"velopaent, ••Y at fir■t ■ trikv you•• a ■ubterfuge deaiBned to le ■aen 
the apparent i■pact of lhe H.1hukona llt!aurt project I thi■ ia ao■t de­
finltt<ly not the c•ae. llall we vbhed to J.,-e•l'haoiu the ch•n•v• that 
artt l ike:ly to occur it would have b.::1:.11 •i■ple tQ iioor~ the other 
projecta. By ao-doing it would have appeared that th .. Hahukona Ne■urt '• 
labor force re-auircacnt• could be -=t without in-aigration. th~ 1i-11.t1tu1t 
put~ntial eauac of aJver■e eoci•l i •p•ct•. In fact, 1uch a narrow 
approach would have .. de it ■eea that the job■ that the rot■ort vould 
create are euential if th4! need■ of the lucal yuuth enterina the labor 
lure~ arc to b~ aet. It va■ our de•ire to uvoid •uch a 11,ru■• diaturtion 
th•t led "• tu the approach that WH u■.,d. 

Tln:r" i• no ■tat .. ..,nt in the US that the ■ucl;al eff••t• yuu ..,ntioned 
are uni■portant. To the contrarr, 1uch topic• •ra: ooJ __ u _f_t~o cou■ ider~d 
iu Hawaii EIS•, •nd their very incluaio11 i• indicative of the great 
importance which ue attach to the■• However, the ElS doe:■ note tbe 
difficulty in --■urin& ■u•h effech, in ... U1111 prcciH ■nd a•c .. rate 
prediction• about ch•naea, and in drawing concluaion• about the •t::parate 
eff.,cu of the propo■ed H■hukoaa auort ■buv .. and b•yond the •hange ■ that 
••.■y be produced by the already planned South Kohala re•ort• and the 
aa ■ociated rc■idential growth which they would ■ti ■ulate. 

llaler s .. llll 

Tht!: ex. ct ae■n• by which water vould be 1upplieJ tu the prupuacd re ■or-t 
project ha■ Put b11 .. n fiaeil at tbi■ ti•· However, that Jo.,. not aean that the 
vital \later aupply que•tiun h•• been inv~•tiy,at-J ... uaaa1rily•• by the ovner. 
It ie true that it i ■ iapoauble to prove beyouJ a iloubt that wdh inhad of 
th" re■ort viii wurk uoatLl a t"■t hole i■ drilled. Howcver, t"•t data ia 
•va i table f C'D■I. oth~r ve l l• in th~ a.aae: aatnerill •r-=•• th.: au• t indicat i va of 
which i• ""II No. U49-0I in Kohala Eot■te■ about J.S ■ilea ■outh of the 
pro1><1■ed a .. pply area for the Hahukona ie■<>rt. The■e provide a rea■onable 
inJic■don that well ■ drilled in the ''D""P Well l!■ploration Af,.•" ■hown on 
Fi11ure V-10 (paBe V-65) of the EIS would be ......... ful. 

A• indic11ted above, in order tu confino the auilability of adequate ■upplie■ 
uf putabl" water at thi• lo•ation it would b" nec,.■aary to dril I an e■plou­
tory W<!II anJ to, condu•t puaping teat. on it. Tiu, well would need to be at 
lcut I ,l~O feet de"p, and it vo .. ld aor■■lly bc at lea■ t 16 inchH in dia~ 
■cl.,r. Thi• wuuld allov it ti, be u■1td (wi th the ■dditiun of p118p■, ■turaae 
and tr■ n■■iuiun facilitie•, and oLh .. r •ppurtenance■) for production if the 
wd I pruveil ■ucc .. uful. n,e Htiaated coat of Jri II ing and tu ting • well of 
thi■ •ort ia ■bout $400 pi:r foot. ffl<nce, a 1,150-foul te ■ L veil would coat on 
the order uf one~half ai Ilion doll an. It i, •iaaply uot fuoible for the 
develup11r to .. ke thia kind of inve•t-nt bofore ro,co,hing ■oae funa of 
Ma■ur.111nc11 (in the fura of General Plan de•ignat.i.on• that -.,pt.ild per■it the 
prupo■l!d reaort UH) thn there wi II be an econu•ic u■e for the water if it h 
fo,.ud. 
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Hr. 1.~ud11I I El I 1ni:wuo<I, Jr. 
Auguot 27, l':1111 
l'ag1: Thn:c 

Wini~ dac pruluah1l1ly 1a high that wclla m-iiuk.a of lhc nnwrt • ll-= wLll pcuvw D 
autist.a.:.tory -,uur;Cc or pucuble wah:r• thvr,: 1» su11i: ct~anc~ ttu,t tlu:y will uut. 
In tbJl ..:a»l!' 1 w~l 111 wc»t of Uaw1 but tHHL o( the Kulu11 l a Huuuta1u n tt z.oue: 
wuulJ l.11! ua.cJ. GrouoJw.-ter 1n •IJ~quate q,uant1tie, lai l,»f~liil!nl tlu.:r~i lt ls 
puuumtJy tmu1cd, ~nJ lt• withJc•wal tor h::•ort Uth: wuulJ uut cuntlict with 
Cuuuty llc11.art1111e,,t ot Wate( ~upply plan•• Hon~o"t!r I w.:l la 111 thati area could 
ca•i ly be u:n!d tu th:rv.: th~ r-=•1Jenta of llawi a11J otlu:r Hur th Kohulo c:uaauni• 
tac» a1:1 we IL 

$~~~..l!.....Y..!..u•ol 

The ••miLary cua:1nel!n1 who JcvcloJu::J tb~ conceptual pla11111 fur ·die »ewage 
lre11t01Cnt plant an~ ,hspoul 1yoto:m d .. cubvd IR the EIS b<tll""" that y,.,,,r 
Jvubte r.:g,u·Jang 1t•, lung-ta::r1:11 vu1b& l u:y •rt: uotound.:J. ln •upporc ut' tt1111 
cunttmtjou tlu::y c.i t w • numlaer ot fa~tor• that yuu may nut hov111 bc1:n aware of 
wh~n you wrute yuur letta::r. The ao•t important of are 11u11mar1&u4J below. 

A• Ji.•cu■ 1u:J oil 1-aa;cjl IV-64 th.-uoKh IV-.. 10 of th~ 1:':lS, Lht:!: pt Lm.try ID~Mnll uf 
1:f'llucnl J1•vu•al woulJ be v1a volf ;tour•e irr1~11t1ou. haj1t~t i 1Jn 1i1~ll:, .,uuld 
wt!r1'~ only i.lill w lauck-up 1yal.:.aa fur uv1: d.1ulng 'llt;ry rainy pcrioJ111, whtrn gulf• 
cour11e irrigcttion ia not poaallile and/or in the event o[ c,_.u,pmt:Ul fualurc 
tlu11t t~mpurari ly ~n:vente u•c of thtt irri1,11tiun 11ystcm • 

Th• fact that tho: o:ffluvnt d i •poul well• voul<I bo: u•vd unly into:ruuttuntly, 
rather than cont1uu1nu,ly •• h•• bc1m the C:,M5t: 111th nudrly all th.: 111J1:ic l1on 
wd la th11L huvo: vxrurienco:d probhmu, wi 11 Kr.,•t ly roJ"c" th,: llk,.d 1h1>ud of 
thdr bccomluH clu1u:.,d. n,cy will b" In• hkt:ly to full both b~c•••" th" 
dratttic r~ductiun in the volume of t:ftlu.:nt th&t pa11111c:e thcou~h tlu:11 and th~ 
more than 1u(t1c1l!nt 11off-duty" ti.ae:: !«Jr cunduct i n& l'tOt•vr 11a1ut.:1uuu.:e of ttu: 
.. ~11-. 

.. ~,nully, knuwlcd1~ o{ the behavior of anjectiun wells h&1d JtRfruveiJ aarll1:Jly an 
rcct!nt y~•r• 110 thul the= wa::1111 now bci.111 bui.lt 1ncur11uratc tcclmt~i.d tc»lur1:111 
whad, 6Jlluw Lh1:m to bt: r.:1ularly ch::a1u1.:J of tha:: aoltdJ& wh1.ch tci,J tu accuau­
lac.c in Lhcm uud tu the: 1i1ura·uuni.lin1 ge1.1logic 14~tcrtal.. Thi"', an turn, 
htl't::Mtitllti the: kuul uf clo&ganK, wluch has led to aumy of the f'J1lur1:1 that 
hMVc b1,u:n t1:Cpcr11:nc.eJ in tbt pM,U: wtth tht• 1unJ. of d111pu11.al s y.wlt:!at. 

Alter.,.tivc:• Cun•iA~rcJ 

Your ob11iurY.ut1uu ttu1 t. ttu: EIS ,hJ nut divcus• • ••no furtht:r Kuh.ala reuurt 
Jt:'Vc:lu11..aunt »c:.:m,r10 .. a» an 1dt~rnativas i• corr1:ct. ln 1,n:parang •uy rts it 
t• n~ct:11¥4ry Lu buund the proltlem an •uw.,: fauh i on . It llHI l& nut do11c , unt: la 
lelt with M 111:ucly intinite nu1111Ller o{ ,lte:rnatLvc1, anJ lhe analyaca ut lh~a-= 
bec:ume• an i.mpu911il1lt! c.11 , k. Our deci.a1iun 11,h, tu u11i.um1: that l.oq;c • acult: 
rlll•ncl Jcva:::lu1ND.::nt would u c:c:ur i.11 Suuth Xohal• n:~■riJl.::aui ut "dual tnmaplrcd 
un t lu, .1,t~ uf th~ 1JrUIJ'U11tcd Hahuku~ aort. Tlu.i juJguicnt wue. L11111.::J vn the 
fut:.t llu111• (1) tlu: Suuth Kululld nui~rt J.:v.:lu.,&UUnt LI ¥huwn ou the Uava,i 
Cuuuty <i1::u.::1al l'lan, (ii) s:h1tt the c.onc.::.,t of 1,11.ulttph:: rc111ort U¥1tlli ah.mg the: 

t=:r c::, c:J ~ c::::> t:::l c::, c:::t c:::,-

Hr. Kendall Ellini:vuud, J • . 
Au11u~t 27, 1981 
PJK,.: Fuur 

Sou ch Xoh4' l.a cua•t l i. n~ cunc., nue• to be •upporteJ: by St4h:: and County ~overn 
moula, and (iii) Lh•t public 1111mcie■ ■nd pri.vate do,velopeu have alcetdy 
rnvut•d ten■ of •1llaona o( dollau in the tunaportation ayote111a, 
ut a Ii.tie•• •nd other 1nf r.aatructurt! ueede=d to 1-.pport that Jevelopaient, ad 
that u,verul of the vaiadng d"vnlop•~nt polica•• woulJ h•ve ■eVtJU 
frnanci•I i•plicatiun• for all concerned. 

Tina •• not to ••Y• of cour1e. that it would be- i111po1•ible to revere~ esiatin1 
pohciu wt,ich aupport rcoort upan.lon. It aimply lkana that thia app .. aca ao 
unlikely tu occur that il woul d have bo:"n inapprupriat" to ap.,culate on it• 
1aplac11taona an the EIS. U u true, buwuv.,r, that a po,uud,c r ,~.,v.1<l11•tion o( 
the direction that tho, citiHnl 1>f ti,,. Big hla11d wiah lhe County to Uk" i ■ 
dui rablo:. Periodic review and updating of the General l'lan (moat cecently in 
1978·7!1) io mandated by ordinance f<>r the apoc:ific purpoH of in111r111g tut 
thi• OC~Ul'I, 

Fin.Ill leurlla 

Your lett"r vaa both thougb~ ful and v"11-vntt,rn, and y<>u need make nu apol­
ugiu fgr the quality of the lypevriting. I u1111.,uun~ Lbat you oppoae 11nd 
.,, 11 continue ll'.> oppo,., the propo■eol project on broad pba 101.ophical ground• 
and do not belie ve t hat ita approval would b., an tbo: b.,11t long- tena intereata 
of th• County. However, l hope that the reaponoea that ""have provided above 
convint e you that tbe EIS adequato,ly addreuea tho technical iuue■ thal are 
involved aod v i. ll a■aiat County deci ■ ion-maker■ in their work. Thank you for 
your concern. 

~-:it-~ 
PJll:i:h ■ 
c,c: ; Hahukona Propcrt lea 

ll•vaii County Planning D~partacnt 
En.vironaental Quality co-iaa1on 
Coaaunity R.:eourc~a 

c:::) ~ ~ LJ t=:) ..---...... :--., ::::=-­
"-" ~ 
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llo• l~S 
114,.i, Ill 9C.71'1 
.l,dy 2l, 19111 

1•ts1unhuJ l1cpdrtr.u11t 
Cuun&.y of U..awo ii 
25 luipuni Sln:ut 
Hilu, 111 9C.72U 

Dear PlJrau!ng Dt!pilrt,aent: 

t111. IOUIN! & rnocum 

Plud:H: fiud below my C::OJ11MS11t on t.hd MdhL1kona kcBOrt l:!15. 

l'tll:Xl - U1'Wlll l llN OWL 

J ~ 4:uclo~i119 ce piclurc of lhe owl whut1c lwbitat lru .. luJt:s 
t.hi» rugion. It should l,11 list'1d on ()al.JC V-24. l::hdc:111.ic is tht! 
woarl 11ppr-apri~tu here, rll.!fttrC"iny to ii speclu~ or subs1,ec.ius tl...-t 
ttvulvt.,1 In lldWO:.ii aud occurs Udturally nowhere t!luc i n lht: wurld. 
lk.N~vur, it.ht: owls a r u conuidunNl nW111ei"ous on lhi s lal&1nd. 

J l1c1v~ ob,»t!t vt.--d the owl in the regi on, &and Hr. Saa Uook of 
Wa imect, tiltV~nt.y yu.ilrt. of c11Je, a lifeloruJ re.11: idcnt, of naw.aii.it1 

an~~stry, i& ul!io f-lllar with tho I"'"° 1,.,n,. n, .. J><Juo ""'Y """" 
Lcuo overlook4.-rl Jn lhtt £ts JJtiCdlUlt:t Jt is not a vc.cal l.tit·d,, and 
bird11 am oflo111 id.,ntifieol by their vocaliz,.tion . Mr. Hook 
rt:t-Jrls th:einy a pueo Jn thu ahupuaa south of ICehtma. 2 ou Uu~ 
we.,kend of July 18, l!JBl. Kr. llook finds not l<>O ""'"Y pu..o 
a·<--'"1.'i.! llt.ly althoU1Jh lhttro •usud lo bu A lot~'" llt: dt:1it.:ril,cs this 

waa111 coat1tJ.i11c n:yion ilS '"•ll owl aroa p'" 

t•rufur at.ly tho t:15 wil l -nLion that llu, o,.l will her .. lusu 
lii t!Vt!r\illl ~ilc;a of pn!ferrcd open qrd!:Uiland hitbl l4tt. 11,c hird ls 
u.,uuidt:n:J c otto.u11Jtff1:J on O,.Ll1u 1Jr i111.1r!ly bt!(:J 1.u1v of 10~:1 of 
INtibitaL. It ,•,m be nuled that Ut11 11ueo wau an ~uaaku.s or 
t_Jltar-dian 51Ucqtur- •a--i rl t for t"l!rlain f.ml I ics or oh.:1ne1 tu old ........ u. 

IJIJl)t:St:IU Ut:I) lllt(lll\lXII.OCI C/11. f'l'.111\lkY.S 

l'ho h"ndbuuk of l!IS kc~ul .. tionli s1>0cifleo1 ( E: I :42:cl lhill Ll11, 
EIS s hall "describe• a.r(;hauologic4J fthtlur~!ii of r.artt or ur1i,11.1u 
value. Host ::&urJouti is tho fcact th~t. only nne tJf CoUir aahupu~a Kccti ons 
htit. rt:t.·ciycd u lhoruutJh dlr1,:haeologica] .-.urvey. with • 1,1u1n:ral f"ocus on 

c=J;• CJ CJ ·CJ' c:=.'- ~, ,__., Go C'-" 

fLJhufl.t,uu ••1.!hUI l 

ll1c 11..ak11j 1,oclions, in thi:,, EIS. 

In addition the "Liaittid Phase l Sur,,uy of ltdhnkoua Propertles, 
ttc><th Kohala, I11land ot llow•U• Cl'!IBOI by llalie Schill and Aki Slnoto 
i" not availilhle at Kohala Ub,ary and is not in the Statu 1aicrofil■ 
o, mlccoflche--that ia, not listo,d in th" &tat" L'OllecUon. 11,us 
the dhcovury of the reaackably rich 11;,wailan ruins on these 
pro1,erties has not bu11n 11hared. 

Tl1a l!JS it1 to be =-nded for stating: "Since theca "''" so 
many archaeolo\Jlcal sltea of =1111ide nble Vdlue, lf gnat care la 
not taken In the design of the proj11ct tu pn:aurve not only individual 
"itua but al"° groups and cel,t.ionships, the i•pact of tho, proposed 
lwhukona 118110,t on archaeologlcal rosourcus L'Ould bu highly adveue. • 

Notwithstanding the reputation of Bait Coll h•• which prepared tlu, 
l!IS , t;here is nothlng in the •11rt1cles of lncorpocation• of ltttheno11 
Beach, Inc., t.he general partner and owner. which should lead the 
county or Hawaiian civic g,oupa to suppose Jts inlerests ace other 
than shuerly 111aking money. I aa sending " copy of this docLU11ent 
under su1»Aca~e cover to the Planning De1hilrlacnt . 

'111e •r~connais&Ance 11ur-veys• of J(ehen.. 2, 1--uaalolo-il afld tu.upc&l.-io.a 
ahupuaa _,-,n: aidalttedly cursor-y. Let at: dcscrlbt:!- an .arc hat:0loCJlcal 
co■plea in ICuhena 2 which. to the beat of •Y under standing., doea 
not appea,r ln the l!IS. Mt. Hook viewed those ruinH at tcehtma 2 
also, and concur-~ed 1n the general descriv~lve cunclu~ion. 

on two adjacent bluff• SDP<lr•tvd by " gulch ace c;ai rns or 
burial 1K1unda. In the gulch ""'Y bo found a soriea .,r ahalter caves, 
Koae ■hel 1 dtsbris, and a natural rock poul. A wa U ed enclosure vl th 
a partial vatervaahed-pobble floor occurs perhaps ~O feet fro■ one 
of the cairn■, which itsulf is auirrounded by a rock wall, not; i n 9ood 
1•re&ervatlon, however. 

i,•e southern cairn complex i• Jar1Jur. The re .-re twu Mub21t•ntli1l 
squared cairns while clustered nearby •r-e fiv~ or aJx cock -,unda 
which ,...y or aoy not also be burlo11l6. One of these has been rifled, 
and lehu seashell litter ls strL'wn about. 

flt1" ""'"PlC• appeair■ well above thu shoreline . 

CONCUISIOlh It voulcl "l'l"'Ar a serlow, policy aistiikc to accept a■ 
rin41 iln EIS which does not provida mum tl10cou9h d<chatt0lo9ic•l 
doc-cntation on o11ll affected propcrtltts, parlicu la r ly si nce the 
area, •• the ElS itself states, Is strikln9ly rich not only in early 
Hawaiian artlf•cts but In pre-contact artifacts. The "Articles of 
Incorporation'" of Kehena Beach, Inc .. , the general partner, .are of so 
eritirely ~t'cenary • char.tct.er that. JMtre e,cpcesaiona of aJOOd intention• 
in the EIS will 1,robdhly not suffice in 111,curinq n.,.crous 
archat!Oloqical ireoldlns of as yet unasso~Meol value. 
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H..tl1ut_u11.., tt..:~ut t 

l<l\llt: COl<l\l. - l't,l,Y'l11•J1' 1'llllL:RCIJl,D!,A 

ln l'roccc,hn4:1::s uf Lhu Syoapo1-t11U\ vu !;l1Slu:l o t fh:·!;ouu.4~ l H~ ili• 
~iun In thu Northw.:sl Uaw•iidu h di.1h,b: (Sea Grant Hi o,c. 1tc 1a1rt . 
UIIIIIJ SEl\GRAIIT-HR- U0- 04, l\Uj/\lSt 1980), Richar,.J \I. G, l•J<J dtul s,.,,, .. ,. 
.J . Dollar wc itt: , • ... t.ht: soft cor"'J.s 11..alythuc, tu\,1:t:cu lutao &&tu.J 
Siuul11r-i~ 51L,rupta are bulh vt.:ry ablunlt-1nt .tt Nihoa J&l&1ntb but 
41rc rart.: or absent on Ml l ottutT iii l..ihdS .. (fklflt: l l 0} . 

Stuvcn D.>llGlr -il lso ps·ovtdcd the study of the l.V l"" I ahd 
cn..trine cuauiumity oo w'hJch th.: JUS d~.._criptlon. ht.••Jinu inq on Jt1.1CJt: 
v-:n , h 1,.,,..,,1. 

Pal y thoa luLerculolllll Js. uot menLioucd 111 the b>dy o f t h w € 15 , 
t.ut only i n thu Appendict.1114 palJt! C- 1 ... It: 1"' list.~J 4ta l,1;1 iruJ •1,:onimonw 
AnJJng rec.if coral t-i,cc;ies vra:st:nt in thesu waturs. 

Slue.: it is .nue or nonuaititent on • 11 aain isla1Mls, yet 
<.."O•only ~curs ht!:re, it. falls undcT t:.JS kcqul11t ions r1:"<Jt1ircmt:nl 
~ ~1 J42 : c, dnd .sccurding to the 11:4uir<.:111.t:hl should rcc civl! spc c ia i 
t=111phd&lS 1 pl"c~wn&1Lly in thtt llkain t.cxt . 

IU:EF t"lSllt:S l\NU Dl!GKAUll1'10H 01' Ml\l<lrlE COl1HUIIITY 

11,e EJS rup.,,t5 that •i,,tt .reef corr.nunitics ~t H..ahukv na n:J,J t:t.t,mt 
some ot the must 1Jriuti1h: 4nJ divur~e u1vurt.c brdt1t aud f 1:l-h 
asscml>la<J"S in th" Huwaiian lsl,1nds• lpa90 v- HI . 

*fhus the rc:tef t..-u11Dunl.ty would a5Jpc:t•r t.·o Lu a unique c .:~ u u:c 
in qUdlily .is a whole,- and Uu:refore: fall undt:r n:guldLltJn l:: 11 : 42,c . 
desecvimJ SJ>ucial ~phoi.Yis .. 

Uo"'ev1:r rt!cf fishes c1nt tJlven 011ly twu pt.1rdyroph~. I fc~ ,. t.ht: 
reet fJshtts d~!6~rvc ..,re caietul dtl1:mt1on . 

•11,c l:!.IS ti.teat.es, .. Th~ pco1J0~1<.."J projt:ct does not involve any di ccct. 
physical dlnd chcU1icJI ..odi ficc1t.ion!l t.o the 11t:ac sl.ure envit·o1uncnt .. 

(t~qu V-Jl). llow~vcr, in a compairalJle t! JS, th'1l t r r b u L:1111; t:41:. 1.:J•tc 
cited ju t.lut b1blicuJro.11,hy 4 ia'9Ll-,1» of ferLili"Zur nmoff d llJ fHHsJ•+aCJt: 

were Jhicuiiuc;d, if bciefly. So they »l10old hn herl.!. 

It i5 turtht!r uut lo be &Ul"llO~cd lhol lht.: ult.illld.te i u tru du..:tiun 
of c1 l..'tmslo.1hl cni.arby puJ.,ula.t.ion Cincludin9 touri!ll.t. fitJIUt:d at. a. 
cou:ai.1nl prc!U!Uce) of at le11sl S,000 pcrsone- over scvuro.11 w1 lc1. 1 

will not dtUUlclticdlly impcact t.hi::1 saarlm: t"-.i:,:vurcc, pa1\.icu];u-ly 
sine~, a~ thu l::IS slates, •thtt b.1o)otjic4l L;)lmllunities pu: ~cut in 
tht" offishort: d.rttati dlong tin: nu.orl site are hiyhly adal'tcd to 
rclat.lvely 1ildble and bcni9n enviror'lllt:ntal conditions t~ ~<J,, l uw 
nt:diuauut,c1t.i uu • •. ) " (pdyc v ---ll). 

Cj Cj = c:::,. Cj C: c--t I c:> c::> c:::::t 

HJhukun,.• 14;2:lOf t 4 

Windblown s"diwmtatlon should bv dhcus•ud i;iuc .. the slope 
of the l,md ia all downhill to waler ! n th~ ,.,glon, s111ce strong 
of hihuro winds are common; and since thu soil is very dry end 
d uuty, reseowl ~ng red dust. 

U<b&nizatlon al9o merits dlscus1ion in this ,...,,a ,d. 

Due to the very pool' soll, fvrt :l.l l z.u-r ,conc1::ntratio11llli, would 
ttsc:d to be esp,:cially high , as ai9ht be noted. 

Heiny r.:sid~nt.a care about the survi val of this ,a,ui ntt coRPllnity + 

Sincerely, 
1 ._ '/, ;:.· 
• , .-t.. 

,,.,411,i .:/2 , , . ., lt.. 1uA"Y) 
Judith Craha111 

Under a;e:-parate covcr i 

~ 

'"Article11 of Jncorpcu·•t.aun~ Kt:hena Bct1ch"" Jue+, J un1r :z. )971 • 
•Tile Status of ll«ef Studies in Lhe 11 .. waU an l\rc hipelAgo,• ,1,-ttcle 

~ t::j, ~ c::::1, c:::::1» c::) C;;:1 
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Belt, Collins & Associates 
A Jivi:.1011 ot l.yi III A»1,.;-1Jln,. lo(ttrpor.th-J 
Lo,H\t•,rfl, • l'a..•i•"°n, • 1.,,.J~.-.,~ Atd11h,l1> • Anh1h-~b 

~~...-U--M. .. t t-.t••t:.. .... ._...._ ... _,, 11 .... .--..... ~JI ~~-~~~.,l~llo/0 

K•• JuJith Cr4ha.,. 
Boa 155 
Havi, Hawaii '.11,719 

Dear Ha. Graha■: 

w 

Environal!nlal la.pact Slatcacnt fol" the l'rupo1u:d 
H1d1ukuna kttBort t,lroj.:~ct I Hurth lohala1 llaw11l i 

C) c::, 

Au11u»t 21, I '.Ill I 
HIAC-1470 

Bttcau11ut l~lt, Colline , Aaauci.•tea prttp1r~d r:h~ t:nvaro1uauntatl 1&111.act 
SUtoOM:nt (IHS) for du, propoae.i Hahullon• lh,aurt pruje~ t, a cupy uf y,u,r .luly 
U, 19111 letter tu the ll•w•ii County Pl ■11ning ll•J>arl...,nt n,11arliin11 the 
docua1:nt w•• forwa.-Jcd to ua foe • re•pou•~• M~ apprec:iatt! thu t.i,nt:: yuu wptt:nt 
reviewing tht: EIS 1&ud preparinJl your cu-cnta. Tit~ r-.!mainJ.:r o[ lhi:i t~tt•r 
an■vcr• e•ch of the conc:,:rn• that you c.1pnnaeJ. 

Pueu - U11waii•a Owl 

Tiu, Pu<lo (Aaiu l'l•oa•ua undwich•n•i•l ia hat•J on rai;e V- 24 h•e the fourth 
para11uph entitl•il "Resident l11ili11eno11aBird»"). Althoui:h Hr. Bru.,.,r Jill nut 
ob11~rvw any Puco Jurin, hia atuJy, it W.IH not~d in tin: la•t pJir41tl".11ph of pr,se 
V- 26 that Pu1:o have: b~en aight~d nin •i•ilar l111bi.t4t■ ult.11::whe,:r-e in th11 
rc1iun." A 11c11t1en~t:!: to thi• effect will be aJ4t:d lo p"gu Y- 24. Aa- yu,u noleJ, 
enJc•ic i• th~ •or~ •ltpropri•tc wurJ for J••cribinK .PuL:0 1 1 0 ll1•t aJj~c liYe 
wi II b• olld•J on p•i:• V• 24. 

Hcution of th~ lu,bitat lu•• that vill rl!: ■ ult fro.,. rc•ort t.lcvelua,,tQUnt on the 
Hahukona R1e•ort •it- will b~ aaJe IN£~ •p~cific wirl1 rc¥pcct. tu thv .. m;o. 
Thi• will be accuapli•hcll by adJlng thtl folluwi11i: »taleoa.,nt ullcr the •ecuoll 
pani:ro•rh under the l■pac~• oa Wildlife h .. llinr, (pai:" V-llo): 

While no Pu~o wen~ r~curJ~J uu th.e aite, it is a lilu:ly foratcin1i 
are:.a fur thi11 •Pt!C:iea, ~•pttcial ly couaiderin1 U.at! l•r,gt: nuwbc.r u( 
roJc:nta (the Po~o•• pri••ry fuud) th.at w~r~ ub•~rv~d lhttrl!. 
O~v.:lua-~ut ou the appro.ai■1n•d)' two aqua rt: •i le:• of thtt tt•hukun• 
N~~ort ai.tc woulJ rt!Juc• lhu Put:o'• h•bitat, &nJ p1::rh.a1•• 
popul11tion, LI• wo,ald new hou»ing area11 rt!11ultinx fc.,. r~i,orl­
n:lall:d pupuJalio11 ttrowth. Uuw~Yt!fe i t •hould btt 11ot1:d lhat the 
habit.i1t ranw,e uf llla: Pueo i• c.1lrt!acly broaJ •• it ""ltl-ltHHIII to be 
tol•rant ut wide climatic ""t'"""'"" (B,.r11"r, IY7l:CJJ) anll that the 
ov,o·vhcl■ing majority uf Ila Bi-' lsl4JuJ h111bltot wtJ1.,1l'1 re:■ain. 

l"u-=-u ~Cl!: inJe:~J .:cma1J~ruJ auaaku■ for ce:rl~in f•11iliv11.. llowl!:YCl" 1 &umak.u■ 
cuulJ tdkc: th.: for• or •mny ani11al• includin11, •h.uirklll, uwl1, mi.aJ hen•, t1z.ar'11, 
t11tl1 1 (1clJ ■ict:, and cat~rpill•r• (a.:e, for eJUa■JJlc, ff.ana I Kl! Ktaaeu - Louk to 

n_...., _,~_ .... ·-··--·•·....a .... ..,."4.f..-ll lr-i\lf .f,--lt-t~f' .... 1"1\'".»,..1i~f1 .. _.. ... v ......... ·-~ ... w ........... , 
\'u.lnll ..,.., .... ...,J!I, At-I. ........... !lo A& .... Aa.11~t tl-4ll,,....UU1.·._.t. ...... Jl n ....... -1J ............................. "''-" .... _ 
.. ._ ........ i.--•..t-1. u.._. t u ..... r 1i..-.1• •~ ...... 4· .. ,, I Wlwlc-

c::> c:J ~ 

Ha. Judith Craha■ 
Au11u»t 27, l981 
Pag" Tvo 

(-..,1- w i--.J - ' l-c--,,1, ".,.._.. c__; 

the Source by Pultui, H■•rLig, anJ Le"' p, J6), llotcauac of tl,i■, "" du not 
believe=: that the Plleu dc•ervea •p.s:ci•I -,uiun i.n t.hi• r1:1al"d. 

Arcl1aeolo1ical Feature• 

tborou1b Survey1 Additional aurvey vorlt will be ~on.i .. cted on Hahulton■ 

PropertiH' land within the ahupua 1 • of i....iloloa, ltaupalaoa, ■ad k"hen■ 2 
b.:foce any dt!V~lo~nt activilil:!a are begun ou tbt!a. 

Avail■bili.ty of Surveys At the ti- the EIS vu written it waa our belld 
that a copy of the lhhop Huaeu■' • archaeulor,ical aurv•y rt:purt vu on file 
vith the ll ■v■ii Couoty Phnnio1 Departat:ot. On July 14, l'.181 "" n,ceived • 
t .. lephon" call fro■ the Plannina Depart■t1nt infur■i111 u1 that th"Y llid not 
have a copy of th• atudy. Aa a reault of that call, a copy of th• 1urvey 
t1'port v.u forwarded to the■ i-diately. lt wu alv■y• intended that the 
in(oraatioa oD ~he■e valuable reaourca::a aboulJ be •hared. Copi.ea of the 
Biahop Huae11■ aurvey report are aho bein11 1,:nt tu the Stue Libt ariu 10 
kohala and la■uela. 

Securiaa of a ... iaa1 We hav" not had cau1e to r•■J the Artic le, of 
Incorporation of ICttlu: oa Bl!ada, Inc. ,... par-t u( uu.r v11rk. ffgwt:!Vec, 1iven the 
private, profit-ukin11 natuu of that buaineH 0111aniutiun, l •• neither 
1urpriaed nor troubled that the docuaent ■•kea it auund uaerca::nar-y. •• ko•t 
hndowneu are atrongly influenc•d by the profit ■othe, •nil oven the tu law• 
of th" State anll County tend to encourag• the "highut •nd beat uH" uf land 
(which they defin11 .. the UMI< providina the hi11hut 110netarr return rather 
thiln tl,e 11reatut ■pidtual oc cultural vulu.,). In r.cor,niilon of thi1, the 
citiz,.n. of H•v•li (the ialand and rhe 1tar•) have e■ubliahed •11•nciu whoae 
pr-uject retviev and approval power• enabl1t thtna to in•1Jr1t that dcntelopi1Wnt 
r1t•p1:cta thu•e •itea anJ al"tif•ct• lthich •r11 conaiJered i1aportant. Hence, the 
Hawaii County Planning Departaent and the Stati, D"p•rt■ent uf Land and Natural 
kcaourcea have the power to ~ffectively repreaent the publ i.c • 1 intereat in 
tlntH ■attO!U, 

K•re Coral - Pal_ttbo• hbc~culoaa 

A copy of your letter waa aent to Kr. Stt:V-,;H J. Doll•r• the marine biologist. 
who conduct.:J the biulogi..:•l •urvey of th1: 11.it.ec• off Line Hal1ukoua Resort aite 
1111111.J who ia a co-author of the Sea Grant report ci.ted in your lettec. Hi• 
reapun»e read••• followa1 

n,e dau pruentell in "nu, Statu■ i,f lleef Studio in the H■waihn 
Ard1ipela1,o" by Dr, llLchard Grl11& ■nil ayaelf ia baoed only on 2S 
,aeter long quantitative tra11ucta at i,nly one depth (IO iaerera) ■ t 

the ••• e.11:po■ure on ••ch i•l•nd. Ttue iacntllon of rare OI" ab■ent 
■ t•tua i ■ thu11 not r1tpreaent•ti.v1: of wh4'le a.•l•11id.,. but juat one 
habitat. Eaa■inat ion of quaHtar,ve •urvey not"• iod i catu that 
thi• apecie• coaaooly occura oo •11 l ■ la11d1 in tho, Hawaiian 
11.rchipelaao. 
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H:.. Judith Graham 
Aui;uot 27, 19111 
l'og" Th,ee 

Siucc it •• nut a r .-rc •p~ i: a.u,, at Jot!!¥ not Jcau~rvc a pc ii:i a t c:m1•h.a•.tM, but 
f'.alyUu.u, TulJcrculoa1u will be aJ,led lo the h11t o( c:orill 11p~cit!!t. uct.:uriug un 
<l1t, ,.,.,f platfo•,. that app.,ar• on page V-)U. 

11 .... f l'i •l•e• 

Jn r~i1vou11c to your .c::ouacnc re1anJin1 the liait~J numbe r ol wu1·d~ dcv11,1oC.eJ II.¥ .a 
Ji • cu•sioo of reef ti•he•• Hr. Doi l.ar ufter~J th~ fu) )0\110~ ~a1,1l~11i11t1un; 

' ' The L.cntluc (botlo•-dwel l ins) coaauni.t i.1::1 arc the focu11 ot Lht: 
marin~ 4»11ell1~nt 11inl!c they are pauch b4:lt4ir 11uhcatlu r:1 uf 
11trc1uitul coqJitio,,1 th-Wl'I urgtnu • 11• wath a lua;.h tle¥,r~t: u( 1110b1laty, 
•"ch <1• f111h. Al11u, the •cope of t1u: auarinc aluJy waa ~ntandy 
quo11l1lt1Li'V1::J tht!r.,1fore tht!! Ct.ua.,rehe1udvc 1pcc ii:s lt•t ,mJ ,.L,unJ,;uu:c 
l!» timatc ilo , •h>ng with .J~ ■C:Ttpt1v~ par•1&.raph• •~1:•s •J~'t.uat~ to 
dc•c:rtbt: th~ fu1h populations. I 11oulJ 11110r111 th.un wclcUGtc .. ny 
11ivc11..:if i c 111uggc:ali.ooa . .. un .ad1htion.:1I '1ata tu 11uppl-e111i::t1.t th.: tu~ctaun 
on r~cf f i eh." 

DecraJ•tioa of H4r&AO Cuaauuity 

l!ff&cU u( Futilher Runoff aaJ Saepage• A• n<>t<ld i n y<>ur I.ti~• . th• 
pL11l1:ntial ica1u11c1 Uuu fcrtil iz.er r unoff and •cwagc ~rt hacnl 111:!t:>l)a~c aaght 
hav~ un water quality wa11 Ji.u;1.u1,11eJ in c1>n11l dcrablc detail u, lht.: lnY1ron• 
•-=•tt•I l•p11Ct Stat~111c1it tor loi111;";1. Watakoloa lkacb k~11urt pro_}l:!Ct. An even 
111orc catena ave auil i y•i• of thi1 phcno•non i1 cgnt¥i,ned in the Ko1lahuq,1ua 1 1:1 

E11v1runml:!ntal 1-,.u:t S&alu~nt th&t W4M prt:par'41!'d fur the Haun• Lani Mc1u>rl . 
8cltt Coll1-n11 6 A•• o t iat1u pre.p•r~.J LuJt h of the»~ analy~c• 1111.,J ,, , lhc:r~tor~, 
iuti■•n•ly faniil u rr · w.i t_h the condltio11• ot which you 1pok.e. 

The rc1uaon lh:lt thciMI! lvo Jucu~nt ■· g~vc 1i.,.ch in-dcpLh ln:o11n1cnt tu wah:r 
qualii.ly ottCtt:Ct11 i 1 that bolh r1:&a:rt 1ite1 lie behind anclual .an~ voml•• 
(Anch.aallne pouJs art! •hurt!:llne puol• t hat 1.atk ill aiurf.icc connect1on tu tl1c 
w~a lmt \ll•ich CtJntaiu water oi mcauur.at,lt! it4l lni ty anJ •how t 1Ja I 
fluct11aliOniJ+) Such pond• havf! •low tur-nov~r und a1111t101; r.itL~•, and tlu:y 
co1111ti1 utc an ccuay11tem with .t1n t:1.tre111cly d~licat~ cculogtcal bnla1u!:c r 
lhuu.c ,. ~vun rulat LVt:Jy a.inol' ch4ngua in the nutrient cuott:nt uf the gruuud­
v..itcr which flolifa luto th~m i• coni11d,:n:d to bci of l)OtcRI ial cunccrn. 

The Hahukon.a lh:■4-lrt »i.te Joc1 not cont4'in am:fualinc pond• 11uch as .trc prc:1cnl 
at the twu South Kohala rc•ort 1iite1 llk:ul iun,:J 4thUVt!+ l ah,h:ad t the lanJ cnJ1 
i n l1Jv c l1fh1 at tlu: ahuteltnc~ Ucn\.e• any adJat,on"I nutrient ■ 11h ii!:h do 
enlt4tr the 1rou11Jwat~r vill be: dt•clu11gcd directly 1otu thu oc~an. As Jt:mon • 
atrMiteJ in the!- lwu EI S:1 citeJ above, -r-el,tlvuly r•pid 111111•10~ ot Ch~ "-"lriwntd 
with the •~.ww•t~r l.11k~s pl,wct: omas thi» uu.ura. Thia 1Aiaina; l uwc:r11 th~ir 
cunc:~ntrati~n• tu thw pu1nt wh.::re tlu~ mairuur impact iw nt=H,llg1blc. 

Population l•pacu A• •tat.,d Jn the: lilat p.aui:ra1•h on µai:• V-)4, <hw livU 
probabl~ t!(fc:t l un mar-1nu re11ot1n:c• l'ea.ultang fl'ullQ 4 lat'~cr popul-1t1011 tuli,Tli 
tht• »hurehne wc,ulJ be the incr• ~•1:tl ,u.plo1tat101t u( thi: Ju11ral,lc touJ and 

e=:) c:::::l t::::> r:::: c::> ~ c:::J c:::} ~ 

H•. Judith Grahaia 
Augu.r 27, 1981 
Pitgt! Four 

cu....,,cul apociea. llhi .l" the i•proved aoceuil!i lity vuuld be vi"v"4 
favorably by thoae vt,o benefit froa, thue ••ran• ~"•ou,cea, oth•u viii view 
the decline in popul•tion uf c.ertain 11pccii::a aa Qdv.::r,v 5 

Windblu- Se,U-otatioa, Sine" the H.avau County Gradi1111 o,d inance H•U• 
tlw a,wuut of l•nd that can be eapoaed at une tuau during grading operat1ona 
to 20 ecru, th• irrigation •Y•·tea and gnu would b• 111atMllt,d •• work on the 
re•ort prugr.:••••• As • re1ult• wind eco1ion fro■ thi:: 11ite i.a exp,c-~tcd to be 
quit• ll ■ itt!d , 

Urbaa.ia•tio1u l!roaion reaultina from deva:lopaent of the site and the 
~0•11lbi I it)' of iapa&ct• on the ■ati.11e enviro1U111:nc •r~ diacutuied in the (irat 
full paugraph on pall" V- 34. Tho concluoion that ''th" put•ntial fot d••HIII! to 
the 1iarine e:nvironllal!Rt from the ptopo•ed pl'oject is •li~hl, 0 ia ba£~d larivly 
un the fact th•t •cdiaent•tion rate1 are uulikely to increo•~ •i111ific•ntty. 
In fact , the project could uault in a lung- t•rm d"crl!ue tn u,,. a■uunt of 
1ediaenl reachin& coastal water• becauae eruaion f~u• lanJ~c•ped •r••• will 
be l"u than fro■ axi•ting aaruphytic ■crub. 

s .. cvival of the lladne c-aitJJ A• pl ■nnera and a• ruidt!nt• of this 
atatc, we share your conc~rn fur thia and oth~r mar iuc co-unities th•t 
inhabit ialanJ wahro. The •tudie■ conductt!d for the EIS wue eapr.,uly 
dcalxned to gain an und~l"•t•nJin& of th1t .coapoait1on of the .. rine c,.._un,ty 
that vu.,ld be affected by the propooed H■hukon• Ruaort project, to identify 
the dovcdopaent action■ \lhich 11ight be e&pt!Ctt!d to aU .. ct it, to det...-aine 
whoth.,r or not thue action■ ■111,ht have a aeriuuo detriaental effect, and, 
where neceaaar-y. to •ugge1&t aitiK•tion. ae111•urc1 1hat could reduce the 
■agnitud• of the a■pacta. Baaed on the te•ulto of his au,vey, Hr. Dollar 
cuncluJt:d, '

1 if 11,radina practice• are de•11nc:d to preclude epi11od~• of inten•c: 
••dimentation runoff, lt ia anticipated that th., p ruvo•cd dov.,lop11,mt will 
cau111e no significant advcr•e env1runment&l effect11." JS,:cau• e uf your 
interc■t in the biology uf tho, aru, I •• attao.hini: • co■pletl! c opy of the 
Dollar •epurl for yuur uoe . (Plene eacua• the pour ~uality of the p1cturt!a 
in lluat rt!port . We do not have additionAl print• of thl! photoir•pha, •nd 
the&r blue tint re,u1lu in a poor leroa copy). 

Thank you for your ca-enta. lf there ia any adJitional info.,.ation we uy 
provide, pleaoe call.., at 521-5)61. 

~ncmly, .Wt& 
~k. 

l'JW/AKY : gho 
attudua~nt 
cc:: Hahukona Prupeirt ic• 

Hawaii County Plannang O..par<1Dellt 
E11vii-0111aent1I Qu.ality Coama11u1on 
St .. v•n J. Dollar 

c:::) t::::l f ti.. t-, L::l t::::l c:=:::, (:l. t::::l 



c_J c_: ,.---- ..., 

"---' c.:: 
""1' :r 

~ 
-1• \ I , 

,I' t ~ 11 n, 

..:, ~ 

~ ~ 

r ~ f" ~ H ~ I 
; 

J 
J> ;; C f g .I f~ -\ 
- i.: ,. • r.. tJJ o 7' ., f1J c. Q [ 

-l> r'~11r 
-lnfO ,~~, P l. , n • Q. :1 ,-. .._ t r 
- ;,. Ill :r "I -- O 
l'I ,. . -, 

•-
1,\ 

-r1 ~ .. , r 

~ ? ~ ~ ~ 
~ ~ . ·I ~ 
r -+ 
,, 

!1• 
"\ 
l, .I 

I ' ,. 
.,, 
l -, 

! 
Ill 

~, 
'} 

-1 
~ 

r­
e 

r 

t 
'l. ;-, 

·\ 
1 
r 
,J 

~I. 

\...2 

'a ..... ., 
CJ 

t 
~ ..... -
·,.. t, ',,') 

,. 
r, 
.!. 

:'; l, 
IA r 
L~ f 
~I <. 
f 

1 r, 
-<. 

""'-" 
1 
~ 
t 
_, 
I 

pi 

C ,, 

! & 
[J., 
r .. 

~ 
A . 
( 

r,: 

x~ 
l- fi 

-L " 
it> ~ ., r ~ II\ i 

.... -• \II 
\D 

~ C) c:J:i 
,..,. .._, _ \\ 

~ l' i ~ ~ -f 

~ ~~~t ~ 
t £i' l ~ - t\ rt 

~ t 
1 

f ~ H ll) 
l ~ ~ 
Q~f-l>;if~ 
, ~ "1 n, Iii "iii r 0 .~ ~ 

l:. u -
~ ~ l ~ 

v ,._ 
I ~ ~ "" 

'.{ ·I =\ 1 r. . 
0 
~ 

1 

r- ti 

~· 
() .. 
( 
r 

i: 
C. 

n, 
t 

~ 
<i 
'-' 
r:i 
ll .. 

I 

t 

l-

,. 
liJ 

l 
=l'-
" 1-, ;, 

,: r-i 

T~ 
l ~ ,, ~ 

~ :, 
'•I j 
r 

i 
{. 

t 

c::: ... 
'I •. 
'..\ t 
► 

l -,: 
' 

"fl ll 

~ f 
-c. 

:r ~ f ~ a' 
\ ...... o ~ r 
{J:.. r C 
F" t:I 1ft 
\? r, -
~- ~ ~I 
I" JI, 

•!(_ 
) 

~ 
~, 

~ 

<:· 
(.' 
r, 
~ 
I 
r 
C' 

~ 
t: 

'-

c;::J c::) 

~1 r 
[: 

-.j 

.u 
v;> 

- l 

_6 
+-

' ~ 
J\ t 

t". 
"f. ~ 
~ 

C 
t 

~ 

" f," tfl 
.,J -I 
q, 

c; 
z:. 
2:­
t 
q 

I) 

c/ 

~ 

ii Wt 
::p d 

;:'--"f- If) ;r 
- :j l' flZ: __ , 

K : : ~ ~ 
r:,. 
') 
't 
l' t d -t:. 5 

(I -- ... 
~ ~ 
fl, ~ 
j .... 

,., 
; ~ 

:-

~ 
~ 

" /II 
t i 
0 
(J' 
r 

! 1) ITI 

! 
/II 
~ 

Q 

it ,., 

t 
" (ti d 

E 
.=t 
r r;, 

~ 
{ 
ft, 

I 

I 
J.: 

(} 
n 

~ 
?:, 

. ~ r 
l 
t 
[I ,, 
a 

C::, 

7' 
:.: 
,:. 
:;. 

~ 

+ 

..1.) 
r,­
-.1 
ll\ ... 

"""' r. , ~- ij · 
·r / ;:! 
~ i. 
tf\ ~-

~ f 
~ 

c;> C7 C) ,· .... 
1--J ~ ;___J 

.da~ 
"'11V 

Belt, Collins & Associates 
A .Jivl .. un of Lyun A .... 1<wte, ln<U'f"'<al...t 
Engt~n • I-Linnen • LM~r AtLNlct:U • A,d1Mn " 

,.-.,.._ • ._ ........ JOt-•!IIM-•..-...,•• ... ••·~~WI t '9,t ldn t1l 11,1u 

HI Gretchen Grove 
P.O. Box 523 
lap1'au, Hawaii 96755 

De•r- H• Groves 

,..-- -~ 
...__.:/ 

EAviron.,aral l•pact Btateaeot for the Propo1ed 
Hahukona le•ort Proiect, North lohala 1 Hawai i 

w t_,._J 

Au11uat 27, 1981 
BIAC- 1450 

lecau■e Belt, Collin■ 6 Aaaociatea prepared the Eoviro.-ntal l■pact 
Sute•nt (EIS) for the propooed llahulr.ooa leoort project, a copy of your July 
7 1 1981 letter to Hawaii County Plaonioa Departaent concerning the project vaa 
forwarded to ua. 1 .. ed OQ th• aboeoce of aoy ape<;.ific rafennce to the 
content• of the Els, your letter 1ppeara to be a poaition 1tateaent re1ardin1 
the General Pl ■D ■-nd■eot reque1t rather than a Hl of c-nta on the Ill 
report • 

Al you ■ay Ir.now, it h not the purpo1e of an EIS to argue for or againat a 
propoaed project. lnatead, it i■ intended to faithfully de1cribe the probable 
effect• of all reHonable alteroativeo 1 i ncludin11 one where no action h 
taken. lie believe the H1hukooa haort EIS baa done U1h. 

Thot i afor.ation provided io the EIS vill uaht the County io dccidio& whether 
or not to 11ra11t the General Plan chan1e that H•hullo11a PropertiH ia nellina 
for ita N<>rth llohala l•od. In ■alling their dt1ciaiona, I aa aure that the 
Plannin1 Depart■ent 1 Plannin& co-iaaion, •nd County Council (the bodie1 that 
■v■ t act oo the Ceneul Plan ■-nd.,.nt r10queat) viii weigh the value of 
li•l~iua ~e•ort developtMnt to eai■ ting reeort area■ ■uch •• l•i lua-lona. 

Thank you for your letter. 1 hope our ruponoe ha■ clarified the role of th,s 
EIS in the Ceneral Plan a■endaent proceu. We appreciate the tiae you •p111U 
prcparin1 your letter, and would be happy to ao•wer any further que■tioaa you 
••Y have. 

Sincerely, ~~ 

~-Ot 
P.J\1111111 
cc: Hahullona Propertiea 

Hawaii County Plannin11 Dep■rt-ot 
Enviro11aental Quality co-ia■ion 

ft-~-1.t...-Mh ~•.,.r...rw1......,,,.,...El,.._,a.,a.,--,,l"'"'r...1,.,'f••~ ... ~v .. ma.t, c...wa,....,_ 
v ...... an ..... ._,.s Ak~•SA...-~SC.0..0...UIII...._..C .... .al ,.........,loh-.. J:IIW..f .. '4-........ AI..'( ~ ...... ~, • ...,_......._ 1.._., t4--1L ....... , ,..,._.,, ......... , ....... 
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U awaii County Planning Dept. 

25 Aupuni St. 

Hilo, llawaii 967 20 

Dear ~lenbers, 

,luly 10, 1901 

1 11111 111rit1ng concemtng lhe propooed Llahukc,na Reaort, The Uahukonu. 
Mesort Proposal lnipuct Statement containo a table ahowlnB over 5~ ot 
llort.h Kohel.a reaidente surveyed favored the develo~aent, Aoked wn•t 
are you tn favor of a d11v11loraienl Uke Keauhou, Kona'/ 

I was nev er polled nor do 1 know uny other peroon in Kohala who 
w11J polled , 1 strongly queotton the validity or thh survey. 

Where are these dev elo1,11r11 going to get their wnt.er't Are 
i;oind to waetetully wator thotr aolt courue:1 tn mid-day au I hllve 

I other hotela in So. Kohala do'/ 

thoy 
aeen 

l t hae b een an uphill etrug1tle for isolated llo. Kohala to have 

any local tire departaent and equipaent ut all. le our volunteer tire dept. 
due any considertttlon'/ Will the otate or £!!!! tha· stl\tt afford to pay 

tor tht a protection? Will the develornrs buck theoe service!' !1n11notally? 

Who ill going to stay in theee 4 hotele--each roughly t.he eir.11 ot 
Mauna Kea Beach Hotel? Are tourists r eally going to desire the often 
windy, dusty ahd b aachlaaa Mahuk~na areo? There are two new hotels 

one-halt hour away with beacheo nearbz, Newapapers and television 

conatootly rnind ue ot the low occupuncy rates of Big Island hotels, 

~rthemore, I would be dead against theoo hotel roo11111 being 
converte• into condominiUlle, I fear this could happen, It often does, 

l would like to see all lawukere actually ri,pr-,flent the people, 
I would like to see the planning dept, survey Kohala fairly and Uoten 
to the oOlllllluni ty here, l'leaue don't aok uu to d rl ve t.o 11110. 

Personally, ao a macodwnia nut grower, 1 pr11y Kohaltt rffluins rural 
and 1tBr !culture will be revived here. 

r=l c:::1 c::::I 

. ~ince re aloh11, 
\I, ,. II,, \ 1 1 ,, I 
Dorothy Metzler 
P. 0, Box 6\7 

Kara'ou, llawuU 
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Belt, Collins & Associates 
A J1vJ:.1un ul Lyun ,\s~ot'Mlt.~ lnn,tpo1".1l~J 
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Augu•t 21 , 1981 
IIIAC-1469 

H• l)orothy Hetzler 
P,O. llua 611 
Kap~•u, North ICuhala, Hl 91,755 

Uuar H• tkl&lcr: 

Envi ronaental Impact State,..,nt for the l'rupouJ 
Hahukon• Re•ort Prolect1 Hort.h Kuh•••• Uavaii 

llecauoe let t, Col lina , Auociatu pr.,pareJ th" Envir0t-ntal I■pact 

Stat" ""'"' (t:1S) fur the prupoaed Hahulu,na Jluort, a cupy uf your July 101 1981 
l,:lter tu the llavaii County l'lannin11 llcpartment co11cerni1111 the project vaa 
forv.rJcd tu u• fur a reapun■e. We appreciate the t i■e that you ap,mt 
r4.!v1ew1n1 the: docuacnt. The: re■ai.nder of thi11 lc:ttt:r adJrcaae■ the: concern• 
that you caprc•■eJ. 

t::::=:> 

lcaidcnt Survez 

The aurv•y r.,ferred to in the t:15 wa■ cu11ducto:d by Public Affaiu Advuor:, 
So:rv1cu, lnc, (PAAS) , A •-ry of th.: •urvo:y rt:purl i• prea.,nteJ u11 page• 
lV-111 throu,h IV-84 of the EIS. A copy of the complete eurvey r••ulu la on 
file with tho Kow<1H County Planniug Department, Tht: •••pit: ai&e of 521 
reprt:•enu approa1aately 6.5 percent of the total 19110 popul•tlon of the North 
and South Koh.ola Di•tricu. 

The PAAli ■urvey report dou not d .. cribe the ••11plin11, ••tbodolon that Va■ 
uocJ. However, a ila1cription of the propoaed ...,thudology wa. contuneJ in t111, 
prupo .. 1 fur the work that PAAS aub■itc.d to licit, Culhna , t. .. oc1ateo on 
July ll, l'.119. S1nc1t this prupoul waa the buu r .. r our le11al cuntract with 
tlu:aa and \H wcra: ucvcr notit1cd of thuir d.e11rc t u ,u,~ 1n •lt111:rnative 1M:Lhod­
olu11Y, it waa ua•d a■ the buia of the deacription prc•l!nt•d in the EIS, 
Sub■•quent Co rec•ipt of yuur and oth•r lt:ttu•, the l'AAS official ■ who 
ilt:•i11n•d anJ aupervi ■eJ held1n11 of the ourvo:y 1 Dr, llanid W, Tuttle and Hr. 
Wal tH O..akude, wo:re c ontacted, Wt: th1tn tearn•J lhat PAAS had altered it• 
•••pl iug approach when in the (1cld an •n att.:•pt to prov1'1tt a aufe cKtcneiv• 
•~•1,1le . The: reforc, vu art: ••king th11 followinai chanstt• to the: currttnt 
d~acnpcion under the Survey Hetbod0Io11 ht:adin1,: on P•S"• IV-18 anJ IV-79 uf 
th• EIS: 

0 The Hut full pHagraph on pare JV-19 w,11 be replaced with: 

Public Affaira Advi •ory Snv1cea or i ginally plann"d a pinpoint 
•••plinK t.e:chniquc, whtch would have i nvulvcJ intcm,uvt: Joor-to­
Juor p-=:r-aon•l cvntact proc.cJ11re1 only in • t::lccteJ 1t:011caphical 
arE:.aa. Howt:ve.r, to iaprove the rcpre•untat i. ve:nea:11 ut the aaiap le, 
l hl! co■p•ny in•t~ad chotu~ to att•■pt tt1 n:·•ch ev~ry r.:1i1.h,nti•l 

,..._..,.,....,.,_.,.~ ~Ill ..... _,.,,11,.....,1,11ML1r••• .,.,..,._,,, .• ,,..,...r,l'A, .. -~,, 1-1•v ... u,a. •-Jr..,,.,, . .....,,. \ ...... "I, .. ,Ma. ....... :. Ak ,_,. ..... :.4&--. A .... s, n .. 1,llw-1,Ue. ...... lli••··"'·"--n\'.lw..Jnh-ktM ............. Ai..Yt. ......... 
.... ._ .. ..,_ •• ..,., , .. _ ... "'-• •~r r~- '•"'• ~ 
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Ha llvrul11y Hcul-,r 
Au11u•t 21, 1981 
l'ag" Twv 

.. 

hou11ing u11it in North and Suot.h Koh•l~. Jncvitubly, 1u .. 
huu11chold• couJJ not be •ppruachvd bt!c:au1u: they w~rt! loo l•ul•tt:J 
Ct> find ur l,-i::c.au,e ttUIR tllcvat to a aurvcy vorkcr'a pt:r11uo•l •.-t~ty 
(e.11., 11u•id Ju11) vaa prc••nt. 

The f1Jlluwina1, wi.ll bu aub■ tituled for tht! ■eGuml »enlvncc in the,: • « ood 
full p■ ra11raph on page JV~79: 

Tht:! refu1al ratl:!: aaung r1:aide11t1 who .rere contacti::J 111111 tH~tiaaatcJ 
tu be appro&1utcly ~ight p.:rcent. Hovt:Yt:I", nu r~corJ w.a• k~pt u( 
the nu.her 11f huu■a:hold■ It which nobody 1148 hc.a.e. In 1uch ca•~•• 
no •urv1:y ish1tru•wrnt vaa left, •nJ nu return vi•il ■ were maJ11:r. 

o A 11cw lln•I 11ar4111raph under thi• l11,a,Hn11 vi 11 b., add"d to 1"'11" lV-19: 

Th" IY80 U.S. c .. noua rcpurt• th" pupulatiuu of Hurth lCuh•I• wu 
1 1 249 uuJ thc population of South luhala waa 4,607. Thu■, th• 
•••pit: uf 261 Nuclh Kuhala rc ■ idrnt• rcpi-~ait:nta 1:i.ghl per-ccut uf 
the tuul pupulat1011 uf that ilinric t, and th" aa■11le of 260 Suuth 
Kubala n~•hll!nt• rcprc■a:nta n~arly •ix p4Jrccnt of the tolal 
population of lhllt Jiatrict. nut ■a■plc thu■ rcpr~■ent• .::v.to 
higher ptu·cenlag~• of the •Jult popul.11tiPn of lohala 1 although 
t!&act .. crccnta1e• c.annof. y~ Jetermined bec■u•~ the Ccnaua 
Buteau Ila• 11ol reported any •Me: brc1k.dQ11n for 11,uu,ii. '• population. 

Sine" l'AAS vent llUt uf bu1inc11 in early 1981, their co■pony rec urd• ar" no 
l<1n11"r avai 1 .. b1.,. Thua, ti,., d.,.cription• of the actual ■cthodulo11y U1'ed ar" 
L.aauJ on Dr. Tuttle'• and He. Oa1all.oda•11 ~■orie•. 

Valer Ae•ourcl!~ 

The potuntial auurc12• of water for lh11t propoaed reaort JcvcloJJIKUt are 
Ji ■cuu .. J in th" IHS un P•I"' 11-5 Lhcou11h 11-'J and un page~ V-64 throu11h 
V- 79. 111 all I ikelihooJ, deo,p vd 11 i-•Hat"1y 11J1uka of Lhe ruurt 1it" 
wouJ.l 1,., uoeJ. 

A1rt yuai knuw, 1-ouiJ watEr i.11 'tuite: pruciuu■ in the arid iuht1l• cuo■tal ur~J. 
Ht:t!a1.1:r1c ul lhi• nunc of Uu: gulf c.uur•e• th■t l1avc- lu;cn con1111trutlcd uae 
potuble w•tcr (i.e •• watt:r that i ■ ■uitablt: (or Jriuking) [or i.rri~e1tiun .. 
Jn,.tuaJ, t111,y us" bracki1h water that hao too high a Hit (chloriJt:) content 
tu be fit for human con1111u■ption. The ay1111tea .at the H•una Ke a Beach lhlll!I is 
..:un•lructcd a10 that -=:v~u lh.s pl•nt• i~Jiately around tht! hotel ean b~ 
irriiatl!J with br.u:kiah, ratlH~r th•o .. olabl.-, 1 ..,ater. l'•rt of th~ irci~•tion 
watt:r ua•d on lh" 11"1 f cuurH i• treated .,ffluunt frua th" HKIIII voll!vat"r 
tcvat•~ut vi.ant.. B-=1:~u11u of thia, •id- Jay gulf cuur»I! icriMul ic.u1 duc.11 not 
r~■ul l in an unnt:cci.•ary d~plct: i on of potable VMter »u~~li~•. 

.-
l.,..-... c.::) C7 c...) 

H• Dorothy Hl!tzl~r 
Aui;uwt 27 1 1981 
Page Three 

c..:.J ...-- --. 
~ ~ ~ -~ w 

Ao indic ated in the US, the Hahukona le ■ort would u fi r1t uae brackiah water 
for 11ulf cuune ird11ation. Even thu vuuld ceH" H aoon aa aufhcient 
treat~d ef(luvnt bt!ca.ee •v•il•ble from th~ re•ort 1

• va•tt!wac:er tru•t-..ut 
pl•nt to acet it• necda. 

r i r-e Protect iCJA 

Vire a,rutection, which i ■ • County, rather than a Statr, function, i• di ■-
cuueJ on paaea V-91 and V-94 of the EIS. n,e fucal iapact diacuuion 
pn:•o,nt.,,l on pagu lV-48 through 1V-S4 of tha t doc....,nt indicatl!■ that the 
p,oj.,ct i• likely to have • poaitivu effect on the finoncial poaitiun of 
County govern.ent, i.e. thet it would aenerate aoce rev~nue• than cuate. flli• 
incruaaed incoae could be u■ed to e•p•nd fir~ prutection •ervict!a in North 
Kobal.i . Whether ornci'i it~ be uaed for thia pu,poH viii depend upo11 the 
priority that Cu4.lnty 1,overnaent attaclle• to it relativ~ to otlac.r public need■• 

Marketability 

A ,.~,ko,t •tuily coud .. cted by the conaulting fir■ of llaatingo, Hartin, Halhtr­
and Chev, Ltd. conclud.,d that then waa 1uffici .. nt de■aml for reaort hot"I and 
condu■iniu■ unit• in th., Kohalu to warrant developaent of the propoo .. d 
projt!ct. n,ue ia alway• th• pouibility that thia a■nu-nt will prov" 
vron", of cour1111 . However, ■o long •• public investment• in auppurt of 
i11fr,utruct1&re ue delayed u11til the viability of the project hu been 
de■un•trated, the ri ■ka that are auocio11ted 11ith the undertakins .,., ... .-d 
al...,at entirely by the devclupl!r, 

Thank you for your letter. If there are any further qut:■tiona ve can anaver, 
please contact ua .. 

~i0~ 
l'JW:ah• 
cc: Hehukona Propertitsa 

Hawaii County Planning Depart-nt 
Environo,ental Qua! ity co-iuion 
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kop~••••• IJJ 961~5 
July 20, 19Ul 

'l'·I auuJ. ,uJ tlvp..arlmunl. • Couuly u C fMlwc1 ii 
2S Au o unJ. S lrvu l 

ltalo, 111 967:!0 

Doar l•lonu11uJ Uu 1,~rL11tunL ; 

I a~ haJJl•Y to l1u ablt, to J•6 rLicn,atu 111 thu ~l tl p•·Lc ~ ~4 
for H~huk~11a ku~o1L . 

Jn loukjn(J ul the 1: 1s 11tup"11r- t~d t.,y ih .. lt. 4.·.., 1110"• J wu d 
ditst.tu h c d h v tJ, u t.1o1bltt ruprt1Gt!t1l(.J on puqu IV tt4. uh 1. h "•• 
tJnli.tlcd .. Kohulu Uca iduntu• Hc ,p ctJIJO l~ Ji J L' U 0 UUU HJhtJk..>l\b 
k~~Ol ' L o~v~lop n,,,,1. . -

U,,viuy live d ,Ht l\wh4-4la for notrttt 'rt~._t, " , t ua:. ilW~ r o th.1l 
11101:tl JH: np) c ht.:ru Lh"9lHJhl of only .. o,; u h c.,1 ..- t ... ttl r-tuh uL.tJuu . 
"l'hit= lt~W~ ot l , !'.00 hot.cl unit!. .1nJ ) , ;.!00 , .11 , n ui l . , J t.. 

ccq,u1 l\t,I 111 lhe locul n~WaiJfGpuru • ..,.., ... 1t n~ 1• ~hnck L: o n1c1ny 
of u:.. . J du uot I.Jul .a~vu thc.al ovt:1· !>l> ~w ·r t1:1d .-. I t:<.. 1, .... ) .1 

rcu1d~1•Lu ti1•~11 1r t c.a ~roJoc t of Ll1J G aiiZu. ~u ll10 t .,~1~ ~u ~c r l~. 
t•,uttu,1 1 tl uf11,uara lha,L LIIQ quut;t.lon cibkud u( l"(Utldcnlu ,,.,u 
uur 1u u u ly udsl u,uhuq, wht.. .. h l1dat ,11 ,·un tlu, fa) ai u 1•11.:r r u 11t. .-,J1.: t. 
of lht! l. d l,t c . 

1·111:tu:•010:: t 10~(.!UJ: ~T U)tht:t th&1t. t.his t o"l ldu lte sLrUt J.. 
(101• lhu t:l !i , o r lhctl cl 11-.w SUI v1:y u f r· u~ldt ul:. ht: lJl i.,. n iUaJ 
il~ 1ct1ults 111u luJcJ JI~ lhu t111a l v~r~1~11. 

Wh11 1 11 the t111et.t1cn m1 &lcat.J ,nq '' 

I) 'l'ho uuout iou ruf c r a,. to a hoL1:l - r <si;u r l Jt:vclu1•mc ul 
11~0 t :cc1uhou. 'rhu wur ,I lao l u l , ;;- u :a .:J l O lht.: !;J U•JUlnr, 
i ud • c,1l 1 uq OUt! hul u I • •1•i~~$i:, l hu u,ul o ,·u t ,,o,J i o tJ uf foh~ I LI 

r c u ltlt nl !J whu \ fr 1·0 u.t..kud lln! ,1ut:~li o n. ! ha\.'u Ji :u : u:. . 4..' tl 
lt10 w .,tlu1 walh uott1 tt of t.ht.!1111 . 

2) 'l"hu •l•h:- 1.a ou dou u hut rcCur lo c c11u.luu1111, u ,u ti, H<nJ l 
lii.UhJltl l ~ &.oltlunl t. Jl•• 011110:Jc,) t o C'1lh h , m1.u,11u1?, ..... ,.-.: . ·n,1 :. V l,ttW 

Wdi. t,t ruu~JI~• c x 11t ,:_ :u .:d in o.1 lutlur liy kl1..hJ1· d 5.lnlJ"'.lil 4 
11rU!i ltll!UC o l Lhu f;.oh,1l ... Ctnmnuoaly A:..t. u c iat 1011, t.u H,1)' U I ll•~rtuu· L 
H.1l,,yui. t11 u n H.1 r<" h 1 6• l VUl . Hr . So.1nt.1,u10, CJIVIRQ \.hL• VlcW R 

~ ~ ~ r:::::, C"'J ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

Resort £IS (21 

"' tl,c co•u•unity . wroto ; 

•we definitely do not 1100d audd~n - nflu xoa on this 
1.,,1t1ud of p111or1l4,1 who wottld occu11y U,u many coodoainiuasa 
tl,a~ are plannuJ 1n roQorl areas. TI1oso ~ro po~manunt. 
now r~aidunLa, wl,icl, the llawaia Stdt~ Plan r,~1bida, and 
they ,,rov1de no 1obs for our puoplu . Tha y v~goLate on 
ou r rctiourc~s and ~ro•llv •~ ou, UM~ct, se . " 

11 Although tho qoo a tion does no ~ rofor to condominiums , 
it ~ight bo arquod Ll1at tl,uro ~ r e condG$l n1um~ at iua,,11O0. 
Ytu. but curlainly 11ot J.200 condomin , u• ~ a u in this PrOJect. 
And J ndu~d, Lhe r~ wu r o tov~r condomini,,_a at Ku a ul,ou an 
,~urly 1900, whon thtu Kohaln wurvoy wa u c onductod. than t.hore 
or<, toddy . 

l'lod&O find oncloaud oampl•• from o 1urvuy whtch I 
conductud (ram tho timu uf learning o t tho H11hukona Raaort 
pro 1wct , •~r ly an .July • until ~h i • dato. HY s••rvu ~ Btaowa 
lhd t reahlunt11 almoaL unlfo1· .. 1y oppouo: U11 i, Jevelopmonr.. 

In uummAry, ploeab oait fro• tho £JS the r.ablu whtch 
dUpb~rs on paQo IV- 8~. It tals~lv purpo rt• to ~t,ow lhoL 
lho ••1oriLy ~f Kohdla r•u i dunta aupnorL this largu d~velop~ent . 

Thanl. you . 

Since,u J v . 

...... ~, J .. - , , 
,Li)~-t, , , //lt: le-~ e;-

eoui Horono 

£uolo a uro• 

t::j c:, c::::, ~ t:::::l ~ c::, c:::::::J 
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HAIIUKUNA ui,:vt:1.0PHEHT: VOICt: YUUK Ol'INIUN 

PUBLIC IN.-UKHATIUH SURVlY 

(to be aub11.itt.::d to t!uunly Pl.ilnnjn~ lh:pacl1at;utJ 

t:lPUNATIUH OF SUKVt:Y: The Hahukuna Rcaurt l::IS (,rnvirun•,rnt ■ l 1■pact 

ailatu~nl) ••Y• that over ~0% ot kvhala r~•ident• fuvor the lar~c JevelupatHll 
below.• 11tia Public lnfonution Survey •~~k111 1.a fintl oul whether that 
•lat~aent i ■ accur•t~. 

l'HOJECT1 

Wllt:KI!:: 

Dt:VELDl'~R: 

1,Soo hotel ruu•• (al,uut S ti,aes ai&c uf Haun• kea) 
J,200 resurt condu units 

SOD single fM•I ly rHiJe11ou 

bt!gin■ 2 mi•~• aoulh of Hal1ukc,n1 

Hatu1kom11 Prup~rtiea 

~•~••~ ~•pr~•• 1uur o~in1un. 

SUIIIIAKY 

lh~111pu1tttcs ~ l of Al l a .. pondenu 

111-~dVDl'u " 5 

110ppu■t!du 121> YS 

.. Uuu 1 t Car~11 _J! __!! 
112 100 

* Nute by Belt, Collins ~ Aaooci•tea. The EIS presenh d•ta fr- • 1979 
■ LlrVtty •• unt! indicator uf public acnliat:nt. at tlu,t ta~. h . Ju~a nut, •• 
•t~tt!J here, •rsi.tu that 11ovec SOZ uf Kohel• r~1111Jt:11t~ f,vu1.·•• the tt.ahukun11 
Rc•urt 1,roject. 

~- c:J c:::) Ll C w .._...J 1,,...-..J 
f 

~ 
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Belt, Collins & Associates 
A Jiv•~•••n of I pm A~:.,1t:i.atL-:a. h":u,pur.ah:J 
t-1,,v1u.·L·ls • l1.a1m,•f"1, • ~ ........ ,... .. ,,._. Ahhllnb • Antuh.'\b 

\tlit1. ... ,~ .. - ...... ln ..... !lot ..... ,--.,..,a,. tH .... IJ ,, ....... _, .... ~~· , ......... ,,,.,11,u 

Au~u•t 21, 1981 
IIIAC- 1445 

Hv ttob1 Hur~uu 
J>.o. bua 101 
Ka1>•'•u• llawau 961~5 

ll~•r Hs Hurcuu; 

1:'.nv a nm111:ntal Imp.a.ct St•a:ca.at:nt fur the P.ropo•cd 
_!!_.ihu~~~~ ltcanrt Pro j~ct 1 Hurth ICuhttJa, ~~ii 

15~4:au•~ lhdt, Collin• .la Atutuci.ate• pr~p4red tht!: t:nvironvat:utal Impact 
St1t~~nt (t.:1S ► for l:lu: pru~o■t!d H•to,kona kt!d,.nt pro1~c1, aa. copy ut yotar July 
20, 1'1111 lctt•r to the lluwaii County l'laR11 i 11i: DcpUtlkut r.:gardrng th• Jucu­
lD~ftt waa furw•rd~J lo w,. for a [e•potu~. "~ Alt~r~ciatu the lllln:! you t1p~1,t 
r.v11:wing tit• t:IS, I am aurry th"t the table on pag.: IY• B4 ol Liu, t: IS 
Jlt1curlu:J you ifUJ tu.>lJt! Llu1t lht: di11cua1,toR wluch fol h ,1w11 cl.ar1fit:tt the i-~uua 
yuu nli ,u~d ~ 

The eaac.t wur-dinJ uf the qut!11tio11 an ubich Table IV-40 Weill b•a~J ..,,a,. : 

Do you hvor or op1>0•" th• buildiltai of a 1aa1or hot•l~ r.,11. ... rt .J•~• lu1>• 
auml 1 l kc l(l!at1huu ii) ttac &re• butwut:n Lap•kah1- S &. J ~.: lt4r,k 10,J 

K11w•iha"l 

That l~U• 11holct-n:ttort0 iii• uwtul 1n the: queatlon •• an adjective 1110J.1.fyt11g t h1t 
uuu11 ''Jt!velopaH:Ul ." Tu call al• "hutul s• rt:• ort" • t:v.:,upmc:11t would h1tv~ bec:tt 
1.r•11:&11atically inc:urrcct , ln furau.al.ataui th- que:11tiun •n attcm~t w•i;, UhltJd t u 
b~ .a11 c I car anJ prc.Ct•e: -t11 iao■111ib le 110 that th~ n:au,lta, would provi.Jc _. v .a J l J 
indacath.111 ol public t1c11tisau::nt 4t tlu1t t iaatt~ It w1u1 for ttu.11 very r iw:,uun U1at 
the pl1ru11c "J1k~ lttumhou•• w.1111 incorpur.l:ltiF4 inLo it . Ouc fcur wa:. tlu1l IJdl't11UO•. 
&aight olhcrwit11~ l,.-1111-= lh,dr a1111wer .uca lhetr knowledge uf c.l1e uaor~ luaurJ.ou1:1 au.d 
vs:ry •u1.h =iimul lcr H41UU:I Kea B~.1u..h No1el. We conaJJ.:rcJ u1U11g ullu.:r r~a:url 
areas a» c•..awplc•--•K.- 1 a1111pnl~ ·•Pd. WaiJea 011 Haut 1 fur ~aawpl~--Luc. Js:,.,: 1Js:d 
tho1t tuo aa.,my l<uhala rL:eidunt» might be uotMii.qi I iillr 'lilith lhc•c projt?ct1 lll 14ake 
thb, a ""lul cuap11r i 11a,1. It waw nut the i.nt.c,u.iun lhut pcaJtuu~ rc1vunJ 
thinkii,g thl!rt.: woulJ bii: only ont! hol1:t1 i1md 1 while it 1111 llkuly tluet . ueoc may 
have J.unt: •0 1 I do nut lleliev'et'lu,t this wa• a •a10, ~ource of aur1r11:y t:rtur. 

There ar~ a •11b¥t1tnl1al numL.:r of ekl¥tln1 condoain.a.u■:=a at K~4ttllotJ, lhc re•ort 
•rea which rc11ponJcnl• ~rie glV~n 4hi a l'efcrcuc.t:: point, bttt the number i • f1:11r 
beluw the 1,200 that .. ra:: fJrupo»~d rur tbc H4hukum1 kcaurt. In rc,1.ru.$fJt:Cl~ 1 
would agl'ii:~ a:h•t. th-=: t:onJoaainiw. aa&IJt:Cl 4,1( th11 pl'uja::cL aught ho1vc 11.:~n unJt:r .. 
cmJ1luuu~~J in the que::~t1u11. 

Thii 11 Lrang.i aw to tan important pdint re::,u,.Jing th~ aurvcy rc111ult.1. Thuy wcr~ 
n~ith~r L,n~nJ.cJ uur r cport.:J •• ~v i J lllitCi! tha1t IC:oh~J• rl!'t11lJcmt:=1 were iiCt111e:: • y 
aupporl 1111 lhit: 11rupo=i-~J. pn.tJt:C t+ lnMt.saJ tht:ty vcn: offcct:J 4>oly ,u: unc u t 
lit!Vt:ral inJ, c•L1una. ul public •11!11ti•i;:-nt• a.nd their limu.11liunw were uaaJ~ 
clc:ur._ !!!•u.:~, ~ bcht:vc that tht: rl!a.ultaa h.iiVt: a .-lace 1n tlu: t:I.S . 
,. __ _.,.i...,..J , .......... , ,-~· •1t 1·...-.. , ........ ,,_.,, ..... It M.11-...rllt 1 -· ........ t~ ..... -~ .... , I• 1- 1..1,\· ..... h t -J. .. ,\" lt...tL.·1 
y.,....,.,I ... a. ... -.....i -.. Jtl, ..... •n•r._ A1,.,...,11c11~( 1)""4.li.•wUltl ·~• ...... Jl u.,._..46J,.,..JUI-.J.a.t,m.&,..___._ iipl .__.._ 
,-1t,1,....tt I , _.._,,.,, 11 ...... t ,..,.,., It-_, ,- .... -11 .... l"" tJJ l\'I .. ., 

~ ~ ~ c::, c:...~ ~ e:::, t::::") c:::J c_---,.. 

H• llob, llo,.,nu 
Au11uat 21, 1981 
l'ai;c: Two 

Thtt 11ucvey w.-a conJuctvd U&l'ly in the pl annin" prucldaa + le. 11~e•1 lo u• ~b•t 
thi» waM adviaabJe a1nce one of it• functions w.1a to aeaaure public att1tudea 
t<>wa<J• nuuTt developaent ao that plana for the proj.:ct vould be able to 
.,uJJre::•11 put~nt1al prublt:• ar~a, .. Kowcv~r, this timing al ■o c•rrie::d vith it 
the dia,advantase of a.!llu~ing r-,aidenta • opinion• b~foi-e they w1:r111 co■plet~ly 
""'"" of the project and of it• potential ioapact■• In view of thia, it ■i11ht 
be both appropr-i•tc and inforaative to cunduct a a.-=cund •urvey now that tlu11 
1::1:i hua been ciTcul•ted ■nil re ■idenu have had an D1>portunity tu con■idu the 
project in hght of it■ prob•ble effecu. In the .:vent the EIS i• acc,.pteJ by 
the County Plannin11, IJ«part...,nt . thi• fol lov-up •urvey cuul.J be conducted 
bietwcen the date of acceptance .and the date the Dt:part••nt ■uat act on the: 
General Plan &mendacnt petition. 

Wlth 1'e11pect tu the! "Public lnfor .. tion Survey" which you atteclu,d to youl' 
lcttc,, it providt:• an iseter~ati.n~ glimpaa uf how at lea11t unc ,~g•nt of th., 
K"hal• 1>ublic vieved tho, Hahukona Ruort propuoal an ■i.J-auaaor, 1~111. With• 
out information reaarding the a,uvey methodology that waa uaed,.. it i.• im­
poa»ibl~ to dt!termine the ezta:nt to which it• rt:aulta are n:preaent4t1v1r of 
t.hl! cltii:enry •• • whole + Nevvrtlutl,i:a1, • aU1111ar)" of the hraulta i• be:in& 
includl!d in the t:IS •• an attachment t.o you" hitter (aee: attachment) .. 

1'h.ank. you. for your coaacnta • l f there ia any additional infur•at aon th.at we 
••Y 1>rovide, plcaee feel free to call me at 521-5161, 

~J"t a;hs 

attMC:h~nt 

cc: Hahukona Prop .. rtieo 

~ncmly, Wit 
~~: 

ll•waii County Planning Depart..,nt 
Env1r.,ru,,o,ntal Qu111ity co-iuio11 

c::::l ~ = t::, ~ C::l c:::, t::::l 
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t"'t li111tuui '.ar·• t I 

lfl I, (11111111 & /\\OUAII~ 

Ill lu, lli•w.,i l '14 .'/,"fJ 

fiu11L 1,~1,11rn: 

·rt.Lu 1:: :, l,·I.C.••J· uf p1•1d.(•!~l J"l?tJU*diu,-. lh, I . .t111I 111.1 , · ,·:, 'I. 1·1•q p11; .• ,1. 
'J"ht!l"•? :a,·,! !,•·v••..:d 1:1ui:,iih•r·:1Llr1111, Lh:d .... ,.-i l11 ,,, l"t• i f~I•• 1 h,:1,, l.lu 
ru,~1.1111,1,l ... . . ,w. I Ii• t,. I r.: 11·, .. .. , .. u.,. 1,,c·,1 n•;.i •il'fll.:., U11 . IIVI . .... ..... :111 .. , 

i 11111:u; L OU lh•! 1: ut11111uui l ~, .in,I th,.: lu11r -r:1111~•· t•ff• ~ I. .,r ! , ii • Ii :• h v, ' •1-.u• ul. 

,,, lh l.1)111·i ::1u I .. 11:n,••i i t·1 :- 11ua♦l4!ll 1JU tit •~ •li:1: I 11h", '11 •• tl,:v, l ;. 111i , , ; ~ ,,r f t 
holol1; nl th 1, 1 .... ,n 1· u1u1.1 1, ;. u11I ), ;•on cuu,t., uni L, , I·; uut .-1 ;,:, tlol• ·• lu 
:,tl,lt Lluu. r; luc , l.11·1'1 •1 j ~i ,. : . ,•v1:1·u dt·uu,J1L . • , r,,,- l.iu1 . lh, I u l •• I I • I 11

H1 1 

nlt•: 1••t ,l,1 U11· d.v, 1••11• ·1: t ,wl cuul.1·,1cL, u •; i1•l • 1u l l u t~•· l I•• \·1; ,l • t~ ••• • l, ·1 1 
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l!nvi ron.,nul l■pact Sute■ent for the l'ropo, .. d 
H~h~kona leaort Project 1 North loh•l•t HMvaii 
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Auauet J7, 1981 
BIAC-1456 

Bec ■uae Belt, Colline, A••ocl■ t■■ pr■pared the l!nviron-ntal l■pect St■te­
■ent (ElS) for the propo■ed Hahukona ieaort project,• copy of your July ll, 
1981 letter to the Hawaii County Plannin1 Depert ... ot re1■rdio1 the pt oject we■ 
forwarded to ua for a reaponee. Your letter ia, •• you ooted lo your firat 
aentence, intended••• prote■t ■aala■ t the propoaed re1ort rather than•• ■ 
ut of C-llta on the docu■eot ude H part of the offici,l US review 
procea■• Nevertheleea, there are aever■l point• which"" would l i ke to ■alte 
io order to clari.fy the purpoae of the El& aod to correct ao■e •iaund10r• 
■tandina• that ere reflected in your letter. 

l'urpo■e of llle BIS 

The H■ludu,111 lluort EIS vu writc.11 ■■ a rHult of ■u application by Hahultona 
Propertie■, own••• uf the ■ite of th" propo■ed re■ort, for a ch■n1• in the 
General Plan de■ianatioo of the property. However, the docu■eot' ■ purpoae i ■ 
not to argue for or aa■inet the project. Rather, it i■ intended pri■■rily to 
identify potontiel eoviron■ent■l ■Del aocial effect■ of the propoe■l by c-­
parin1 condition• that will eaiat in the future without the project with the 
■ituatlon likely to eai■ t if it ii i■ple-utcd. It i1 hoped that ■uch ■o 
objective analyai■ will provide ■uch of the factuel iofof11■ tion oecea■ary fur 
the H■w■H Couaty Plaooioa Dep■rt■cnt, Plannina co-iui<>n, and County 
Council to ■ake • re■■oned judaeaent H to the project' ■ de■iubilHy and 
appropriatene••• 

Market for leaort 

Obviou■ ly, H•hukona Propertie• doe■ not wiall to inveat in • .on1ty-lo1in1 
vcntLli-1!. Har"ket re■earch ■ cudiea cond11eled by 1:laatin11, Hactia, Hall■tro■ 

and Chew, Ltd. la■d the■ tu believ11 there vi 11 be ■ arowin& dea■ od for reeort 
facilitiee lo the reaioo over the neat J5 year& ■nd that they c ■n capture ■ 
portion of that dea■nd. A •--ry of the ■-rltet ■tudy findina■ ■re preeented 
on P•&"• ll-'.I throuah ll-11 of the Environaent ■ I l■p■ct Stne-nt lot the 
Hahukoo■ Me■ort project. 
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Hr. O.C. Nichula 
Aug111t 27, 1981 
Page Twu 

Water 

A new v•ter 1uppy •our&:I! wil l it-■WII! to be Jt:velupu.J. IJ.y Hahu:konA l'rup1:rt11.:• f ur 
the propoaed nuort .. Ho dive ra1on of watc:r tro1a 1tXi211ting u&c■ in lhc 
coa.unaty would oc.1,;ttr + The water aupply ia•ue aa d111cua1n:J un pag~• 11 .. ~. 
ll-8, and V• 64 thruui:h V- 71 of the Hahukona Ruurt l::lS . 

Sho~t- tera aod ~!!1.-l~I"!" Kffecta 

Eaploy~nt opportuni t ie11 g11ncrat1td by the propu1u:d rc11ort for both cun»truc­
tion (ahort- term) and "pention Clung-term) ph• •"• au: preHnhd in Talilll 
lV• U of tho, EIS. Th• tot ■ l number of job■ cre•t•d , n., lud .. both Ji1cct, on­
•ltc e•pl uysacnl ■ml indirect. off- 11ite euapluy■-=nt ~ ThM e•tent tu vhtch em­
ployment anJ other lunll- t:erm effect, •re dc•iraLle or unJeaia-ablt! a.a • -.attt:J' 
of public VJluu. It i• our behd that theae valut!a vdl hulp d..tena1110 the 
d1::c1-ion madt: by ttMII Planning Dcp•l't■11tnt, Planning Cuao.i • •iuo., 111111J C1;nmt7 
Couud I u th"Y conoid•r ti, .. Gllneral Plan changu requuted . 

Sevaae and Solid Waate 

Tiu, duv1:dop~r ,..• plan• with rt!i5ard to ,11:w•ge trcu1taat:nt and d1.aJ.,1owal art: d i• .... 
cuu .. d on page. 11• 6 and 11-9. It h planned that lh,: •<>hd WilOU generated 
by the rto1ort vi 11 be collectl!d by private contractor■ aml di•po•od of a t a 
Cuunty landfill. 

l!llplol'!!"ot 

Your letlo,r hata only a few o f th" kind• of job upportun1tic• tlu1t would lie 
creMlcd by d-velopta~nt of the Hahi.ikon11 and other re■o.rt•• An i mpart lal 
a1111e•••~nt would r111:co11ni1e tha t otht:r type• of j ub1 vii i lu~ cr~at~d • • wct l l . 
luort empluy11ent and joba cnated indirectly by the naor ta w1 ll oftt!r 
t'C8ldunt• opportunitiea in ad,htiun to exiatin11 uu~, .. In jt:nen1.l, lt will 
neith~r d1.1plac~ 1:•i•ting econoauc: opportun, i t i. "i no :r elu111nate the klnJ• gf 
juba which th~y off1:r. ln the lung run• reaorc:■ wil 1 mu:J to co1111pctc 111th 
ott.~r hu•im=:•111e1t tor their labor furce. If the)' Jo nut uth:r ■ uff1c1cntly 
attr4'Ctlve working condition■ or pay, rt:■ idcnt• "'i 11 .:aercaac: the other c•­
pluy1aent upt1un■ Lht&t are •"•il•blc tu thc11, and U1e ruaorta will be: unable: tu 
ataft tl,em~elvt:a aJcqua.tc:ly. Shuuld thi.• occur, w~ may t::Kf>i:C.t that their 
<:xp•nalon pla111 would be curtailed. 

Touri■■ in the Area 

Aa a11tatll!d above, 1,tudi~• by th~ a111rkt;.1t nt■t:•r~h firm uf lfa¥tlnga.1 t Hart i n , 
Halhtrw and Chew, Ltd. c onclude th■ t U,crll ia ~urficient ••rkd dc .. •nd to 
W■l'r,nt dcvttlop~nt ut the prupo■-d r~aor t. The b,■ 1• fur- your 111tatc:aent 
that, "n,., Shcntun (which juat op.,nod) and thc Hduna K•• ( B.:a~h ll<>t•II 
accu..,.ud•te all thu touri•t"• in th1• area qui t e aJcqu&t~ly,•• 1 ■ um.:lcar + 
Grant~J, no touri•t• an~ forced tu •l~c:p on th~ 1-cach b~c au~ut aca;uau0Jat1on1 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i:~=~t r::::J ~ 

Hr. O.C. Nichol• 
Allgu•t 27, 1981 
l'ag" Tiir•c 

arc un•v.a,lable, but thi• i■ bec ■u■e the.y, have the &ood ■enae aot to arrive 
without aJvaoce reaer-vationa . Harketin1 e1.per-ta would •ra1.1u th■ t • i■ r l■rg•r 
uualior of p•ople would ¢hooee to coae to the area for their vacation■ if 
additional facilitie■ were conatructed+ It ia thia latent "uo"""t deaaod" that 
developer• are celyina upon to fill their reaurt unit• • 

lleacb aod Sbarelioe kc1!_1_1 

The prupoaed Hahukona lluort i• not located along a ahor.,lin• vith buchu, 
Acce ■ a to thi ■ ahoreline would be increaaed by d•veto....,nt of the reeort, juat 
"" accue to the South lohala 1horelioo haa been improved by thll re■ort 

dev• lop••nt that ia occudng there (for •--■pie , at An1eho'oaalu Bay and 
K.aka 1 iva Bay.) An increa1e in the auaber of beat h u■cr■ will uc~u r due to the 
viaitur and re1ideat population growth ati.,.lated by the re1oru, and thla 
viii affec t the character of the 1horeline eaperience, but acceu vill not be 
limited to "thooe who pay for thia privilege when they pay for their hotel 
TUOma .. •• 

l hop" our re•pon1e baa clarified the role of the EIS in the Ceneral l'lan 
a11endaent p~ocua. It vi 11 be up to the llawu i County 11over11-nt to decid• oo 
the project'• acceptabi lity. \le appreciate the tiae you apent pr•parina your 
lt!tteq if there are any further question• ve can an■ve r , plea■e contact u■• 

~etely, .wth. 
h~o 

l'J\I: gho 
cc: Hahukon■ Propertie1 

Hawaii County Planning Departo,cnt 
En•irollllental Quality Co-inion 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ c::::, c:=5 c:::J 



w c:..: l._J c:J C) (::) C~1 CJ c=-. 

e E RT I FIE D . /l·"ll IL HEN RY 4m ,R!tli~{ U] 

lt) 

~ 
<o 
0) 

I ·- >< 
-t::: --I 

l O'\ 

::J 
...., 

co 
(tJ 

Cl. 
co 
~ 

0) 
<o 
0) 

~ 
~ 

0 
ci 

- - --
To tho County Plunninu CJoportment 

2~ Aupuni ~truet, County Uuilding, 

HILO, HI, 96720 

Re. Environm.,r,lol ln,poct 5lutoment 
l-1/IIIUK0HA llE5ulT 
North Kohulu, 1-fowoii 

. JIJL :1 1) 1981 
llflf, (Olllli~ & f l\llUAIU 

22 July 1981 

This lotter cover~ 0 roviow ond con,nonts on tho obovo n1enti0nod 
draft E,1.S. by Uelt Collins & Ass. dona for 14ahukona Properties. 

Tho draft wa~ <Jiscu5sod in the reoular mootino of the Pla~nino a. 
Land Uso Con111,i l luo of tho Koholu Co,'"!';'.!'~ ty .Asliociation, • • · 

~lull inotun Chu wnt. pro5ont in that nicotino to roprosont tho 
dovolopor ond ouvo a presentation. - ~le invitod "the Conmittoo 
and ull proscmt to scrutinize tho <Jraft in order to obtain a 
complolo un<J r<:1>ros.ontat i vo picture of evorythina. that wi 11 bo 
involvt><J or impuct,ul by such a re1,0r~ compl11x. 

Thora 11oro also othur mot tors on th.-. agenda, but of, tho ~nd of 
tho munt1ng nfl<:r several mombcors hud olroody loft, l was oskod 
by Coll in l(aholo, tho Chairman and ,another m"1nbor i. f I ~,ould 
endoovor to revi.:iw thi5 drart, which would bo impos•il>lu to do 
tor tho Con.ittoo because 6f its workload an<J tho time restruints 
sot ror thili roviuw. ., .... 
As I wu.-. planninu ta du this anyway on my 'own b~hol f, 1 agrood, 
with thu resorvution that I could not promilio to do on oxhoustive 
jou of it in so short a li,no. All I can soy i• that I ~id my bosl, 

So whnt follow5 is a rovhw and critichm on my own l>ohalf a=, well 
as on behalf of tho Kohala Conmunily A:.i;ociotion and specif icolly 
its Planning and Lur,d Use Co1m1ittue Choirmon. 

I con•ullod n,any North Kuhula pooplo ubout this sul>ject and fool 
that it i:. a propor presuntution which reflects the majority view:. 
of tho population, 

For a~siduou• ruo~o~s I attach Exhihits •A• and •u• ~hich iii tho 
work of othors but which I Jncorporoto in my roviotw and opinion, 
I ollio wunt to t~ank th';' people who hojed mo pu~his toguthor 
who want to romu1n anon1mous.. ,!) 

-f41h//J -· .1,(f.~~ 
I acknowlo<l!JO tho ooavo ond wont llunry/A. Ross 
to uxpro:.t. my appr<!ciotion for tho 
groat uffort thut wont into thi• 
vury irnµortont roviuw. 

e._t?e...!-:-K',J.1~c~ 
Col 1 ir, 1.011010, Choirmnn, 
Plaur,inn .'l. Lc.:n<J Ur.o Conwui l tue, 

cc, Hichord !iontia!lo 
Proshfont of the 

KOIIALA CU,U~UtllTY l\~SGCI\TlON 

w c:J 

. puoo 1 
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R(VIE~, u=- Tl£ onAfT £NVJRUO-'IENTAL JHPACT STATEMENT AS 

PIIEPAUEtJ UY DELT COLLINS & ASS. F~ ~IAltUKONA PflCPERTl£5 

Fm A PHQ>OSEU t-lAIIUKQ~A R£!>UU IN Nll",TH KOHALA, 0ATE0 

JUNE 1901. 

LJ 

1) Mohukono Properties was a lim~ted partnership that 

requested Uelt Collins to prepare an Els for 8 non-contiguous 

parcolli of land in North Kahola. AS Tl-£ STATCl"f:NT 15 NOT CO-IPL£TE 
YET, it obviously is only 0 "draft• ~IS and •hould be morked aa 

such on the cover ond title page and on down, It is presumptious 

and misloodinu, especially when used later in librarioli and tho 

like, to have an incomplete document that on it• surface 

pretends to be the ultimate one. 

2) It is stated on pooe 17 in tho Profoco that Hahukono 

Properties is tho owner of the porculs in question. This is 

untrue. Tt£ CWNER Cf' ALL Tt£ 1£HT1Clt!E0 PAHCELS IS NOT 

HAIIUK0NA PRCPt:RTJES t!UT lllSTEAU A CU,1/>At.Y BY TtlE NAI.£ OF 

KEHENA BEACH, INC, This lotter c0111pany is tho sole title hold•r 

to the properti•s and pays the propurty taxes far same. It i& 

incomprehensible that a reputable firm like Bolt Collins wauld 

hove missed the fact that they were proparino a docun~nt for 

somoono other than the reol owner, llow would anyone like it 

if a atrangor wont to the County ond applied for rezoning of 

thMir property? It i• clear that henceforth agoncioa should 
require proof of ownership before they occopt touch application&, 

3) MAHUKUIIA f'ffU>ERTlES IS UEFUNCT, it does not oxist 

anymore. as w• hove been informed by phone on July 20 1 1901, 

by tho Uoportment of RMoulatary Agencio1, in llonolulu. It most 

apparently ceased to exist; the partnership expirad on Juno J, 

1901 as we were told and the filo has been pulle<J from active 

files. (The founding date was Juno J, 1971). 
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Th,:.. oftur cunfinnutie>n in wr1t1no to tl,o County l'luruuno 

Ocport111011t, of cuurs.11 rcn<lor:. the uppl icoti 011 for an u111u11i..lm&nt 

to tho <,uneral Plan muut and also tho <Jraft Cll>. 

4) lnor.much, howuv6r, 01 this draft EIS 111i1,hl bi'l purchusod 

by 50,1,c,one e l se out of the probote<l ustote of Hahukona ••rui•.:rties, 

wo huva still en<loovoro<J tu phrai-,e our obJactions. to thu <Jruft, 

IT MUl>T Ula l~UTEO, TIIWCII, lllAT WE LIU IIUT FECL Ll:.G,<LLY b 1...UIIO TO 

TltE 30 UAY 111::.VILW l'EkltO ANY hLHC. We are ooing lhJ:. , n case 

a court mi!Jhl find 01 f forontly an<J rule us out of i-,tunt11nu u t 

a loter- <loto 1f i t co111es to a uch u stugo. 

~) As it. 11ount1unad in the l'rufoce on<l co11f1rffled by 

Mr, \'lel1111ot un Chu on July 7, the pluns. oro so vogue that 

nothinu ulso 15 thoro to be worked with than numbers of hotel 

rooms, condo~ un<l dwollin1,1s, We ore of the o;., i nion lhut i.uch o 

vogue µroj uc tion i s. total ly 1nsuff1c1enl to bu:.o an EIS on , 

We ore all tolkiou in the uir. Or. that basis, t ho EIS ,..,s t be 

rajuclod as 111--clul 1nad1 fonta:.u,,J and perfunctory. IIUw con 

onyono rouko u Juf..lynourot or u projocti <-n on s uch evidonce? Tho 

dovelupor wonts to hove o free hand aflor ho guts his GP omondmont 

and zoning, etc. , t,c, is. thun tr"o to d&viate from his or101nal 

data with on l y tho construints of Uu, Count:, Zon i ng Colle, In 

other wot'ds, ha 1u1oht thon, ror uxoniple, bulld 5,000 condos 

instead ut th11 pr DJuctod J, 200. or 2, )00 luxury villa:. in .. t<rad 

of )00, 

Tho EIS RMJsl of 1u,cu .. s1 ty be bused on o prul i,ninory 1-'lon, 

salu pion, L>u11<.1111us, ho i uhl , density in l,u1l<llny aroos, corn­

murc1ul<))ta1ls, 1>r1co µr0Jocl1t,n& anf..l jnldnf..lcf..l markets ior 

ovo,ry itum sinuularly, otc,, -,h1ch Mr , Chu 1n<.11cale<J i s t oo 

uKporu;1vo for thorn ot th l!. &tuue , Thia is not so. Tho oruot 

coi.t of orcl11loclur<1I and on!Jinooring plons un, tho wurk1ni; 

druwin!)!. which uro t imc, c oni;unoino, All that ii. ruqu&rlid nuw 

uru ~"'"" skotchu.,, anf..l any orchllucl will oludly nouko tt,oso 

at u 1,,1nimol co1,t for a prospoctive CU!otomur of this scoµo. 

~ ~ c::::) c:::, C'.::> ~ ~ C::1 
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Anll talking about monetnry cons.ioerotions, wo do· not want 

to see ti~ horsu behind the cart. In Chuptor 7 of the draft 

which doals with allernotivo uses, lie lt Collins handles the 

subject as if thu fact that a &peculator (whoever that may 

be logolly ot this slog&) puid so many millions. (about ten 

if ~o uro not mistaken) for 1000 acros. of lanf..l (that would 

bo 110 1 000 par aero) must nuw count with tho ouancios. a:. 

o sound ruason to rezone tho land so dearly bought, 

Thay montion a value at the land L>u .. uo on the 10...,st 

return at 1100 per aero, We do not ouroo, Wo think that a 

rousonoble market volu11 of this land, the intrinsic value 

lies orounf..l 5200 per aero, And Boll Collins• figure about 

beuf production on that land of a totnl of 116,000 per yoar 

would then result in an 8~ return on assets per year in 

porpotuity, which is not bad, eapucially if one rooords the 

potential of raising boef production by ,•otor improvement 

fur ooriculturol purposu:. as treated lutor i11 this review, 

~poculators ore just that. If thoy wont to pay oxorb~tant 

prices. for agricultural land then they are stuck with an 

investment that rond11r11 only 16/100 of one porcent incomo per 

,'oar, NC.OWY f'CRCEO l<E:HENA ll£ACH, UIC, TO UUY TIIIS LANO WJTH 

JTS PH(SENT ZOIING, TltEY DU.I IT CF Tt-EIR CMU FR£E WILL. 

Another issue in this chuptor is that Uelt Collins is 

Lliscus.sing the potential olternativ~s. of this lnnd as. if it 

wore ulroody zoned •urban• by the Land Uso Corrmission, which 

is onothor horse L>ohind tho cart becouso we aro of the opinion 

that tho County cannot initiate any ruzoning away form its 

consistency with tho stole designation becouso of state law, 

~ec chaptor 226 ltRS, in offect L>y Junuory 1982 tho General Plona 

of tho counties must conform with ~ tote land usu designations, 
and dofinitoly not vice versa, 

All of Choptor 7 sooms. to be rofutuble ono way or another 

und it is. full of contradictions in tor ms. 

But back to the 9onoral tenet of tis itom about tho 

vouuunau, of the proposed <.1evelop11,ent. 

:r::::J c:) c:::l c::::, ~ c:::) c:::, c:::l 
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We 111Ut.l concludu t.hut the vaguoru:t.r. is un purpose. ond thus 

misluadin9 in the EIS in its untiruly. \le buliuvo thot we 

con rnoko this i,ticlt in court. 

6) Host or the Preface is objucled to. We do not have 

tho tiruu to 90 ovor tho po1nts ono by one. Thu oppliumt may 

consult with us about th" dotoils of our objuctions. 

7) On paue 1-1 it is stated that an inlurmodiote rosort 

designation ir. sought. Th• Goneral Plan dafinus on intor­

modiote re5orl as allowing 1,500 1oaximum visitor units., This 

would than pr.,cludo that the proposed condos ora intondod 

for lrons.ienl vi1,itors.. Thus, they con only 1,., u>&unt fur 

pormanont rusld,rnls and thus woul<I nut creato any jobs for 

local puoplo, In-migrants generally are discouraged by tho 

Slate Plan, ospuciolly their if11Porlotion. 

further item:; h11re oro: Apart from the fact that tho 

Gunorul l'lon nouds, roquir,u, and is in tho process of buing 

updotod aflor running ton yuars, it states on pogo 13 for 

Na-th Koholo: •nuore oru sovorol silos in this district with 

tho potential of becoming~ resort arous.• On pogo 95 

o small (ininor) resort orc,o is defined as ollcwing o hotul of 1 

soy, 450 rooms (occmomically foosiblo a5 rogords 6izu) and 

antocudunt rosorl facilitius such 05 9olf coursu, shoppino 

arcado, c,quustrian focilitius and tho like. Hr. Wollin!Jlon Chu 

was infor111od thol this con•••.mity would not object to such on 

oltornativo, This, how.,vor, is in5ufficiantly lrooted in tho 

draft ElS. 
~/hen the Gonoral Plan wa:; written thuro wo>re hardly any 

condos on this islond and thus thuy do nut figuru at all in 

thu C.,cnorol Plan and 111oy not bl! intorprelod into it , As is all 

too wall known lr0111 whol ii; prusently orch.,strolod for lhu 

Norlh 1<ono and :;uulh Kohola areas of this island, condos ore 

a 1>ubj11cl lo tl,.,.,.,.olvus and havu a totally ,hf f11ront impact 

p c::J 
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from other projects. Whan this Genoral Plan was ".'ritton by 

1-'lanniO!J Director r~ay1nond Suofuji, it did not atldrass itself 

to tho condo impact or projoctions bucuusa thu problem did 

\,,...---l' 

not exist. The applicant n~st of nocussity tread on virain 

tarrai n hore, and ba far mora oxplici t in the hondl ing of thia 

i5sua, instead of treating it throuohout the draft as 5or.e thing 

that spoak5 for itself, This is practically the first tir,ie that 

the public is addressing itself to tho 1ssuos of an EIS of this 

nature on thi& i5land, and thus tho public must be providod 

better information than tho draft providus, 

Tho statement of tho applicant, doted January 28, 1980, 5oys 
that a s,,1011 resort aruo wi 11 be incluch,d in his intarme<liote 

resort application. Also l;lolt Collinli in it:. •Assessment• of 

November 1979 tells u& that tho devlllupor intends. lo develop 

a •major rosort/rusidontial comple~• (pogo 1). What are we to 

believe'/ Ara we to suppo1,o that this confusion is on purpose, 

to throw people off-base? The draft as o whole is full of 

confusing and slanted i.tatj.ierots. 

Ono uxomplo is the tri,atmont of tho Hauna Koo Beach Hotel 

for comparison purposes. lt cannot serve o~ such becou~• it 

is moroly o resort hotel of a scope thot people hero would not 

mind having os clos.o as Hahukona Harbor becauso it creates 

umploymont closer to ho111■ t..ut still for enough away as not to 

overly bother them in othor rospocts, When you wait on tables 

and sweep rooms for hatul 9uost& whu pay S200 per night fur a 

room, while you work for a wage of son,e 115 per hour I you do not 

wont your childrun to see this wualth that you connot give th■m, 

and which might load to disconcort in your family and to 

incroo:;od crilno roles later. And tho children of these poople 

do not wont (if thoy have o choice) lo go in tho footsteps of 

thoir parents, the)'. wont soniethino better, This social us.p11ct 

is not treated in the draft ot any respoctoblo lonath. It may 

follow from sone t.oblos but one has mostly to road Loetwoen the 

lino& , 

And thu sumo goos for luxury condos. The wuulth spruod out 



X = ' ..... 
0 

~ 

page 6 

thure for ovuryonu lo see lauds lo criu~ raleb of u faclor 

two in!fi.ona compnr"<.I lo florth Kohala , V/u do not find these 

slal1stics, which arc ruodily uvu1lot.>10 from tho County, 

pro,;ont"d c tourly enouoh in lho draft EIS. 

8) Wu ore not ,;uro about tho legal implications of the 

,uppli.:onl going for a General Pion amondn.ont first, buf oi-e 

901119 to lho Lund U,;u Coumission to u11t a change of boundary, 

Thu Coun ~y. of cours<:, leans to boi no numl,er ono to d.:,;;ide ...o 

such thinus but as the Genera l P lan on<J Land Use dosignolions 

ore in accor<.1u11ce with each otlu,r, why should u,., Genurol l' l un 

bu chon!;ed ancl bccowo <.1 1 fferen t from tho I.on<! Use dosi9nation 

if Stole law (IIRS 2.:.,6) roquires tho count i es to brin9 their 

Gonorol Plans in l inu with thu Lund Use boundaries? t~s t 

oppnrontly• thu land use bour,dorius of thLl S tate come firi.t . 

This subjec t shou l d have beon tre ated in de ~th of the d raft EIS, 

9) Untortunotuly, bocousu of lock of tin,u wa c ould not 90 

throuuh thL dn, ft pa!J" for pa110, but lhe f<> llowinu I t erns w111 

sho,,, that 1,r.,ws.U1!J throuut1 brinys forwurd so ruony objuct1on$ as 

to its beinu incomplute. cunfusinu, slanted or down-r i uht untrue, 

thut w11 muy safely :.uuuest tha t th h, draft nous.t bo dona over. 

We will follow up with 1110.-., 0::otailed incon9ruitios ofter tho 

fil ! n9 dole o f t his lutter. 

On pO[JfJ 11 - 9, for ox011,plo, it is stotod under "Utilitios• 

thut most 1 i nus '1111 be under9round. lie u11dt:rst011d this 

for wutcr und gos. and p.,rhoi,s tor electr ic l ines in th1; project 

bocauso 1t enhances 1t , Uut whut ubout tho e lectric fe eder 

linu:i.? lfouhoro clu we find onyttunu to l110 effect t hat thoso 

will be undu,·urouud. Also, wu do find thut on ultcrnat i ve 

fc.,dor syi.lt:m frt>m Kawoilh10 olonu th11 Akana Pule road mi!)ht be 

the choi cu of IIELCO, und whut would this do to tho scen i c bouuty 

of tho cou:.lul rood which is lou(lod i.n tho draft? 

So we turn t o pouo V- 94: l:'.lectricol l•owor , An(I i f tho 

r--, ri r--~ C.-"i [ '► r.., r---, 
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main foodor ii; gaino along tho coast hi9hway, then by HELCO 

procedures it is. a now lino and tho '-'ovuloper pays. the entire 

cost, If, however, as is propol'>ed hero• the main feeder i Ii 

branched off the 34,5 KV line on the Hountoin Road at about 

Kahua Ranch, that W)Uld moon that tho line on the Maunt<i n Rood, 

at loast from Kamuelo to Kohuo Ranch, woul(I have to be improved 

and uporoded to 69 KV, and that under tho PUC regulations. is ot 

tho expense of HELCO, and thus. the public , lhe cost of such a 

boost would run closo to $3 million (os per HELCO). Although 

bond,; may be floated, tho interest on such L>onds is colculuted 

into the cost of supplyino power to tho whole island of appr~xi­

m.:.tely 34,000 user~ and thus would cost ooch user an estimated 

1200, and what for? To permit a develope r frnrn outside to moke 

a profit on his land s.peoulation. AncJ on top of lhot, the 

Mountain Rood happens. to be the pr emie r •scenic route• on tho 

island, and tho new line would run alonu the rood instead of 

throuyh adjacent p05tures, Qli is now the case , and thus spoil 

tho scenic beauty with pole5 fifty feet high (as por HELCO) and 

o multitude of wires dangling from them. 

Finally, doe5 u,e developer plan on having hi s branch-off 

line run overhead through the scenic landscape or in the ground? 

And lost, would tlELCO, instead of only boosting the line up to 

Kohuo Honch • hove to upgrade tho wholo line to tjowi for con­

tinoency purposes, which would then cost the unaware consumers 

up to &6 million, whore non-Mohukono Ro:,ort scenarios would co,;t 

nothinu? 

The draft should troot things like this in depth, lhey 

impact some 34,000 oloctric customers,. 

10) Likowise Heal th Care facilities o:; n.entioned on 

poou V-83 ore improperly t r eated. Uow con it be 5toted that 

the facilities of North Kohola •,n<,et tho needs of the .co,111,unity 

soti:.foctorily•? Everyone knows. that rnony people go to Honolulu 

r--, ~ r-, r--, ~ r":'j ~ c:-:J 
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for unyttoin:, 1110re ,;urious than day-to-day mu<ticol · problums. 

We ahu requost to suo included in tho t:lS a lellur of lfoy 5, 1980
0 

in the 01,pl icant •s f 1le in tho County l' lonning Uupart..ant 

frorn the Kohula Heal th c .. nlur -,here Chor lo,; l~orin, H.O,, soys 

that the Kohalo Co,.•nunity Association mot with Wallington Chu 

and olhors "la:;t yoar,• with the result lhot lhe proposal wus 
deemod unsalii;foctory, 

11) This brino& us lo u rulatc,d point: Why wus John 
Farias, Chairman ot thu Oep<>rtmonl of Agriculture in the State, 

not consultud'I Ila wroto o lotter to lhe .,lannino Uepartmont ,­

which is iu this filo, expre&:.ing concorn about the waler isi,ue. 

Conve,· sely, why did thu County nol po:.» on to Dalt Collins, for 

inclusion in the EJS, such comnonts by 09oncies and individuals? 

With rooard to lhu water problem: 

~lo would like to s eo Belt Coll ins oµonly discuss on exploro-
a!". 

tory deep woll for thoir client •s u:.eAlocaled on su11111une oli;o•s 

property, The water isr.ue miuht be the 11,ost important of the 

whole projoct (see PO!JO V-64 and fiuuro V- lo). we wont in-dupth 

treatment of oil wator options and their legal implications, 

Pumping of 11round or IJasol water is a tricky businuss, and wutor 

that wi 11 be nocos:.ary for future ouriculturul purpo,;es IIIU,;l t,e 

conserved. The issue is: whut{und whert, and by whos e authority) 

i s tho duvolopor :;pacifically plonnin9 in the way ot drillino 

wells tor polu1Jl11 wotor? North l<ohula•s auriculturol wator 

will not bu ovailulJle for such purposes as woterino holol lot<ns 

if theru is no surplus frorn producing uuricultural units in 
North Kuhulo, 

The ra111if1cutinn:; ut thesu isr.u .. s oro gone over :;uporticiully 

in tho El!., yot thi,. i,; a molter of utmost i1uportunce, as thuse 

t i ,..,& of drouuht dor110nstruto. If the duvuloper would propuso 

to ropair tho Kohunu Ditch, for 0>101,~>lu, to 011 u1<lent whoro 

( , 
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overyonu includino hi1nsel f raioht benefit, wo woukJ ho 
favorably inclined to look at his figures but such pro­

jections or• locking, In the •cost Con~iderations• they 

do not treat any projections for North Kahola, etc. 

12) About schools on pages V-81 and 82 overythino 

mentioned about Waimea and Honokaa ts irrolovont because 

ot districting and - teal that phone conversation:; with 

peoplu in the U<.:E are not a basis fc,r reliable forucu~ti11g. 

The OCE will not back up anythinu that the authors have not 

in writing from them. The OCE does not project into the year 

2005, they ore glad to stay with projections tor tho next 

few years only. The information is thus misleading, 

Further any projMctod increase of 760 student• for thi& 

project would i~ly that the cond0111iniums ore for permanent 

re1;iL1ont5 if one goos by &tatir;tics that tho OCE hos obnut 

&imilar projectr., This fact is scarsely montionod if onywhen, 

at ol l ond must be treated in its impacts on thu preu,nt 

coor,nunity with its particular lifestyle, These studo11ts as 

projected by Delt Collins would. navo to attend the North 

Kahola r;chool and relioblo sources in the coormunity Lleny that 

there would bo sufficient lond available around the existing 

achool for r;uch on expanaion of tacilitios. Now, does the 

developer wish to donate land for tho roquired expansiun or 

for yet onothar ~chool at their roaort, as hos beon requested 

•lsowhoru? Tho cost of agricultural land a~ projvctod by Mr 

Wellington Chu for- onolhor pr-ojoct in thu vicinity(and schools 

require urbon zoning) is 125,000 por acre. The school in North 

Kohulo uses oppr. 25 ocres of lond, The public would be paying 

for tho builuings IJocou .. e in ttawoii unfortunately developers 

cannot be told to put up the necessary school buildings. All 

thuso impoctr. on tho taxpayers and the conmunity for clashes 

ot an ethnicol nature in the school as hos happened olsewhere 

in this state, nro not treated in the droft EIS. 

L-._; 
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13) nogord l nu •nocroal ionul focilitios• 1 tho chapter a s 

Q wholu hos. faults. , but just to touch on some obvious miGlokos: 

Figure V-15 shows"l<opao Ueach"ond"Hohukono !Jooch" while lhuro 

are no beaches there, The •resurvo11 • mentionod in tho fiouro 

are virtually inaccessoble, Tho Jow trails leodino to them 

ore padlocked off and ona is only occessi blo by helicopter. 

14) Police Protuction (pooe V-90) is aufficiunt tor the 

pr esent time, but with increased Grime rates who is goi ng to 

pay for the oxtro police~ The rJevu loper who caused it or the 

taxpayer i " uonural upon whom thH, whole thino is forced from 

outside? The ~,tatumont in the draft of incrua,iod police survi co:. 

vs. increa1,ed population is untirely .,rona. This parauroph 

contains hhO L .. o would call non!.onse. lf th1> author wants 

more dutoil!. '"" ore at hit. dispostol, 

15) Wo forgot to point out under item 9) abovo that there i s 

on obnoxious error in table V-95, lt mentions 5,000 l<W of 

Oiosol uenuratino powur in Kahola at ~eoholo, which as we 

verifiod with Hulc a is dofinitely in North Kono (omet oency 

only), but becaus e tho ElS concerns North l<ohala that kind o f 

errors tund to load people to bel ieve that such"mistakos• 

might have boon put in tho draft on purpose, while we think 

Oelt Collins a s o roputable Enginaerinu firm is above thi s . 

Out it should bo rectified in a prominvnt way, 

16) Tho traffic f>ituotion is dofinituly insufficient ly t reo ted, 

17) As to tho altornativos of the proposed action we already 

mentioner.I u nun,uor of i toms that aru insuff iciontly or inado­

quoto ly rJiscu1,sorJ in tho draft. Alm01,t every poroaroph in 

that !.11ction i s full of mistaken os f.umptions and fonto1>ied 

nun~ors unrJ tiltud opi nions of tho authors. Wo would like to 

critic h .u ouch of thflso indivi<lually but unfortunately time is 

lacking, However wu hav& our no t es and oro ready to tackle this 

oxtuns h ,uly as s oon as time ollaws. l horu aro many loose 
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statements modu that t oe~ a ,nention a t sources. 

18) before we go any further and just for tho record, wo wont 

to formally state that we raise objections oooinst any and all 

i , suos of the draft EIS , rot because everything is wrono, mind 

you, but just to comply with anything in Chapter 343 HRS and 

not sell ourselves short because of lack of time to review. 

19) The draft says about water resources on paoe l-3 that the 

amount of water pufll)od would not exceed tho aquifer's sustainable 

yield, This is an unfounded and loose statement, that should bo 

bocked up by scienti f i cally obtained information about the 

location and other details of the aquifer, the quality. extent, 

ate, Also whore tho wells ore projectod and whether those con be 

legally drilled with a long ter1n projection of tho total use and 

expuctod limitations of the yield, insoltati on over a numbor of 

years o , s,o. Total period of projection to be 50 years. 

As water is extremely precious it should not be 5quundered 

away by any one venture and for reosans that ~o not qualify as 

sufficiently meritorious to the c01M1unity whose natural assets 

are usud and miuht be exhausted sooner or later, 

20) Thi• brings us to the next totally untrue stotomont in the 

draft, numely on page 1-4; •The proposed projuct is generally 

consistent with the economic objectives of State and County plans 

and polic i es and is not in opposition to tho objectives relating 

to the environment and public focilitios , • Public facilities are 

barely adequate far tho present popula t ion ougmontod by some nor­

mal 9rowth, except for fire protection which seems inadequate, 

and d~mostic water in some areas , 

But to say thot thure is consistence with the goals of 

State and County Plans is potently un true. 

The GP al l ows for o small resort in tho area, The fact that 

Mahukono llorbar is already on the mop as o minor resort area is 

almost totally noyloctod in the draft , And it must of necessity 

I 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ t::::, l:::l c::l 
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bo discussed in e,ctenso with all its ro1nifications, includino 

whut will hoppun it Car.th & Cooke should dc.cide to also build 

a hotel. The County shuuld be alt1rt ii thore can boa trade-off 

in zoning huro, becouso the arua cannot support unlimited 

re5art expansiun. And tha Generul Plan doos n9t contain a 

syllobla about condominiums. They ~are not forasoon in 1971, 

The State Plan, ll"l!i 226 1 howuver says intorolia that 

population orewth and distribution most bu •consistent with 

avuilablu and plonnod rosourca capacitias• and that any actions 

must •seek to provide for odoquatu housing to moat lho nocds of 
ltawaii•s people without encouraging on additional infly>t_ef noo­

~ Thora ore moro ri,forences to this theffltl and also to the 

preservation of lifestyle of existing comnunities. lt is hard 

to believe that such an important low is done away with in ono 

sonlence in a report of 335 poaes. 

The building of 3200 luxury condos into a coamunity of 

ruughly looo families means additional influx of poopla and is 

prohibited by ~tote law, It would also ruin tho lifostyle of 

this corrrnunity us must be evident from comparisons h0\1 this 

condon•inium phenomenon has chanaed Kailua-Kona•s li h1stylo in 

10 yoors whore unemployment among the local population is greater 

thon in North l<ohalo and where the County now is plannino for 

thou$onds of r.ubsidized housing units becou,;e the local ond 

orioinal population or what is left of it cannot live thero 

anymori, in its accustomed way os property taxes hove gone sky­

high, Thili wholo social change must absolutely bo troated in 

depth in thh drat t by drawing poral lals from Kono, Hit ioatlno 

circumstoncus as to retirees from elsewhere in this State who 

miuht -,ant to buy such condos must be supported by fiouro$ of 

markats and prizos and r.tatistics of how many such retirees aru 

now roully occupyinu condos in Kono, Spoculotion and permanent 

foroiuhn 1nvnslon likewise must be discus$od, IT MUST ot: tJEF"lt£D 

AT WIIAT CO'..>T TIii~ CU·ll➔UIHTY CAN ALLI.M' ANYHIING OUT ITS NC.HMAL 

GU<.l,o/TII AIIU lt0/1 ITS LlFESTYLE 15 GOING TO Ut: PHCSEHVEU, 

North Kohalo people wont n1ore and batter employment, but they 

do nol wont an imtiorted labor force that would result in boino 

pushed out of tho labor morkot for local puu11le who oru not as 

vocal a,. nuw.,omurs, (so,u North l<ono un<J South l<ohalu). 
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21) lt should tJiher be mentioned that the •dry side• of 

North Kahola (JV-3) is extensively used for grazing (Porker 

Ranch, Kahua Ranch, Puu Hua Ranch and many smaller ones), and 

that presently plans ore being worked on by the North Kahola 

Conrnunity Association to get more irrigatipn water to that area, 

because the soil is fertile and then the area mauko of Mahukona 

Harbor will then be suitable for crops such as Hacodomia nuts. 

We miss all these considerations in the draft and so it is very 

incompleta and it would appear that the author did not do his 

homework well, because all this information is readily ovoilobl~ 

if the right persons ore consulted, 

22) When we skip page& that doeli not muon that theso parts of 

the draft ore acceptable, It Is only because there simply is not 

enough time to treat everything, One may only conclude from what 

is presented hare that if thare is so much wrono with what hali 

been reviewed rather halter-skelter, the rest is probably not much 

better, 
For eKample we find that table IV-27 is totally incompre­

hensible, Maybe tho surrounding pages throw some light on it, 

but tables should be salt-explanatory and assumptions mode in 

one table that are derived from Olisumptions in another table ad 

infinitum do not quality as proper treatment of the subject matter 

Thare ore no dates given in this table for the projections it 

supposedly contains, Similarly there are no state and county 

colutms in table 1V-2B as indicated in tha footnotes. Tablo IV-30 

does not uive years for ita projections and it tokes ten minutes 

to figure out what the abbreviations stand for, This is all very 

foygy writino, of questionable value. 

23) On page lV-58 a 250 pooe report is mentioned that hos to be 

road also, And there ure more reports that were drafted to support 

Boll Callins.,some 700 pages of it have been deposited in llilo and 

more is to come, It lihDuld bo clear that it is virtually in~ossible 
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to roviuw the draft ond stu<.ly all this motoriul at · uo mllu=, 

distonco, moti,dol thot contains vital bosi=, mater i al to tho 

EIS. Thu public cannot ruviow 1000 pugos of portly trculod here 

or thero i n 30 days ond <.luci<Jo if it is not lad astray, whilo 

in=,uff j ciont =,crulini might rosult i h a hotch- potch ot logo) 

quosy leuol one.I muybo illugal elements which will bo solidly 

plontod down on its soil by tho developor onco ho gets pos t 

thi r. and some other hurdles , lt may huunt thu .. tho ro:.t of their 

days ond those of thoir chil<Jron, An<.I a low thot o ll<Ws on aull,or 

to cut off uny reviews. that urrivu aftor 30 days is not on 

equi table low and i t i s horo :.eriously sugoes tud that somothing 

must bo dona to chungo the foct that all an author of an EI S h os 

to do to got it Qj>proved is to write more thon o thousand pogo=, 

on thu t.ubject, re l evQnt or not, spun out or not, and dist r ibute 

h l$ hand i work QVO t goographi~al di=,tonce& that make it impossible 

to ffiOnipulute fer roviowors, 

24) lt is ogreo<.I that •Kuna provi dos o model for 

pre<Jicliri!] potential crimu impacts (IS rosort development in 

North Kahola.• (po!]o lV-74), liko·•:ono•should serve as a mode l 

for many rnoro impacts if proporly presonted, 

llowovur tho pror.ontation in toblo lV-36 is slantud or 

misrepros11ntod, lt is improper bocouse one neods a mathumoticion 

and a so,aolo!.)ii.t to get to the root of thu motlor, Tho sociolo• 

oist would tull you thot"Kona" is not tho right word, what is 

moant is llorth Kono and thus the &lotistic::; becomo diffor ont, 

Thu mathomot :l.cion woult.1 point out that without South (rural) 

l(onu the er i - rolo of r~orth Kano is more than twicu as high than 

that of Uorth Kahola onq oxpressed l n porcentagc,; this means 75% 

of the county avor uuo i n North Kohalo anti more thon 1!i0¼ o f th .. 

avuraue for Nor th Kono, lfow would it not hove b<1cn easier to ju ~t 

includo tho crime roport of thu County Polic e which i ::; brol,on down 

in oreos for oll ~arts of crime, Evur~bod y un<.lur~tunds that and 

thu sou,-cn l s obovu r eproach, Uul moybo that shows too cluarly 

whot Uu, out11or d 1d n o t want to surfaco, or rathor keep vaquo. 

2~) Finally bo<.ouso tin,u has co1no to an on<I for ruviowing 

this cl r nlt u1uJ net it i n lhu moil 1n timu , wo wunt lo 1>ropose, 
\J,ut ut 11,u vory m1ni111um ALL U- CltAJ•JE:11 IV UC 111.J t:Ct tu A~ LIA!>l:U 

ri c::-, L"j c~ r·; "="'°I • r-; c=, ~ 
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ON ltU'HWERLY UJTAINEO DATA, The =,ocio- uconomic i1npacts happen 

to be tho mo:-.t important for tho majority of tho poop lo in thi:. 

urea, Wo hove therefor studied the P.A •. 1\,5, Sur-vey as far as time 

allowod, lt i o; the bai:. i s of mucn what i 5 said about thi s. subject 

in the draft, 
Our conment ls as follo~,r., This is a .survey of tho North 

and South Kahola population by a sub-contrac t or to Oelt Collins 

for tho purposes of tho EIS, 

A PRaeESSlO-IAL SUl<VEY MUST CCNTAlN 111 ITS lNTllO.H.CTlOl A 

OESCHIPTlUl a=- ITS SAl-'PI.JNG mrnco. 
This survey tell & us somewhere hidden in thu bock that it . 

was. done door to door and it also gives tho ~ognitude of the 

samplu vs population. How did thoy go door to door? 

We 11, in ordor to find that, one has to go to pogo IV-79 

of the draft EIS , whoro Dell Collins 1ays i , ,,, tho sampling 

methodology consisted of a•pinpoint• tuchnique, which• •• ••• 

involvo s the prec ise selection of geographi cal sampling areas in 

such o manner that the combined area:. are representative of the 

popu lation undor study, ln each selected sampling area, on 

intensive houso to houso personal contact procedure i o; followed•,,. 

THIS 1S TOTALLY UNACO::PTABL£ AS A SA~i>LlNG TECHNIQ\£ , 1T 1S A 

TECHIHQUE THAT IS USED 1N BIG <.:lTlES F"ffi SUlVEYS 00 HOi/ TO 

ADVERTISE CR TO SELL SOAP CR TOOTHPASTE, 

wo fool that tho subject matter of thi s survoy i:-. not a 
corrmodity of short duration where when tho survey doos not work 

out one takos another and better morketino research firm to start 

all ovur , 
We ore tolkino about a population poll thot will have extreme­

ly far reaching consoquoncies that cannot ba orusod from t he land 

scope, once thoy have boen executod, 

If Oelt Collins is interusted where to go in Honolulu for 

o p r oper survey of this n~ture wo can toll tham who the best poople 

ore for a scinntific and occoptohlo traatmunt with approvod mothods 

of san~ling anti statistics, 
TO lLLUSTnATE THIS SEVEnE CRITICISM wo point to tuble 18 on 

pogo 19 of Pa rt l of tho Survey, As so many other roluvant toblo5 

of tho survey this tabla is not contained in thu <.lraft EIS, at 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ c::J t=::J ~ 
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least wt1 hove not found it• THIS IS A GRAVE OHSSla-4. 

That table shows the ethnic brok~ down of the people polled 

in North Kohala, And this should be ruprusentative as a swnple 

should it not? 
We hove conipored tho so f igurcs in percontooes of the total 

population out of the 1980 County Data Doak .,hich has o census 

table of the 1970 censu~ broken down in ethnic groups pur census 

tract (tho 1900 cur,sus broke down is not yet uvoiloble, but as 

tho population in North l<ohalo remainud static over thoi;e ton years, 

this ii; on acceptable method &ociogrophicolly) 

The result for some groups that can be easily isolated is as 

follows: 
.Japanost1 Chinaso Hawaiians Filippinos 

Poto llook 23,0l( 4.37' 15.3,t 29.21' 

Poas Survey 19.6% 1,0l( 25.ll( 18,2:4 

Jt mustbo cloar that the P.A,A.s. survay was not representa-

tivo at all and thus evarything based upon it must be doomed 

distorted. IT 15 AU-IOST UllUi::LIEVAOLE THAT A NEPUTABLE CQ-IPANV 

LIKE DELT COLLWS WmK~ WITH SUClt U:.El.£55 l>ATA, What doe"' that 

tell us about their other sources? We do not know, 

Another problom of thu survey is that it included too many 

15-19 yoor olds and too many over aye 60 than would be in occordanco 

with the real population apart from the fact that those people 0110 

not usually rogoraud us a sound basis for this kind of an opinion 

poll. There ore many moro criticisms l>ut it would toke too long to 

go over these hara. In sum total wo find the whole survey useless 

and unacccptublv. ln the Sunmory Hiohliuhts of this survey its 

authors sound u noto of cuution themsolvos by tullinu that we 

should not toke this survey too seriou~ly (usago to tho detriment 

of its data and in thoir entirely -- whotovor that moons), JnstoaLI 

we would ralho,f..oe a notori~vd stotomont that they did the survey 

to tho best of thoir knowlodue ond ability, which ulsa of course 

would not guarontov quality and voracity, 

OUT lT JS OEPLUlAOLE lllAT Sl.CII su:,i,py wcnK COUI.U IJECG£ TIE OASIS 

~ A FIITUllC FUI A WIIOLE CU•:1-lUtUTY , if we would not huvo found out, 

CJ c::::::J 
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To toke this one stop further the questions in the survey 

were portly inappropriate and tho resulting answers as used 

i__._: 

by Dolt Collins ore slanted to soy it rnildly, We refer to table 

IV-40 of the draft. lt tells us that 51 . 4i percent of tho 

pooplo l'olled ore in favor of thv •P1,1po&ed Mohukono Resort 

Developmont. This is a lie ..• ,./ 
ln tho footnote the question osked is quoted as; •oo you 

favor or oppose th• building of a11111jor hotel-resort development 

like Keouhou in the area between Lapakohi Hi&toric State Park 

and Kowoihae1" This is a slanted question if we ever sow one. 

Keouhou is 70 miles away from the survey area ond many people 

of North Kohalo do not evMn know where Keouhou is, some hove 

never left Kahola even. Keouhou developments ore not comnonly 

known in on area where many pt1ople do not read newspapers. 

A hotel resort means a hotel with swimning pools, tennis courts, 

shopping arcade, golfcourse etc. not only to the people here 

but everywhere, It does not imply condominiums at all . And 

especially not so in tht1 County General Plan, What tht1 local 

people know is the Haunokoo Beach Hotel oi; o hotel re5ort and 

it hos no conelominiums around it eithor, And jU!il to catch any 

e,ccuse a re!iOrt hotel is the typo of hotels in Waikiki ,dthoul 

tennis courts and golfcaurso. 

Of course people here would like u hotel 7 miles m,ay batter 

than one 25 miles away with rising gai; prico!i and having to work 

for on QVerage wage of not over 15 per hour, Uut O!ik them if 

they would like to have 3200 conelo!i at Mohukona. The overwhelming 

answer would be NO, A further mistake in tho survey is where in 

table 11, page 12 of the PAAS &urvuy 2 questions ore combined in 

one. This is unocceptoblo practice and the on~wers whatever they 

are boc01118 invalid for ony interprestotion. It shows o certain 

inoplitude on the port of the •urveyor unless it was done on 

purposqond then is bec0m11s misleading. A& for as we could 

ascertain Uelt Collins did not uae that toblo; they may not hove 

Ukod it either. However they may hnve used the result 5omewhere 
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in tho dro l t and thurvfor wu .. ant to expor.o it horo, The 

question wor.: •oo you fuol thot n•h• hotc ls ona e.onaominlum5, 

are neudort to providu more future jobs for residcnl" of North 

and South Kohola1• 

It is unfair to this con~~nity, ebpocially in on emotion• 

Jodon situation whore you spouk about en~,loymont to link in 

one question a hotel with itr. uppurtonont employmunt potential, 

os uveryt:,ody 1,~.ows, with condos that do not generoto employm.,nt 

hut for u g r oundbkeuper and a live-in concierou, And especiollJ 

so, from o p ~ycholouicol point of view if you mention hotel 

first and holo out a bait to slip the ot.her item by, 

Thu~ wu mu~t of nocustiity conclude, that ino~far as wo 

have b o,on ot:.lo to go over this draft ElS, thu methods usea by 

Uelt Collins and/or their suhcontractors are unacceptable ond 

W::: ThEREl'UI SUGGEST TIIAT THE APPROVING AGEl,K;JES, Ttll1T JS TI E 

ttAUAll COUIHY l'LANNIUG IJEPAIHHl:.IH IN TIC FIRST lNSTAIICE AND 

TIE ENVHIONMEIHAL QUALITY CO-IMlS~Jltl lN APPEAL • lF AUY , 

llEJECT nus OHAFT E NVlliUUl-1ENTAL 11-ll>ACT STATEI-IENT lN ITS PHE!:,ENT 

FLfi~I, and wu further su99est thot the large port of this drof t 

U1ot mu st be rowritt.un shall by preference be done so by 

a or..,ul ting thu Kohola Conmun1 ty Association which r uprer.enls 

all 3249 rosi<.lont.s of Horth Kahola and has stomHnu conmitteu$ 

on housing, rocroation, water, eoorgy, historic sites, education, 

tourh,,n, auriculturo, health unlJ it ho~ o 1-'lonnino on<.I Loni.I Vs• 

Corm,i ttee, which coul lJ l>e of i,,111on:.o hulp 0$ a source of 

infornoution IJufore onu $lortr. wr i t. i no an Els rathur than aft'1r 

a 1.lraft is complulu<.I which thun must be reviewed with i n 30 day$ 

of its announc~mont. 

,--, r-1 r-'i c--, r--, t-'J r--, c-, e-, ~ 
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CONCERNING NkHUKONA RES0HT 

The Collowlng dlscrapancie ■ or errors in the Hahukona 
Res o rt £ls have come to our attentio n , We ruapoct{ully 
r oquest that t hey be corrected 1n tho final vuraion . 

l . Condominium resident• not c ounted in population avmmarie ■ • 

On pege IV - 18 the £JS refer ■ to two effects of resort 
c oG~unitlos an population. They aro aupport workers, and 
rotirees / wea l thy porsone who Jive in res i dential condo un i ta , 
The ~ IS ■aye, •For the purpose• o f thia roport, we have 
neglected the letter influenc e. • 

We do not underatand the l ogic of the om l asion and wish 
to aoe popu l ation atatie,lc• on condominiu~ dwellers givon 
in the report. Theae statistics have been om1ttud not only 
f or Nahukona Resort•• l,20D condos, b u t for tho over 6,000 
condo& alre•dy approvod for South Kohala. Tho information 
shoul d appea r on page I V-16 and in related Ci gurca and tabloa. 

2. Apparently inaccurate •Labor Force• Ta ble JV - l 4. 

Tbia Table on page IV- 2~ i ndicate& the l a bor force deficit 
in coming yeera, ehowing a S,l10 deficit 1n the year 2,000. 
Notoa below the Table indicato t hat this figure assumes all 
available locally- born workers are employud in tourism , - Th i e 
ia unroalistic , Resort work is not tho pruferunc~ of all , 
Ther ofore, if you like , aa■ume that half of the loca lly ­
ovoilable 1,100 peraona will opt Cor~ industry, and adjust 
other figures accordingly in the table, 

In general we believe th i s labor deficit Cigure may be 
too t ow since Hawaii Tourism loa e ac t P l an IState of Hawaii, 
1972) show■ a labor Corce requirement for the wa1koloa pro1ect 
alone of over 9 1 000 peraona. Tho Impact r~ also say■ , 
•Hasai• e iamigrat l on of labor will be requiruu if the growth 
of West Hawaii reaches projected le vels , • lpa<Joa 38, 52) 

We are gratoful for your regional approach but would like 
to request the County, a conaulted party, to o{Co,r alternative 
labor - force-needs figuroa, to cov er both the region and 
the Hahukona Resort , We would l i ke to havu thcao figures 
incl uded in the final EIS elao, 

l .. Accoaa , 

Acco■■ ia diacuaaed on paqe IJ-5 in Co u r aonLoncee. Tbi• 
i ■ an impo r tant concern for reaidan ~• of North Kohala, and we 

~ c:::l c=:::) c=:) ~ c:::l c::::, C:J 
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requeet a lengthier treotaen~. In partic•,l•r• wo are 
concorned noL only far l,ighway ~ to - ahoreltnu accosa~ buL 
for north/aouth ace•••• ainco lhe ahoro)ine horu la rocky 
end difficult to hlko. 

Note 1:hat 1;ho ■horelino trai111 orq .. nlz .. t:lon Na Ala lltilu 
requoated th•L •The public' ■ right to uao jeep Lrdils 
end any other traditional trails th•t ••Yb" on th■ a({uctcd 
land• noeda to be addro■■ad. • (pago X-35) Wti roquu• t a.,.,.,. 

4. Jnaccura~• Jeep-Trail Hap. 

Thi■ ia a related concern. 

The nuabor of ■horel ino accoaa trai 111, dtip•rLI 119 the 
highway, frua Kehena 2, aouth, to Lapok<1hi on Lhd north, 
give■ a total of 8 And th■ rti may be more. 

Tho EIS map on pagM lJ-4 ahoW8 only 4. 

In addltiorr the north/~outh ahorellne joop trail ia 
in actuality auch ■oro co■ul■x lhan shown on tho map. 

Ne roqno■ t that all actual ; .. ap trails and trdditional 
trail ■ on thu property bo shown on the ~ap. 

I 

5. Hawaiian Group• Not Con ■ulted. 

On page V-39 tho rich archaoologlcal rueourcu" oC Kaiholona 
ehu1>uaa are dua1:r I bud. They aru said to tiqua 1 tho ■u at 
Lapak•hi and, f,1rthurmore, to bo ,,re-conL~ct rcmalna-­
••p•cially vnluablo. Wu si•ply wish to notu far tho record 
that Hawaiian hi,.tarlcal groupM and tlqurc" 1n North Kohal11 
hava not beun notlfiud of thuua findinqs 11nd havu not buun 
consult~d for thei~ viawa on r~»urt dMvalop■unt o( the ait~. 

Thank you for tho opporluni ty to of fur tho au coa11•onta. 

C..J Ll C....--1 C) C_) .___ !'-i ....,__.. ..:.:.J LJ 
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Belt, Cullins & Associates 
A Jiv1~mn of I.yon A:u,1k uh.·s, lnuirt'4•r.alcJ 
l·n~1ninfl, • l'L.111n·n • l..1HJ..._ ... "-" Ah1Hlnb • ,\11h1l1o•1·b 
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Hr. 11,mry A. Ru .. 
l'.O. llo.a 9b9 
K•p•'au, llava1'1 9b1SS 

D~ar HI'. 1ltt11a: 

t:uvirouawutal Impact ~t•u~aeut fur the l"ro.,oa1:d 
llahukona R.,-,h>rt rro1•ctL Hurth Kohala 1 ll"wai, 

,\uguwt 27, 19111 
IIIAc~1449 

A copy uf your Jul y 22, 1981 l•tter to the Hawaii Cuunty Plo1nn1ng IJcpartoacnt 
r"i;arJ111i; the t.11•frunme11tal Impact Sutca,mt (EIS) for th" prupo••d Hal,ukona 
H.caort ha=i bc~n font•rJ-=d to u•• A• you know, Belt. Cull1na & A1Uh)Cll:ll11n 

1>rcparf.!d th.: docvau::nl and ,,. rcapunaiblt: for it» cuntent • . We apprl! ie iate t h• 
ti .. th•t you ""'" wi 11 ing to •p•11d r•vi•w1n11 the EIS , Tiu, r~t11o1inJcr uf t h i • 
lctl~~ cunlai1111 puutt- by .. polnt r~•pon.se ■ to your 1;a.1ua1Hltt1. 

~t•tu• of lh• .!!! 

Tl,• t:1S lur th• ~rupu•cJ proj,.ct was prcparcJ ~uuuant tu th• rcqultc...,nta of 
Chapl~r 141• He w1.11 i. kf.!vi scJ Statute:•• anJ the Stat.s uf l1.tw.a1 l t:11wl ronn.cnta l 
Quallty co ... iu iun (E(jC) t:nviron...,11ul Impact St■te..,nt Rc11,ulatiun•. llhi J., 
tlu:: •·c"cral iuvc:nwii11nt •• EIS pro~e•• pruvidc:11 £or 4 •1t11·4(t t::nvirun-,ntal 
t .. p .. ic t Sc.ateD1Cnt11 (1>£1S) lollowc:J by• 0 t"anal J:'.nvirunm~11t,d tm11act Sl11tcaw::ut•• 
(FEis ), th" Stat"' • Joe" nut. Chapt4'r l4l 11nd th" EQC H1011u lui un• u•• ouly 
lh1t t~ r1A u l:;nv l ro11!Ek:'nta l lmpac t Sl•tesatmt. 11 Hc:nce, to have: mo1rkt:J lht! Hahuko1u1 
R•■urt 11!:IS 11a a 

0
Jn,ft / • a» you UlMi&t it altoulJ be

1 
wu14IJ lu,v~ l.icco .i 

■i•ctspre.111:ot4tion .., tleo1au~ rc:-fur to the EQ(. KcK,t.i.lationa for a cl.uiflcatlun ot 
tlu• matter. 

~ , O....euhif of th" l'ruputt 

A111 atat~d curr.rct ly an th..: EIS, the iti t11:: u f lhe prupua.:J Hahuk.unil lh!:aut l 1'­

uvn~J by Hilhokuna l'r"pt::"rti~,, a J auuteJ po11rt•h::r1hip. l•t:rluaps yL>ur cuufustou 
•te:: .. fruua the fact tfu1t Kd11::na Jh:acht Inc + i• the:: ~ral pur111.t::r tn Lhe 
111111,1::d purtnt:r•hap+ At any rate, I wi•h to aa.-urt: you th°u Uelt t Cullun, 6i 
Aaaoc.iate• du~• know who ita& cli.ent.11 ar1:1 . 

). Statu• of H•huko1u1 l'ropf[tie• 

Hahuk.ona llor-v.-.: rt1,c• lt:;11 nut Je::funct + 'lh~ por1&ut11 ,1t the Deµartmttnl u f 
Rt:gul&tor y Agt::"uci.:¥ wl1ua yuu talkeJ tu uv1::r lhc plunh;:: unly luukcd 11p tht: 
oriasin•l 1u1rtt1erMhip filin1 vtuch WQ1 f ur Lt:n y.:,1r¥, and diJ nut furtl,cr 
t't:■e•r~b the:: ■•1::ndm.::ut~ tu th.at fi l4t. Au am,:ndknt eatc:n,ting lht: p•rtth::r:1h1p 
fur 30 y1::ara fru• the urit;inal fuun,hng J.~te wa» rec~iv.::d by the llt:p.artiaanL uf 
Rt:asulatury A¥,cnct1::1& un Nuvc11ab1::r 19, 14'74~ 

,,_..,..,,_., ····- .__., ... , ........ u .......... •1•---•· au, ........ l.-d•.-11• w ........... ,,. 1-1•\· .. ,u h , .... J.-1\1 •• ..u.,, 
V~•~I 1-nl.,tl•h.M.t<tAI .. l.•oud,.., ~ -'«•--'lri,'3111( tl-lJ.."""1111t ....... t i... .. Jl. U,.,._,1,IJ+.<11Jt1,.,..._•••i»·•• ...... <\l..•'1 .,.,. __ ......... , •·-··""'· ,, .. -. •• •.&..-~ n, ... ,nt• , •• , .................. ,., w~ 
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4. ll>-P•r ieviev Pe~i od 

As you nol" in your l<:tter, th" court■ may not ahure your opan1on. Even had 
the owm,nh i p of the prop.,rty changed it io difficult to ace how that would 
anulldate th" obj01ctive anelyai ■ which ,,., prepared. 

5. Ya&vl!Rel ■ of the •rm••1 
Whal" thia o o ..... ot aeandcn ■o-what, the central point 11ppe■n to be that an 
ade:quat.- •••e:s1aaent of th~ impact• of granting Gena:=tal Plao reaort deai,na­
t1on to the 1ubj .. ct property cannot b" t11o1d• in the ab.ence of a definitive 
Ute plan. We bd iev• that thi■ h 11ot the ca■• 11nd have ■o-1tat1td in the 
Pt ufac" to the docuaent. 

Our dcci ■ lon not to bue the EtS on • ■pec1hc oiu plan for the rc■urt wao 
baeud on a 11U01ber of con■ideration■• n,e moot important of these includeJ: 

o The ab•ence of a ddiaitiv• ■ ite plan lik,.ly to be adhered tu over the 
long-range Jevelop,a.nt of the te■ort. 

o The belief that the quenion• mo■t r<!leunt t o a d4'ciaion at the General 
Plan 1t1111e of tt,,; d•velupa, .. nt proceu are onu rel11t,:d to m11jor re11ional 
growth iuuea rather th■n to detailed Jui1:n1 . 

o Related to the above i ■ the conviction that an EIS deugn10d to focu■ 
au .. ndon on • 1pecific dui11n would ai ■leaJ and •U-Jlrt<Ct public 
att~ntion away fro■ thu mGl'e ba■ ic iaauea t hat ar~ b~fore them. 

In your lettt:r yoa.1 •tatc th•t, 11all that i ■ requii-cJ now aru aou &ketche•• 
and any architect will 11ladly a■ke then at • ain11■al coot for a proopective 
cuatc..1mt=r of thi• acop~.u We 11u1t tak.~ e1ception to thi• on »~v~ral y,round•+ 
First, 1t ia not acchitecta, but planner■ vho .are nct::deJ at tha.• •t•te of the 
pru,iect, and they cannot normally unJ,.rL•ke the pr.,parat ion of ma1tu plans un 
the usumption that they will recu1<•1' their cuot ■ during the con•truction 
Jr1tgn pha•e. Secondt nona•l practice in re■ort pro.i~cta on thi11 :ti-Cale ia for 
the mut"r Jevelop"t to lea•" or ■ell indiviJual parcda witlun the overdl 
ruaurt area to other 11roup1, that conatruct and markd th" hotel and condo• 
•iniuai uoit ■• Ho auch »ub-dev~loper1 •re "oo• buard0 

•• y~t. Hence, Kah"kona 
Propertiea ia not in• poaition to obtain free, •pcculattv~ d~slgn 1ervic.ra 
fro■ lht!ac:t groupa. 

Finally, ■nJ mo•t i ■port11ntly, the idea that we shou ld hav" included clu•ap 
•ketches (which would nece .. arily rdlec t little thought and would al ■oat 
ccrta1nl:, be d10viated fro■ 11reatly when developaent actually occurre<I) ill the 
EIS i1 rep&1gnant to u1. ln■ t~ad, w~ cho.,! to bi111c uttr analy•a• on th~ only 
f11cte which are truly knovu ,. In that aanm:r potent Lal prob le■• and adverae 
i,opacu cuuld be fla91:ed ■n<I J10■lt with if and "hen conc1tptu■I approval fur 
the project ia obtained. 

t::::j c::::J ~ r=::J ~ 0 c::J C:J 
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Laud Coat H A Coaatraiat. You letter auorta (paKe )) , llt•t the t:IS uou• 
the $10,000 pu,chusc prict! of the laud a• u ju■ tif.ication fur c.:i.unlng. Yuu 
rcft!r vaaiut!l)' tu Chapte=r 7 a11 .111 aource, but Jg nut ilYt: ■ny •i,it:c&fac pu1:,1: 
cefer~nc~. In rt=Yiewin& th~ chapter. I can fiod no1.hin11: which juetifie1 yuur 
re•ark.. What the EIS doe1 atate (page Vll-l, para11rai,h 2, la»t oentu11cd ia 
that, "In view of thi1 1 agricultural uae dot!• nut •PP~•r Lo be an e iconuaicall[ 
viable 4lt-=rnaLive to thll! propo■cd re1ort u•e•" n,e fir•t three!: p•r41r•ph• pf 
page Vll • l •akc it clt:ar C:h•t we dv not belittVt! that pulilic •M.~nci~• •u•c act 
to in■ur1t the profitability ol • p.trticul•f' ■ctiun by gl'anti1115, a ce&onin1 lhat 
wuuld niac thu aarkd i,rice of a particular pi•c• of land abovc: that whid, 
the ov11era1 paid fur it .. Wa •i•ply nut11 thal u•1t■ which 111r~ not profil.111,le .,,.re 
not viable alternutlv"" fur private hnJowno:u ovo,r the lo1111,- ru11. 

The dl•cu111ion of l•1ul V<111luea contained in the •econd para1raph on pa1tu tl1r~c 
of yuur letter 1 ■ J1 ff icul t tu fol low. Aft•r tntin11 Hvo:nl puuibi Ht io:1 "" 
concluJ~d th'"'t yott arrive.! ~t your 8 percent return -=•ti .. .ac.u by a.-ewaing J,04~ 
■cro ■, a land valut! of $200 per acre, ■ml a !!.!U. iacoa,c of $16,000 per y1:ar fr<>• 
cattle r,1imch1ng. nit= .acre .. 11,~ figur~ i.a currect, •nd 1 11111 not quarcel with 
your agricultural land v .. tue uti■ate uf $200 per acre <•ltt,uua:h "" b<1I ti,vo, 
thtt ••1~111 tha11 $100 per acr~11 e:eti■ate citeJ in the ElS ia IIOrt: acc1nate). 
Howevt!r, $J6,000 i ■ a gru■• incolk: figure, not a net a.aunt. A• ~•plained. on 
page VII- ] ut the report, the land cu1>urce h ruponaible fur only $3- 4 1000 
of thi•. Currectin" yuur 1:atiaaltt to account foe thi■ •11:1.1n• lh•t thtt eal • 
culat~J rt!'turo woulJ 1,-, •• fol low1u 

( 1,045 •cr-•J4!0t~200/•cre) • 0.019 • 1.9 percent 

Thia ls au t:.M.lrt:~ly low r•l" uf retun1, ~•pccaally in l)\!rpl!t11itya 

CIHllo.-..bee llith Chapter 226 1 1118. In lhc third P•rAKUPh o( 1••1l" J your 
lctte::t "-••t:-rl• th.al wu have:: iotten ••anutha:.r hur•I! 11-=lund the ,c·,ut•• by Jt~ ... 
cua•iuac urban uae::• •• potcn,i.al alt~rnative• fur tl1e K.ahukuua llc•orl •il~. lt 
cite::• •• the b .. ■ i• of thia you.- opiniun ttutt, 

••• the Cuunty caunut initi .. tl! •••Y n1&oni1111 away fora (!.!5.) lta 
copaa•l~ncy with the »tatt: dcaagnatltm b.:~•u•e of stat~ law, •c~ 
chaplu 226 1 IIHS, in cft,.ct by Junuary 1982 the Cem,r■ I l'l•n• uf thu 
cuuntie::a ■ual confor• with St ■ t.: l ■nJ LHe dc11iiUMlio111t, anJ 
defani t~ly nut vice "1:r••• 

A rc:ading of Clia: .. l~r 226. Hawaii ICevaatHl Statule•, show■ thot your 
paraphraeing of i.t i ■ incurr11ct. Sectiun 61.(..:) 11tatl:! ■: 

n,e c1>unty t:,meral Plan• aRd ,lc~o:lol""'nt plan• 1hal I be i11 cun­
(ur•jlnce vi ti, tin:! ovc:ra.11 th.: .. , 1,oal ■, obj~ctivt:111, pol icit:a, •ml 
praurily Jire~tiu11• coutatinud i.n tine du1pt~r l,y January, 191:12. 

c:::, CJ .__.,_,; CJ 
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Th4tre ia no a.otion of the St•t~ L•ad Uee: de•i1uati.ona in th~ State Plan, and 
your infurence th•t b11in1 io confonaance wi.th tl1t!: St•te Plau -.1!:AD■ bein& in 
cunfo1aanc• ~ith the Land U•e c-.i.aaioq Di•trict louudaraea ia not ■ubatan­
tiated. 

6. PreCace 

The Prefac.1 to the report contain• .. terial which ve bel il!Ve provide■ reader• 
with u••ful background inf<>niatioa regarding the project and th• EIS. ln vi .. w 
of llltt f•ct th•t your ca..ttnt aakea oo ■ub■taotive point•, a .ore ■pecific 
re•pon1e i ■ i•po■-ible at thi I time. 

7. l>efiaiti- of Jnte.-.ediate leaor~ 

n,e llavaii Co11Rty General Plan (p.95) de1cribea "Major" aoJ "lnru.-diale" 
Rc•urt Are•• a1 haviaa tbe follo;,iaai 

tnten.:diate 
K■ ior lle■ort lluaort 

H••i•.,. Yi1itor Unitai l,000 ruoaa 1,500 rooa1 
lle■ort a.:rt!age; 90 ■Cl'ttlll '45 acru 
Active and p.a■■ ive recrt!ation. ar•••i: 50 acne 25 acre. 
Haai■ua aa■ociated re■identi ■ l area■, b40 8C[CI )20 acru 

It Jo.,. not define "Yi•itor Unita," prob•bly be,,;a.,■e it w•• auuaed that they 
wo11ld be ln>tel roo1H (note tbat the nuaber 1• Jefin~J in tt:rma of ••rooaa . '* 
Thi• would tend to •upport your aa■uaption tbat thts phtrnoa:u:uon of rt!•ort 
condo■iniwa■ vaa not one with which tht: draft•r• of the G~neral l'lan wece 
fa•iliar. How-ever, at le••t two _.jor re•ort propo••l• for South kohala, the 
\laikoloa Beach R.,.ort project ■Rd the Hauna Lani lleaort project, hNVc been the 
aubject of ~nviron11Mental •••ea■aenta aQd County review in recent year• and 
both have included l,000 hotel r.,_.. .!.!!!!. 31 000-plu■ cundo■ani ... •l'ntMnt 
unita, a very aub■ tantial ■ajority of which are to be aiacJ •t th• viaitor 
(utlt•r than the rui.d,mt) .. rket. ln buina it• approval& on theH fi11ur.,., 
the County ha■ in affect aiven it• tacit approval to th-= poaitiou that conJo­
•iniwa apar-t■ent unite are not covered by thie .. vi•itor unit .. ceiling even if 
th"Y vii I bll uaed largely by tranaienta. lt i• •oat certainly Hahukona 
Prop~rtae• eapeccation that ao■ t of the Hahukona Ru•~rt' ■ conJoainau. apart­
•ent unit ■ would be 111ed by vi ■ itor■, 1nd the El5 wa1 vritten on thi ■ baai1. 

It ahould be noted th.r, with one pouible (and 11.,n.,rally minorl otac .,ption 
that will be di ■cuued in a • .,...at, tln1 ua ... ption th•t the conJ<>t■iniua ulliu 
would function a• Lran•aent acco.aodation• i• a "wur-•t-1:a■e" a••uaption that 
tend• to ■aai■i&e the projected iapact•.. In fact, it v•• 11apl111yeJ for th•t 
very reaaon. H1J ve wi1hed to Juwnpl•y the oecond'lry 11rovth "ffectl of the 
projo,ct nthet than tu ¥eport thca hoReatly 1 wo vuuld have •u....,d that many 

L.-: 
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61 U.t~ .1P,1H l m~nltt wuuld b- uccup1edi lby h :.t i.J cnra ln th-,: l 11bo r fur~e. Such o:u 
at&UliOpt 1011 wou Id havt= rt!Juct!d tht! pro Jt!C Lt:d pupu I.at i un gruwth anJ off - • it~ 
hou»ini rcquircuti.:11L.a: below tht! level r eport~'1 in thc t:Js ... 

The ont: slluatHm iu wh4ch lht: t :ran•l1::nt-u•e aat1umptaun •ll~ht. rc1ioult Ln Q 

lovcr- than--pot1:11bl1:: projccteJ •mp■ct i. ■ if lht: conJouat.nium untt• were t u be 
oc:c;; uµ i. cd by (i} unt:apluyt:J «ret i rees or pcr101111 out of \lorld tuJiviJu.als 1111th 
low ancoat:11 or ( 11, a) wl!alLhy n.1:,i rcea wh1J wuulJ K,ttm:rate 4 14lr!i:,-= Ji,:m-,nd f1Jr 
100J» anJ 11crvi i:e11. Tlu1: r ttbttivcly hi.lh pt ict! that unit11 are t:l'.J,tectcd to •~ll 
rur combinoJ vnh l .h• g•ner .. lly hlgb coot of H1ti1111 to .. nJ in llavaia •• likely 
to ■int1111z.e the nUdllJt:: .r o( lo1i1-income pt!r•on■ wl,o would ltvc at Hahu'kuna. . 
lhtnc1t, m~ •1:riu1J1t J1atorl1uu ha:11 bc~n ltrllduccJ an thi• rega r J by f.)ur .&1t:.wwp .. 
t.ion . Wld le:: thtt l sza"'K"" of plane: load11 of t u;h ft1m1luu1 muvan, tu HJwaaa for­
their r-et i rcwcnl )'t!.tr• auJ cap1:cting loc•l ccadJt!nt• to &&:t •• tln: i r se: rv,1:1111t 1 
it1 one th.at ficc• tin:: i maiii nation, lt l • uot onec likttly to bu borne ou t 111 
reali Ly . Th~ c,u.ts or houiiiH,1' and olhl!r necCt!• 111iti~• in a .tt! alur-l a,~a a l'~ 
I imply hta;h~r th•m any but the v~ry weal thy c~n 1f(urd. Ilene«:, whale au.mt: 
uni t• wall und.oubteJly be u »'-ld 1111 rttt1rc1H11t home ■ , tl1c va~t m&Jori ty wil l 
not. 

Project Nuaencl•ture + The c:nvir-uulk!ntul a1aut1 1me11t anJ tl,c EJS lor t he 
P f OJ-:ct c un1d:~UvRLlf rttfe:r lo the pirupu• cJ Huhu~mNI Rwt1ur t project aa "' wa 1u r 
re1101'l proj,ue.,:t.. lt 111, J1fl i cult to 1 11:!: lt bow anyone could concluLl1t t ha t thi 11 ~:, 
an ~•••pi t! ut 0 c:on(us1111 an.J ■ l•nt~.J &l4111lcmcnls" vhi.ch you allcte the t.:[S 
co11ta i o11 + The de:v.::)up~r i• eu.::kin~ "int.::rmeJi ■ t.i: nu1ort 0 dt!:HK,nation bc1.:.1u21 e 
thv proj•a , . to rncluJ .. o nly 1,soo hotd ru ...... llovo11 .. r , thd prOJHt tota l 
or 5 , 20U unito of •II lYP"• (aoe paji;' Jl• b of the IHS) maku 1t only 
.,.rgiua.lly •••I lcr OVl!rall than the ••••Joe n=»orl■ .. btdug ,1t,velu5>.ed • t 
Anu~ho 1o•alu and Kalahui puu•a (the Wei.kuloa Bea.ch Re•ort 1mJ th.:: H~una Lani 
R~aorL). HdRCt! ., Wt! be I it!v~ lhat the: H"hukona Kc1ort i ■ 11110s t ilc __.ur 111 te: l y 
d~ac• ibcJ aa d maJor rc•orl proje~t . 

tJ■e of the N.iuna I~• Beach Uot~I for Ca.p•r i ■oa Purpo•-•• • Wt: q J t;: in cu111p-~ 
)etc agra:::c .. ent th41t • 5,200-uni t res o r t piroje:ct c,1umut lie .,,,u•t•J tu tht: 310..­
ru"• Hauua K .. a B"ach 1101,:I (HKIIH) in . .... • • •011 t 11pact•; at no pornt 1n th" t:I S 
Jid wt: J&J 10. Our rcport J1d drav on t!Xpti:rill!lnc~ .r~pur·h:J fru111 oth1!£ r c th>Tt 
projt!ct11 ( includi~ g, but nut limited lo the HKtlH) itt. atlc4 ptiRG, tu J.:ti::ra.in~ 
lht:: vrubablt:! social a11d cul tural ■ ff4tcl■ of the Hahukuua ka::•urt bec.au1111: .,-.: 
believe: thut tl11111 i.::1 Et .-ich ,ourcu of knovltnl~-= 4 I du not bt:li.cvt: tha.t y~u 
vi i l be •bh: tu find• mo&I! thur-oug1-. J i 1cu•11i.on uf ■UClO•cultural uapact21 f r,v.111 
• tcnort prujtsct ut thl1 aurt in otht!r e nvi ru11&0eutol ducuinl!nt!I prea>ar~d JJUT· 

•uant to ChapLd l4J , URS, 

Touri•• ao,I Criae+ Al 11. hc boLtom of pa1'u S yo1.1r lttttt:f' • •114fl"l., 1:hat • 0 tlu !I 
11uci•l a»vcct t..:•po•un:11 tu wa::• l th 1-=~••e if"aL in1 i n c r '-la111:II crime .Gahl duu:u11-
cttrt i ng vurkcr»• fu111ill1:1d i ■ not l: n:4teJ an the Jroft ( inc) o1t a 11y 
rc11pcctot1blt:: 1-:ngth.4' 011 lht, co11t r ■ ry, t!1c&c two auciul i. ai•uca ;;';j'" mJny mo r e 
,11rc, treot~d t:XhDu•LLV.:: l y un pa~u• IV .. b4 throulih IV-- tl4 of t ln: l:.lS + l l Le 
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unlortunilte th•t you dad not have 1ufflcu,:nt t i 1M: to r-,ad that m.1t't!t1al before 
iluft1n11 your c.,_uu. Wlth r upect co the •tatin1c• which you ,pecificatly 
m~nt1on~d , i.e. • dat& on relative criae ratea i.n ICona oud Horth kolu11l•:ao you 
wil I find them very cl.,arly prewented in T•ble lY- lo on pall" IV- 1S. 

8. SequeAce of Lai!Ad Uae Cban•e 4Nli •atioo• 

Ao 1mlicated in the la■c part of th" dhcuuion unJur ir.11 number 5 above, you 
hav~ mi • 1.11nJer-1tood the provisi.ona a>f Chapter 226 ,.. Uaw.s1 a Kt::vi.eed Statutea. 
That Chapter required chat Count)' c .. neul Plano be in cunformanc• with th" 
Stilt" Pt.n, i.e. , Ch•pter 221>, not with Che State LonJ Ua• Dutnct Boundarie■ 
od11inutued by the Land Uae Co-inion. In v i ew or thi ■, your objection 
appears tu be g('oundlesa. 

8. Jlect~ic;~lP~~ 

lotroductory c._ata. We appreci■t" tbe fact that you .,.,,-ked under aev.,re 
time l1■i.t1 ia pr~parin¥ yuuE" ,c;.u-ent•. lt 1, unfor-t.,,nate, huwcver, th11t the 
hurried 1•atur~ of yuur- t e ;i iew led you to the errou~ou1 "unc:lua i on that the 
document ia ••inco■plete, confueina, •lantvd• o r dolfnright untrue" and to 
" auggcot that thu draft ( !l!;,) au■ c be done ov.,," (pag" 6) . I hope that the 
follovin11 ruponau to the epecific euapl"• that you offe r e d wi 11 ~on11rnc" 
yo1.1 th4t the docu111ent doea not JeaeC've the c:u1111111enl.a that wt:r-e made in euch 
h••te+ 

P•a• U - 9, The uulity •y■t"• duc r iptiun cont ain.,J un page 11-9 ia under che 
he•din1 "Proposed On- Sue Develop..,nt" (aeo, page 11- 1). The ''elect r i c feed"r 
lloea" ( L e., tbo■e io t be r "gional trana■iuion •r•tem) ••• off the Hahukona 
Re•ort site. Hence, Che ■ tatellM!nC on page 11- 9 of the l::tS that "■oat utility 
line• would be undurKro11nd 0 i • correct. 

Page Y-94, O!f-a1te elect r ical power lin"a a ro di ■~uo•ed on pa11e Y- 91> of the 
EJS. Since theae would be in■ talled by HELCO, Hal,.,kona Propertu:a i • not UI a 
pot1 i tion to di:ttermin~ what route the. tran11:na1uon l1n1ta. would take, i.e., 
whether they would branch oft fro■ • ICohala Huunt•in Ro•d line or follow a 
route paralle l to th Habukona-Kavaihae Road (Akoni ~ul" 11111,hvay) , 

I belte11e tb■t yu"c auert i on chat the d .. v.,Joper vuuld be re ■pon,ible for 
conal ruction co■ t• if • tr••L•mi••ion line wt:re to be constructed along the 
Akoni Pule Highway corridor ia incorrect . IIELCO u m•ndat"d by the ~ubl ic 
Ut1litiea Co11111i.1aiun to proviJt= ■uch aervice to the pt1rc.1::l boundary. In view 
of tht•, both po•••ble tr•n•.is.a,ion line routt!a would be th1t rt:apon■ibilicy of 
111::LCO, and con■ tructi.on co•t• would effec.t thr utility•• rat~ ba•11:• YoLaT 
aasert i on that thi ■ woulJ re1Uil t i n 1n incr '-llBt! in co:1t• to HEI.CU u1t1r1 of 
$200 each u co■plet.,ly unaupport.,d by any h c tuul e1tidunce , Wa believ" that 
it i t totally 11,roundlu■, but would be aor" than willi ng to d i acu .. the uaue 
if you provid" u■ the calc ulat ion• upon vlu c h yuur ~oncluuon• •r• bH.,J. 

~ ~ ~ c=::, ~ ~ r=:::i c:::i 
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Thi! di ■cuaMion on p.a1e 7 of your lettt!r r1::l.at.in1 co the: IKPhala Kounu1in Road 
trana■iaaiun corridor app~•r• to be •i-d more at Hl::.LCO than ,u: th~ H.ahukona 
Ru•ort. Beca .. •c of thi■ we belie¥" that it i■ • aatter tliot i• beat 
ntaolved by HELCO ■ml ■pjlropr late public ■aenciH if and when ch■n11e• beco■o! 

nace•■ary. 

10. llealtb Care racilitie■ 

Horth Kohda h•d a population in April 1!180 of ■pproxi■-tdy J,300 peuo11a. 
Thi■ i• far too ■■all • nu■ber to ■Ujlport • full-Hrvice hoapHal, •11d it h 
re.taonable to t:apect that r.saident■ wuuld travel out of the .area to obtai11 
treat.,.nt for 1eriou1 medical proble••• Our atate111ent that "the Koh11'1 
Hoapital ••• pre .. mtly ■ceta tba .. dical nee.la of the c.-unity utia• 
hctorily," wu ■-de with thh in ■ind. 

lelt 1 Collin• , Anocl■tc• wa■ never ocnt a •opy of the Kay S, 1980 letter 
fr- Pr. Charle■ Korin, K.0. 1 of th<1 lohala Health Geater that you ref•rud to 
ln your ltttter. Suba11quent tu r~c.eipt of your coaaent I re=qu~■tt:d and have 
r"ceived a copy of that docuaent. It i• bein11 att•ched ■a an appemli• tu thia 
htt"r to lnour,i that Pr. Horin'• exact 110rda b•coae • ■-tter of public 
rt!:cord. 

ll. Vater-8cl■ted Jaauea 

Coatact Vitb the lltHe Deput-ot of Aariculture. •·olluving receipt of your 
lo,u,.r, I ruqui,■teol and received • copy uf Hr. Farin' ■e-r■ndu■ to th" 
Hawaii County Plannin1 Dc:partaent:. Tint k.orandu• r-•i•e• no qucatU>ne th■ t 
are nut ■lrcdy addruoeJ in th• EIS. 

Waler Availability. Aa at ■t.,,I very clearly in the EIS <•ee, for •••■pie, l''B" 
Y-64), the ,1.,velol'"r'• fint cholco, u • water •uurce i• de.:p wlllS. drilled 
i__,Jiatdy •~uka uf th" r111ort a i te. l'uuuit of tl,h option vill require the 
coop.,ration of the landuwn<tu u, .. n, 1 Le. 1 lichard s-rt/tlu, State of Hawaii 
/lbhop l!»ut... No fi,a co-it-au 1,..,., been olit■lned u yet. No...,-..,,, 
the precedent ■et by the UH uf w"1 h on Stat" land at L• la■Uu to Htiafy 
v•ter need11 of t;:1.J••t•l rc1ort devttlopaent ia SouLh lohala indicat~• that 1lu.: 
approach ia a pl,1111usible ont!: if apprupriat.e land uad d~aignationa ace obtained 
fru■ both County and State agenciu. 

n,e preferreol wat•r aupply uption (d•cp wlla .... ka of the rnort •Ile) vuuld 
11ot brinH, the propua~J Hah11luma leaort into cuap~tition with prt!11ent or l)ott=n-­
tial 1gricuhural uaeu ul wat"r liocauae they vuuld Up vatl!r •o deep bem,1th 
tht! around e11rf•c- that it i ■ not ecunoaical ly pr•ctical to u■- it for aari­
cul tural yui-pt.te.:■ .. With4.tut the reaort, fre■h v•tcr will coa,ti.nut: to b-.:: dl■-
charge:d un11»1::J Luto U11: uctton .. 

1f viler ""r" to be i■porto:d fro■ C.rther north in the North kuhal■ P1•trict, 
the iuue of cuapctiuon with putentld 1aricultural .,.,.. vuuld becu.., a real 
one:. A d~ciaiu.n tu pul'MIHt one of thct•e upLione would make i.t n~i::e11•u1ry tu 
pntpare an EIS fuc the prupo11-::d water fac:i liti.l:!11. A c~nlro111l ia11ut! of •11ch • 

CJ CJ CJ CJ 

Hr. Henry A. Bou 
Alfllflt 27, 1981 
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report vould have to be the effect that water uae by the roaort vould have oa 
the availability of water for ■1ricultural purauita. It i• 1t thi■ 1t1ge 1 

i.e., after • dechion hu boen -d• that it la advia■ble to co■-ider "wet• 
aide" vu .. r aoutcu io Heu of well• .. ukl of tho reaort aite, that • detailed 
eaa■ination of the i■plicatioaa of auch a cour•• of action would be under­
taken. 

12. Bcboola 

Tin, firat para1raph in tbla c..-at coveu I lot of 1round1 and in order to 
a11awer it co■pletel:, we vill deal with ita co■ponent partai 

o lrrele•aot Data. A• at■ted repeatedly tbrou1hout the £1S 1 th" Hcondar:, 
arovth 1en11rated by the propoaed project and by other already• planned 
re•ort develop■enta vill affect both Horth and South 1Col11la, and thua the 
•choola which a1trve reaidenta of theae diatricu-Uai■ea 
Eh-ntary/later■o1diate and llonoka 1■ Hi&h a■ veil •• North lohala 
Hlah/~le-nt■r:,. Bence, the enroll-at and other infor■■tion pre•ented 
fur tho•e achool1 i• very relevant to our i■pact ••••••■ent. 

o leliabilitJ of Source■• Belt, Collin•• A11ociatMa u••• a wide variety 
of technique& in collecti111 inforaatioo for uae in the report• th•t it 
prcpuea. While lotten re■ult in a hard-copy record of the queation• 
poaed and the ao1weu glvea, they abo lack ■-ny of the advanuae• 
inh•nnt in direct coavauatioaa (whether in peraoa or by telaphom,) . We 
believe tht the crua of the utter la whether or not the infor■ation we 
pr••ented i• accurate and truely repreaeat■ the opinion■ of the aourcea 
quoted. lie believe that tbe .. terial preaented in the EIS ia accurate 
and your letter cite■ no cOQt.rary evidence: vl1ich di ■•u•d•• u■ fro. thi ■ 
belief. 

o Projectioo•• Hoat of the plaonln1 which the Departaent af Education 
en1aae• ia ao■ t appropri111tely focu■e• on the n~ar• tel'a. You are aiataken 
in your belief that the Depart-at doe• not 1110 have a lon1-r■n1e viev 
of it• oper■tioaa and potential faci Hty needa. n,ere ar• inde"d PO~ 
enrollaent projactiona for the year 2000 vloich aerv" u a 1uide to the 
Depart■ent'a leader,. We believe tbeoe ■re fairly pr•••nted in the EIS. 

laroll-Dt Jacr••••• You •••el't that the enrollaent incr~••~ uf 760 ■tqdent• 
cited in the EIS •• the lik•ly i■p•ct of the propoaed Hahukona Reaon 

·ia~icat~• that the condoaioi1111a are for pe:.-...nent ~••ident ■• n1i■ coacluaioa 
ia incoru,ct. The 760-atudent iocr.iue IIOUld n•ult fro■ the iacreaae 111 
realdo,nt population auocieted vlth the direct and indirect ••ploy,oent 
opportlfnitlea provided by the propo•ed project. A vory •••11 percent■1e of 
theae pcraona are likely to reaido on the N■hukona Meoort aite. In fact, to 
avoid under .. ti••tiGI the potential advaue i■p•cta that tho: project •i1ht 
have on th• availabi lit7 or houlina, we auuaed that it vuuld be &HO. 

.._ 
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.lvailalote Laod. Your fa ilur .. tu unJ .. utand the r"uun1 for our allou t i ng 
aoa.: of thl! projected gruwth in etudent 11nrol l•ent to W•im.e• and llonok.a 11 a , .u,1: 

veil •• t o Kuhal■ School, led to your c.unc:luaion lh•t in•J~qu4ht l1unl i• 
avail•bltt on tht: ttai■tiu~ 1ite1 to accuaa.od•ta tha: proJttCtdd growth . If you 
coi-r~ct th i • • i -111.mder•tanding, I aa aure that you.r 1n1ly1l1 w111 allow that our 
aut .. ...,nt that •ufficient land ia available i• curro,ct. Tlue, ot cuuu .. , 
would obviate tin, need for the kinil of diocuuion requul,:d in tho, lut 
aiat,:en lina• of p111,• 9 of your letto,r. 

tl. aecreatiaAal Pacilitie■ 

leacbea. Fi gure V- 1 ~ portuy.a " recreati ~na l f ■ci I il i• • ·" U wu i nt,mdcd 
tt.1.c. 11K•p• ' • BcK h11 bu 1:wad aa 11K.ap1•o1 IStt.tch fark +0 t h~ 1a1111: i• true of 

"Hahuluma th:ach. 0 Buth of theae are thl! official nam1:H1 uf the pArka as 
obtained frUID the County of Hawaii 1Lecreatio11 Plan, despit• th¢ f19ct tl1•t 
thcte ate no beach-,:• At the ace: parka. Yuui v111 note that lhi • a.aae cunvent 10n 
WH folluw•d for llapuna Beach (Park) and K,:.,kea Beach ( Park). It wa• cor­
tainly not uur i 11te11tion to ■i alead r~•d~ r• on thl • point, end 1 ap&.,lo llize: for 
•ny aisundera tandi1111 1t may bave creat,.,J . 

leaerve• .. There •re only t wo "r e•ervc•0 dcpu:teJ on Fi 11ut itt V- 1~ . Kea.ther U 1e 
Kabala Fur"lt Rn .. rve nor the Polulu-Honukano, Val hy Reoorv,: i • int•ndod for 
heavy recr .,atianal uoe. llowner, the County uf ll■wui Recreation Plan (p . 104) 
state•: 

The J(ohala Huunta i n1 urve •• a apecucular b•ckdrop for the 
di1trict anJ i.1 cunetdc.red 111 •nother potcnti.al recrc•tion •ourcc . 
Two propoa ■ la 111:r e m.ade to ~11111t•bl i •h wildern111• campi11K • r.:aa; the 
firet lllt! i -, acce •1 ible only thruu1h f•rkcr Ranch and Honolt•a 
Sug•r Cumpauy l11ndi1 , and i• eituat~J at kchena ne•r thw cr1:11t of" lh~ 
Pololu and llunok•ne Val leya; the other la located at Lhe Haul Ii ~ 
Pololu •r.:a of tht: ll•••kua t'orc•t Reautrve. Coord1nati.un •huulJ b~ 
achieved with tho Stat• ln proviJiRg hilting trai la i n thi• aroa, by 
vay or th• Kubala Duch Tr■ i I or through eai•ting uvinu. Th•• • 
trail• would providt! • ca.:an• for hunter• to enter the f orest re•crv~ 
•nd wuuld h1:dp in promoltinK, huntar11 •• a rl!.:cre•tiunal put•tti t in 
tha~ dietrict. 

14. Police Protectioo 

Police prot.,ct i an muot be oupl'orto,d by the County Cen .. ul •·und . Th,: cu•t• o ( 
providinK it i» one of thr: ~xpcndituirea anch,Jcd i n the 1cct1on 1::111ic 1e::J 
11

F1,ac.al Impact • Covcrrua~nt•l Bt!ncfit: C~•t Analyai11" on P•ll~• IV-48 t hrou,1;h 
IV-57 or the EIS . 
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Hr. Ho,nry A. Ro•• 
Augu•t 27, 1981 
Pa&" Ten 

Your l etter 1tateai 

"The ■tateaent in the d ~aft (ale) of {ncreaoed police oervicea va . 
l ncreaaed populati on ia ent i rely wroog. Thia par111r■ph coouiu 
what we would call nanaenae. lf the author want• 1DOre detai l• we 
are at hi• diapoaat .11 

The abo .. nce of a 1pecific paragraph refarence in yo"r otatoaent Mku it 
difHcult to an■wer. If by "the atateaeat i n the draft" yuu are refenog to 
the Hut pau graph und,:r the oub-title "l'roject•d l•pacu" on page Y-901 theo 
it appearo that you are incorrect. An iocreaae in the ree idcnt aad/or viaitor 
population i• likely to produce ao ioctoaae i n the need fur pr otective 
aervice1, and tho ElS ■o atatu , Howevu, whethe t o r not th• necHa■ry police 
offic" ril'•roon ratio will be higher, 10111:•, or the um,: cannot be d..cuained 
accurate ly at thio tiae. 

Shoul4 B"lt 1 Collin•, A11ociatea find that additional infor .. tion regarding 
the adequacy of protective aervicea ia aeceaaary, ve will •eek it fru■ public 
agenciea, cOGDunity groupa, or peraono vith ■pecial eapertioe in the field. 
However, 1 thank you for you• offe~ of aaoiat ■nce , 

15. for1ottea ltea 

While l •• ■urpriaed that ao■eoRe ao faailiar vuh the Kohalas u youroelf 
would need to check with HELCO to deten■ina that Keoholo ia io Nurth Kon& 
rather than North Kohala , Table V- lO (not "ta ble V-95" u erroneou•ly reported 
in your letter) doea in fact contain a typographical error. 1he Hawaii 
Electric Li11ht Co■pany facillty ii, H you correctly not.,d, aituated i n North 
ICon• rather than in North Kohala. T11ia •• one of thooe •••II erran that 
inevi tably aunivea even the beat - intentioned prD<1f - readin11,. The location of 
thia genorating facil i ty vlll be correctly reported in the r ev i aed EI S. 

16. Traffic 

We ilu nut agree with your un•ubatantiated canclu■ion. I n view or th,: abaence 
of any ■pecific critici1a or p.aae reference•, no change• •re bl!-1na made+ 

l7 , • 18 • .llteraativea end Cueral Objectioaa 

l •• gruupiug my rcaponoe to theae two coaaenta together becauae they both 
lack any apo,cific reference■ to which we might h ply and 1,.,c■uH they both 
••em to have the u■e b■aic purpooe, that ii ta provide 1o■e le11al ba■ia for a 
court challenge to the !IS. Fiut, conaide r co-ent nuaber 17, vhich conuina 
• total of 87 vord1 . It rcfier• to "■iat■ken a1■umption1, .. "fantaaied 
number•," and "tilted opinion•••• But it doe• not cite a 11inglc exaaple of 
theae alleg~d error■• Lick of time ia cried•• the r e aoon for thio 011i1aion; 
huwcver, 1uch au .. cuao ring• ho I low in view of the fact that other •-enu 
run on fur a n additional eight pageo. 

~ t:::j ~ ~ ~ ~ c:::, t:::i c::J 
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co-nt nuaber Ill aaku the purpoa" of the 1lle11nion1 """" ct.,arer. Hero, w~ 
are told tlu,t youl 

11 ••• Tai11e objectiona againat •uy and all i ■aul!:11 of the dntft (aic) 
l!IS, nol b.,cauac anything ia wrong, ■ind you, (caphaaia add•d)but 
juat to comply with anything in Chapter 34), URS aml out to ao,ll 
our.ae:1',e• •hort bec•u•e of lack of ti•f.t to review." 

We uodeuund your do,lir" not to foreclu111 any pouibl11 h•&al optiun•, bot 
find it i■poHible tu provide any 1ubatantive reaponoe tu thi• c-nl. 

19. Suatai~ble Ylalda nf Water 

Page 1- 3, to which your cownt refosn, b in the s..-ary chapt"r of the ~ts. 
Thi■ account• [ur thtt n~la.tiv~ly brief tre:.at~nt g i v~n the w11t~r ia■ LH: the:re. 
A thurnur,h di1cu .. io11 of the 1ubject ..,y b., fuunJ in the 1naly1i1 uf wato,r 
rHourcea l•p•ct• pruented on page1 V-64 thruugh V-79 r,f the US. The.., 
P"lle• ducube the location of the ""lh that are propo10,d, preaenl data on 
the quality of water in r"pro:aentative wolh fr"'" throughout the rcgiun, and 
ceneral ly ■um.ar i&~ the b■••• for our cuoc lu•ion that pu■p•ge: would not e:ace:ed 
the aquifer'• •11euinabh: yi,'14, Kore deulled aoalyaH and a wat .. r rveuurc"" 
dev"1opaent pl ■n will be prepared and aub■ittcd fo• revi .. w by •npon■ible 
a111nciu if tlu1 Ceueul Plan a■e1ul ... 11t requut ia 11ra11ud by th" County 
Council. Thie review and approval pruce•• ie de:•igned tu io■ui-e that the 
vate:r reao1.u·ctt 1• utili~¥d in conaunaac1t with State and County policie1. 

20. CDa■iate11cy vith lcaa-ic Objectivea of tbe Ceoeral Pla11 

The complete pau•I" frua which yo11r cu-nt quoteo h H follow1, 

11,e prOfHJlcJ proj1tc~ i• 1~11er•lly con■ieteent v i. th the econo■ic ub• 
je:ctive• of StAtM •nd Cuunty plao■ and pol icit?:• and ia nut i11 
oppo■ition to the objective• relating to the cnvuun-ut and public 
facilitiea. Un:?: propo•a:d ptoj·~cc ia not in cunfuraance vith any of 
the aeo11raphicatly a1,ccific 1-nd uee plan& (~tate Land U.e Law or 
Hawaii County Cener■ I Plan u, Zonin1). 

1114:!••~ note that it rel"cra explicitly to conei ■ tcncy with the econoaic ubjec• 
tive• of Slatv and County Plan•, not to .111 of th~ goal11 and o~• vhi.:::h 
th~:, cun_c,1tin. Your- t.1bje11;tio11 •pp11ar1 to h■ve been ba1tul on • ■ia-readinll of 
our •t•t~~nt. A• lbe quutc above ■how■ t the EIS dov■, in f■ct, re,011niz..: 
that there ue a nuabo,r of i ncon1 i atenciu htween 01aiating plan• and lh• 
prupo11l. 
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Habulu>oa llubor lliDDr le•ort Deaiauti-. The ■iaor ruurt de•i1natio11 oa 
the Cene,al Plan .. p at llahukooa Harbar i• diacuued oa pa1e Vl-6 of tho 1!15. 
Since the owner bH indicated no i11te,eat in devdoping lhi■ land ■- a reaort 
are•• it waa not reaaoa■ble to ioclud• thi• eite io our deve:lup.ent acenario1. 
lf Caatle , Cooke abould decida to develop a aino• reaort there, Cou11ty 
••&ulationa would require that an enviro.-ntal ••a•■•-nt/i■pact •t•t•-nt 
be prepared to diacu11 lhe. .. ,.&•ific•tion••u i.e., it• i■p•cta. 

Hawaii Stale Plaa. The la•t aeiiteace in the firat full paragraph on pa1e 12 
of your letter atateu "It i1 hard to believe that 1uch an i■pnrtaot law (The 
State Plan, IIIS 226) la don" away vith in one Hnteoce in a report of ll~ 
page•... ln fact, youl" Cu.Mint ia 1"eferin1 to ■ t•t~aent■ ve .. de in Chapter' It 
the a.-.ry of the report. A full dhcuuion of tho, projec t'• relatioo•hip to 
the State Plan .. , be found on pa1ea Vl-1 tbrou1h Vl- l and p111e VI- 10 of the 
EIS. (Ple-■e note that page VI- 10 1bo11ld have been nuabered IV- 4 and the page 
nuabered aa Vl-4 ia really pa1e Vl- 10). 

Soci.al Iapllcatioa1 of tbe Project ( page 12, aecood full para1raph). You 
will find an eaha111tive tceat■c11t of the 1ocial iapacc. of the p,oj•ct on 
paae• IV- 58 lhrouah tVA84 of the !IS. Thia, in turn, ia a ·-•1 of a -ch 
lon11er r01port by Coaau11hy &uourcea, • copy of which ia 011 file with the 
Hawaii County Planning Dcpart■ent. 

21. c,aalaa Potential 

Nentioo of the fact tilat the dr7 c outal areu ar .. uaod for low-intenaity 
graaina h■• been added to page IV-l of the !JS. However, the pri■••Y di1-
cuHion of a11ricultural potential re .. lo• on paae• V- 7 throu1h V-9 and oo 
pa1ea Vll-2 and Vlt-l. 

The land con.idenbly .. uka of ltah11ko11a Harbo• aay or ■ay not be aui table for 
■acada■la outa if adequate i,,igation water ia providod. An i nveati11tion of 
that pr,tonti•l va• beyond the ■cope of our ■ tudy. The fact ,c .. in1 thal the 
land on and around the Kahukuna leao•t ■ ite 111d that ■iaht c oncenably be 
affo,cted by the propoaed proj11ct ia cl■uified by the United Statu Soil 
Conaervat ion Service u beio1 in capabi Ii ty c laue1 VI and VI I, I. •••, H 
having "aevere li■itatLona that -"• th•• larg"1y or cu■pletcly u111uitable to 
cultiv.tlon.0 Thia la reported 011 paaa V- 7 of the EIS. Had you• own d■e 
liaitationa not forced you to "11r.ip page•" H your •-nt nu■ber 22 iiidicated 
va1 nece11ary, you would have bee11 fa■iliar with thi• fact. 

22. Clarity of Preaeatatloa 

&kipped P•1••• It ia unfortunate that the EIS review ti.., 1chudule undated 
by the State'• ElS Re1ulation1 left you too little ti■e to rud the e11tire 
docuaent. A• i1 true of any technical doc.-nt, the ,epo•t co111iata of a 
I ••&• nu.be• of i M e•relaced piece• that are ■uat co■p•ehen■ ible if read in 

\._.-I 
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thu1r c,nt i rety. Your review (which yow h:c• "hclter-•ltc:l t ttr"') appc:•r• lo have 
b1ren tuu ruaheJ tu al lc,w 1uu the luaury of ,uch a coapreh~naavc tr.: .. launt anJ 
to h•vu l~d tu 11auy uf th~ a.1111tmJl!r•taudln11• ~•hibited u, yuur co..cnt• . 

T■bl• lY~27. l'.:acc pt in otati•tic el c uapendt ue• •· t■blu arc ■ lw•y• acant tu 
be read 1n conju1u.:taon wath the teat whach thuy aupport. Hc:vurtl11::l~•"• B~lt ,. 
Collin• ii Aa1ocil1tw1 alway• 111tt11tapt11 ,co thorou¥hly foutnote llu• tabie• u1ud an 
i u report• "" th•t thue may be reuJ and interpreted opautcly 1f do1rc·d. 
Upon review we find th11 t•ble tu be ea11ly umhrr•tood frc,s. th~ 1n!or111at1on 
that i• pruv lded. \hth r<1■pect to inter• t■blc reference■, thh ia • cu-unly 
ua~d t.ictuu~uv and i• the 2!!!.l ••n• by which t •bl•• can be k..:pt (rt.>■ t..cc011t ng 
o•erly long or repetitioua. A• clearly ■t■teJ in the ti ti• to the table, the 
projection date b the 71t■< 200~. 

T■ble JV-28, In dn early Jrdt of the EIS State and CuunLy eap.,nJiture• wure 
1h<.nm in th.t ••IK table: . Tl1e tvu •~r• o( d•l4 v.::rc 1ub1utqt1t:ntly bruke n ep 11ct 
for clearer pu,a,mt.ation. tnadvttrtcntly, ttut r~f-,r-t:nce contained 1n (uulnute 
1111•• nttt e10J1f i ed tu Mccount for thi.1 . Th• word•• "For bvth t he SL•l11 4ud 
County coluai1•" are bci n11 deleted fro• the r"viaeJ £ I S . 

Table IV-JO.. ••llOHk11 anJ .. WHR" Mre nut abbreviati une 1 they ant ahnply oa-.• 
1lven to eccn&c i o1 dt:lined by apccif i c cuabi.nat i on1 of paraat:le:r value• • 
i . e., by a 1pe ci(1c avt:r&gt: daily eapendi tur~. re11dcnt population inc:cl!a~~•• 
etc.. Thtt rtt ard only thr~I! al.lbr~viat1on• in the table . On• ut tlu:1t:, 0 8/C 
aatio, •• 1• a very cu-only 1ued abbn:v1at1on fur 0 8.:nefit:Coat laLlu." The 
ottuu· two t-=r•• are not (&a1l1ac to lay-p•r1on•• but they are .Jvl1n1td Ul the: 
footnote• tu th~ tMble . 

ll,___lurde11a- Ti- Ll■lt• 

1 thoroughly ■pprwd,tte th• fruetrallun that yuu '""' •• thw n •ult o l the 10 -
<l■y ti""' llmH 111poaeJ un t ho, rn i ev pe rioJ by the State'• t:IS rellwlalluno . 
Unfortunately, th•t li■ltatiuit h •"•"thing over wlu ch B1tlt, Cullin• , 
Aaauc1atca tu• oo di11cntt1on•r1 1,1owe r . You •ho11lcJ be aJ.vi • c d , howcv~ r , thal 
ve have not .. c.ut- uff any rttv i c:w• t U t arri ve aft~I' 10 Jay•. 0 Ou Lhe contrary , 
ve: are reapund i ng tu .all ChiJ c.oa:aent1 receiv.ed up ontil tlu: tuK the re:v11e;J 
EIS ioea tu p•~•• • 
Shoul&l you dtit•i rtt: ,c:o aue the reitulatiuna ch,an"ed ,, I •u11ae:•t you cunt act thtS 
Stat~ tnviron■~ntat Quality Cuuai a11ion anJ m&k.c yo1.&r vie:va kuuvn. n,. Cuu1:u1 -
oion'• aJJ,-eu i1 Kuo• JUI , )SU Ualultauwil• Strc-.< /Uonul ulu , Howdai 96111). 

14. (!:ftecta u11 crl _ __ late• 

Stalhti cal ubl4U , , ., l nt.:nJud tu pt escnt n"'""ric■I d•t• in • cl,:a r, 
accqr-ate:, anJ •ucc11h:t ■■11111:r . 1&. iw our b~li.-=f that T•blc IY- 16 doe1 th•• 
and doc• i t well . Cc1aw: rate• for Horth anJ South Kona ■ra= n:poct~J luM,cthe:- r 

,--, r-1 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ c=:l 

Hr . Kenry A. Roe• 
Au&u•t 27, 19111 
Pagt: Fuurteen 

bacau111 •hat h the vay the Hav■ii Co11nty l'oh ce Dep■rt■ent •1111re11atee iu 
wt•ti ■ r: ac• , not• •• you au11e•t• ber;auee we wl,lnsd to cunc~•• aoae fact or 
trend , On the co11tc■ry, crime rate■ for llorth anJ South ltona vHe i ncluded in 
T•bl" JY-36 ■peciflc■lly becau•c they •how that Ilona hu • cd..., rate that i• 
■uch hi11luor than North llohala 'a . 

By tlu, v•Y• your calculatlon of c r ime rate& i11 North r.uhal• and Nurth Kon■ u 
• percentage of the County ■ver■ae appear to be mietalten. baeed on 1919 cr1•e 
dot■, Put I cri .. r■tu per bu11dred reaidenta for Horth lluh■ l■, South Kot.ala, 
North and South 11:on• co•bined, anJ U■w■ii County u • vhole vere 2.74, 5.02, 
6 . 72, and 5 , 11 reapectinly (aee Table IV- 36) . t:•preuin1, ti,.,.., cdae rate• 
•• per centage• of the County ••• r•a• give■ the follovin11 

Dutrlct 

Horth Kuh■ I• 
South ICoh■l■ 
llurth- South Kon■ 

l'art 1 Criae llate aa 
Percvn_tage o( County Aver•1• 

51 
CJ) 

125 

Theae f i &uru ■-lte i.t hr clo,■rer than the nllOObero ciuoted 1n your letter that 
North ltohda h • veritable haven fro■ eerioua er••• at the preoent t i■e. To 
have prcHntcd th" voluainou• data you requeated (L,e., the eotirl! County 
cri•e report) would, in our op1n1on, have obfuecated the ioaue, not clari.flcd 
it, and wu not included in tho !IS for that reuon. The effectiveneH of our 
approach i a de•on•tr■ted by the fact that all of the poi nt• r■ieed iu your 
letter re11arJin1 thi■ iuue ■ay be •n•vered by rderina to the data that we 
pro•iJed. 

2S. P,A.A.S, Surver 

On p■&el 14 throuah 18 of your letter, you uia" • number of interrelated 
poinu de■Ho& with the ad.,qu■cy of the April 198D aurvey of ltohal■ ruident•' 
oprnione on ruort .i .. v.,lopaent. It i■ difficult to detumine the •&1ct nuaber 
of 1epar■ll! i■■uea you are c-ntiu& on,•• there ia no l1•t1ng of i••ue1 or 
1ubhe■d1ng• on the•e fuur pagea , The coaaent■ ace■.,d to be ba1wd on ai•aajor 
point• which are ■ddreued under aep■rate •ub~hudin&• belov. 

I, Deacriptioa of lletbodolo1J• 
and 

2 • .lc:ceptabUltJ Df Hetbodolo1J• It ia true th11t the PMS report doe• not 
ducrib• it• •••plin11 ■ethodolo&Y • For thia reuon, dunna the preparation of 
the ans we turned to the •cope of work PMS 1ub•itted to hlt , Colt i n• l 
Auoci.at«a oo July l t• 1979 111d incorpor■teJ u,e aethodotou deocription 
tho l n tu Lha Eli. 

c::1 c::J t=::i c=:l c::::'J t::::I c::; ~ r::::, 



L-..l. 

X --I 
00 
VI 

c:) CJ 

Hr. Henry A. lluu 
Augu•t 27, 1981 
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CJ C} c::> c:) CJ c=J 

l11 11rder to rupond u, th10ee c.,_.,nr ■ In your letlo,r, tlu, l'MS olf iciab whu 
Je1i11ned and eup,,ni ■ed fieldin11 of the aurvey, Dr. D•nid II. T .. ttle 011d 
Hr. Ila.Iler 0aakoJa, uera: contacted. WI! than lear-n~d ti.at PA.AS altered it• 
U•pling appruach when In the field in a11 atto,•pt lo provide • .oro, estenove 
H•ple. Th"refore, we are .. Hn11 the f.,lluwing c han1"• tu tho, .:urro11l du■• 
cription under th., BurveJ KelhodDIDIJ ho,ading un paae• lV- 78 a11d IV- 79 of the 
t:ISl 

o n,e fiut foll p•ra1rapl1 on P•i:e IV-79 wit I be replaced with I 

Public Affair. Advioury Servicea nri11inal ly plann.,d • pinpoint 
1a■plin11 technique, which would hav., involved intenoive duur- tu- duur 
peraonal contact pcocedurt!• only in •elected aeographu!•l arc••• 
However-• to i■prove the repre1entalivcne11 of the 1aaple1 tll~ 
co•pany in•tead chu■e to atte■pt to reach every re•1dcnt1al huuain11, 
unit in North and Suuth Kohata. lnevi tably, au■e hou■eholdo could 
not bu approached bacau■e they WtOrt! tou i~olatad to find ur bec:auae 
•o- thre.r to • •urvey vorkoc ' • peuonal ufety (e.g., guard dug) 
v•• pntaent. 

o The following wi II be ... b.rituted for the Hcu11d ■eoto,nce in the aecond 
full paragupl, on pa,., IV-791 

n1e retu■.111 1'411:c a.ong rl!:11ident• who Vl!re coutacted "•• t:•ttaatcd lo 
be appru&iaatl!ly ei11ht percent, However, m, reci,rd ., .. kept of the 
muaber uf bouaehulJ■ at vllich noboJy waa hoae. In auch c••e•• nu 
•urvey in■truaent va■ left 1 and no return viait■ were ude. 

o A new finel paragraph under thi■ headin1 will be added to page IV- 19: 

n,., 1980 U.S. C,moue rei,oru the population uf Nortl, Kubala.,.,. J,24!1 
and the population i,f South Kohala wu 4,607. n,uo, the oa■ple of 
261 Nurth Kohel• rH idl!nta repruanu t!i&ht percent of th• total 
population uf that di•trict, and the ••■pie of 2110 South Kubala 
re■ idanta reprea,mu nearly •ix percent of the total population uf 
that di■trict. TI•• aa■ple t11u1 repruenu even higher l'"rcont•t:"" 
of the adult l'Opulation of ICohala, altlluugh euct percl!nt•Be• canm•t 
yet bl! detec•ineJ bee.au■~ the Cen•u■ Burttau ha■ not r.:porteJ any agl!: 
brl!akdovn for ffavaii 1 a population. 

Since PMS w,mt out of buainea■ in ud:, 1981, their c-p•n:, record• ••" no 
lonao,r •••ilable. n,ua, th" d•crlptio11a of ti•• actual 11ethodolo11y u■ed are 
baaed on Dr. Tuttle'• and Hr. Otakoda'a ■e■urie ■• 

l. O.luioa of Table aud l!tbaic lrealldDtlll of s.-,te. lt i1 tru• that thi: 
EIS includ,u only a few of lhe 3~ table• contuned in the full, lllTpat:e l'AAS 
l'epurt. Table 18, •huwi:n11 nthit1ic br411!•kliown uf the •••plc, i• .aaonli thoee 
o•iltc:J. Howt!vc=r, • aurc= gen~r•l ,..,...ary of the= au1■ple'• ethnic­
chu■cteri ■ tlc• du.,. •Pl'"•r on p•ir.e IV- 79 oi the US. 

CJ CJ CJ CJ 

Hr. llenry A. au .. 
Au11u1t 27, 1981 
Pag~ Si &teen 
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You aoaert 011 pa1e 16 of your letter that it h an "acceplabl,o _,hod aocio• 
11raphically" to c-pare the 1980 North lohala u•ple ethnic breakdown with the 
1910 Cenoue fi1ure1 becauoe the population ia North Kohala "re .. ined autic 
ov.r the■e ten yean." In bet, a 1reat deal uf out■iarat ioa and coapen■-tiag 
i,,.icr•tion occurred in North Koh•la during thl! 1970■• The current ethnic 
breakdown uf the populatioo vill re .. in • 1Utter for ■peculatioD until aore 
detailed 1980 U.S. Cen■u1 reault• are available. n,er•fore, we do not a1reo 
that the co•pariaon vith the 1910 figure■ is an "acceptable ■ethod." Furlher­
■ore, the deviation■ you 1hov are ■oderate at worat and would be unlikely to 
have a great effect OD overall re■ulta. De■oaraphic biHe1 ia a oa■ple are 
pre■ent only if (I)• de■oaraphlc group h■• been under-repre■onted or over• 
repreao,nted, !!!f U) the opinii,u expreued by thu 11ruup .,,., 11r eatly 
dtfferent, on the aver•&•, fr.,. opinion• e1pre1■ed by other 1roupa. Part II 
of the l'AAS report 1ho11a only ■ioor difference• •aona ethnic aroupo in 
reaponeeo to the 1980 •urvey queatioD■• 

4. qe area...._ of s-.,le. Aaain, the c-pari1on t11 the 1970 Ceo1u• 
figuce■ h Inappropriate. And utbe■-tically wei11htln1 thot rot ■ult1 tu con­
fur■ to the 1910 age diatribution would be unlikely to have a aub■taDti■ l 

i■pact on the overall re■ulta, judging fr- tbe •11• difference• 1hovn in Part 
11 of the PMS report. 

~. Suney QueatiN ie Table IV-40 of the IIB. ln order for the aurvey 
reeult■ to be included in the EIS, the aurvey ubviouoty had to be conducted 
prior to the doc.....,Dt • • co■plation. Once the l!IS waa .. de pub I ic the re­
aultiDII public knowledge of tbe prDpo■-1 awl it• likely i■pacle could have 
affected attitude■ ia either a po■itive or a De1ative vay. l'ubic education i• 
a ujor purpooe of the EIS proce■•• the 1urvey reault■ are a Je■cription of 
public attitude■ prior to the dia■e■in■tlon of .ore detailed infor■atioD 
about the project. Thu1, it i• an i nherent feature of any EIS that publi ca­
tion of the docu■..nt itaelf could chan1e any public attitudu deocribe d 
thereinj at th., •- ti-, the 1urvey reoulu are •till a valid depiction of 
public att i tude& at the tl■e the ■urvey waa tak•n• 

It i■ correct that the wordiag of the queation you referred to duea not 
1pecifically ■ention coado■ioi• unit•• However, it could be ar1ued that ■-Dy 
rupondeau would have a difficult ti■e vl ■uali&in& a project fro■ a 
■athe■-tical ducriptioa of iu di■en■ioo■ and characteriatic■, ■11J would 
have an e•oier ti■e vhuali&ina the project throu1h reference to • nearby 
dev,dop■ent of approai■ately the •- aature and ■agnitude. The phrue "like 
ICe■uhou" ., .. inaerted i11 the quaedoa for thh ro,uon. Although leaubou ia a 
•••Iler developaent than the propoeed Hahukon• lteaort ulti■■tely wgu(d be, it 
ia ■till the beat ■pproai■-tion ta be found in We■t Hawaii , You a1■ert that 
■any North ICohala reaideau are not f-■iUar wlth ICeauhou and/or iu con­
Jo■ini1a1. It ia difficult to prove or diaprove thi■ u■ertioa without 
another ■urvey. Oott of the aoet difficult ta■k• in a1nv11.y re■e•rcb i• to 

L--.i 
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•••urc publac n:acl1un to ,11 propos~l which ha• many ••p111cta, bccaumt: ll 11111 
ah,ay• neceaaar y for pr4ctac~l re•111on• to givu an overaia.plifie=d _,t:ra,vn uf 
th" propo1ed -••urc 1n thc a11r'ley que•tion ,., Ft:w r-c11ponJ1::nC.1rt lfl l l read ,.. 
co■vtea, ■ulti-paie dc■cri.-tiou of the prupo•al bttfore iiv,n.:. th,d r Ol'Ullon 
on it. ln th i• ca■u, the elellM!nt of conJumi niwa• at Hahukona wA1 i&1JJ I icJ by 
n"■ple but nut ■ado opeclfic. Your boli..t th.r a majouty uf North ltuh•l• 
re:1identa \loul.J ••Y •Ho• to a project wath l,200 condo■i.niiim •.nuta could only 
be te11teJ through another pruf~••iunally• conductcd aample: ■ urvc.,. 

ln rc■pon11e to yuur cu1111a<nt we a t 111 ch•n•i.ng the ticl.: ut T11bl111 IV-4U to 
111Coh4la lle»idtmt• • Rcacti.on to • H4jor lleaort Uev~lopaacnt an the H.ihukona 
Are.a" and in tha: tuat ou P•K.e IV ... 82 which di8c1.111e1 th11 table the phra•e 
111uch a pn.>Jcc.t " will b-:: ,1ub•t.atutad fol' 1

•t111: rrojectu tu c lt.u1rly ahuw that 
r• ■pondent• were r~&ct ln.i to & 1en,u ·al que1t1on• Mbout re111url da:ve lupmit!ut 
rather th11n a ap•ci fie d••c:lopaent prupo .. 1. 

6. Suney Qua■tioa in T•blc 11 of PAAS lleport. Th• objoctio11a you havo: tu 
th1• qu1:1t1on 11re 1rr~levant bec.44u1.:: mntber the que11tion nur th1:: t1::1ult• tur 
the quii::•l i.usa au:. ua11J in thts !1S. 

Coaclwliu& Noto. You ou1n:eat that the PAAS aur,,.,y b ao flawod that al I 
refel'enc.ea tu it ■hould be d11lete:d froa the EIS. While the aurvt:y m.i.y nut 
have bet!n p~rf~c.t. no aurvey ev4:!r i• • n.e imp.:rfect1ons are not ,o ,er1uut1 aa 
to w11runt do:htion of result• fr0111 tho: E:1S. It ■hould bo 11utod that th~ 
re■ul u apply tu r"■identa' att itudoe ao of Apri I 1980 and that anotbc1' •urvoy 
would be r•quir"d to dctor■ine curr .. nt attitudea. 

fjnat C-J1t■ (p.lB). 

As indicMt•d in the pr•c•ding ruponoea, a cardul nview uf your l"tc"' 
rev•al ■ thal IDCJ■t of tht: q,u,,tion■ you raiac&l •re alrtsady •111:.wc:red 1n tht: l::lS 
or .are b~11t:tl on a mi ■ rl!atling of th•t Jocu■tnt. In• few 1n1Hani.:t!a yuur point• 
• ·re wet l tak~n. ~nd tltu revi ■ed EIS wi 11 in.carpur ate appr-uJJd,o11t~ chamgu• . A• 
111>ted on pa,., lX• 2 of the 1::1S, the lohala Cu-unity Auociation wu con•ult.,J 
durin11 the prepuntion uf the t:IS, and idor■atiun provided by ito ■-m~•r• u 
incurpor.-c.e:d inl@ tht: r~port + 

Kabibit .. , .. , Hcllli0i-&od1a1 Coocen1in4 Habukou lleaor-t 

Eahibit 
11

A" 1i1hich 1• .uttaclu~d to your l~t tel' <:on11i.at1 of que•t10111 which ve 
t11ceivt:d un.Jt:r •t:pdt4tt.u cuvt:r from the K.t>h•l• Coaaunity A11aoc1atum. A covy 
of our r11•pun11e to those qul!:•tion■ i• attached .. 

&ahibit "B"; PilS Stud..I, Critical l"oiata 

Thi• att ■ch■ent appe:ara to a:ont ■ iu rou1h nulttll ••di.! by •0&c:unt: t.:vi.e\lini the 
r1:11ul ta uf the r~poi-t u( the •uirv~y conduct~d for Huhuk.ona Propa:rt u:» by 

r--1 r-, r=-, r---, ~ r-4 r--, c--, ~ ~ 

Hr. Henry A. Jlou 
Au11u•t 27, 19111 
l'•t• Eighteon 

Public Affair• Adviaory Service (PAAS). Whill! a f •w of the item■ are in the 
fona of critici•••• 110,t •re •i■ply oba11rvac i ,oa1. Becauee: the ccitici••• 
duplic ate co-nta we have re•ponded to previou■ ly, ue are not di■ co,uing lhem 
f1.1rthe r+ 

One" again let • thank you for the dfou )'W • o ·c: 1 .. arly put into te"'i"wln& 
th• Hahukona Reeort EIS. Your co-nt■ have ■ado it po• ■ ible tu eli■i111te 
■cveral ■iat ■kea ftom the doc.-nt and to clar ify a few p■•••s•• • I hope the 
m■teri■l we have provided abo,e i■prove■ your under■ tandin& of the EIS. 

PJ\hgh■ 
attachment• 
CCl Hawaii County Planning Depa~t■ent 

Envhonaenul Qudity Co■aiuion 
Hahukona Propertie■ 
co-unity lleaource■ 

~ ~ ~ ~ 

:erely, 

~.,~.()~ 
L1 

~ ~ t=::i 

I 

c:, 
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tl,ArAAU, IIA .. 'Alt ,.,n !IIJ, <~11111~ & rn()CJAl!S 

1•~,..~- S , 1"U0 

5 I dnoy 1"11\:. .-, 
llawatl Count\' 1:. L ,1111in~1 ()ir• , · t n s-
11 I) o, 11,1\Uli i 

Dear Mr. 1'111, r: 

I wnul,1 Jil:r! lo 1.1 •• 1nl: y o u ro,· tt" ••~1 ,ll, u 4 jul , 
\•uur of:"\,· c ,lltJ ih 1hl· cnvh-... t~ Hu ,i1 .. ,1 1• , _, ... r.,!, u l for· 
thr. prop□!j.L•d Huhul;c,nr1 nevrl CJ!.,., u·ut :- out la ot I ,~1p,1I· ,th I 
Sl,,tc huk In 110,· Lh l:<,hil1il. 

The t:oha]a Co1rmu1uity ."\! !loC:iiJti•~• f'i l •-; ilh •-•• ll •11•JlOh 
Chu il041 oUu~rs lct!il re 1r - it • ... ~ th, ,,,,c ~•· ••hr Jrojnr] 
cunCl'll!;u:i <>f l:hc 4..:(JIC.au,,., t :· 1 h 1: ... , ... ,, ... . ,, r' .. ,, v,,)fJr.1.l'\il ~nt 
.,,as u11~!,d; I :,f;u;lo1 v iu c•vc•1·, • "-'• I .1111 q:l:u4 In l,·.-,irn 
t:h11t Liu~ Cnuul:y 1•i;u11n1t~• t'i f ••, J1l •·n 1·,,• ' ;""'rinur. 
r,?!it~1-v,1I iou:; ,al1ou1· thi !~ ,1, v,, J ,•qt,t 'ul in pi11 I it· ul,1r, ttufl 
lnlcrmrdi,Jtc- fl•~vrt,,pm, nL Ju •· 1,, f "ll h \ r.,, th l~< •hala. 

ThC?re cu·c p1.-c1our (r•u .,.-,~e1.:; 1 •• """ 1 in ltti~ '.l i1l c uldr:h 
hdVC uol· !.ill~c,uolu•d to 111,L , lr-1.•- l')fu l .:, rtnl J ,,, !; - J 
sincerely hope lh,d 11orU1 l: ll-h ·•I •• •-ill r,•1;: ,itr, t J tl• ' nr 
lhcse fo,:• many y,,,u :i 1 o ,r, .r1, 

/\•Jain, t.lh1nJL you In,· ,, ,r1,•rt iu11 n, .... ,~'*"''urdt 
In thl!: m,11:1 N·• 

.'i i nL·r- r,-1 •, , , 
{;.{l : : i ,. 

Cl1tJr I ,-~. t!111 in, ,, .n. 

j ll' r 1 ,·r- :". t: 

CJ CJ c:J 0 CJ C} CJ a CJ C) 



Mah,,110 1,a I ropct· L i1.:,1 
lle lt , Collin:; ... rn1 /1:;:iocl;;t,rn 
7115 f'ort St.r1,el, Sui le 511, 
Honolulu, O'ahu 
9601) 

A.lolrn mui , 

~ If. @ I?. 11 V 1;:: fl» 
JIJI :!. 0 1981 

Ill T. (OIIIH~ & rnoums 
ll,.HUIJh I'. . !iJwi 111:1.-1• 
Kuku i 'oh il-1.li 
R.tt. # I, ~ox ]97 
llolu., Lo,, , 11,n,al • i 
967~5 

July 16, 19fll 

l r1:cently had l htl OPIJOrtunity to r1:viuw the fina l l,;1tvirorn,mntu 1 

Impact StuLunu.Hll for the propos ed Ma.hukonu fropcrtii::; dcvulop111c1,t 

in Sou th 1; ohula. 

',/hilc uouuy of the quc~t iurnJ rui!lcd in t.hiu l,;1S .. r t;;! innovuti vc. :,u-,h 

n,; t ho :.;c portuining to :;ocial i1npac t:1, I fountl P1uch of thi= ,t i:.;cu s ­

siun too guni=ral to bu con:;itlered appropriate f<>r a final l>I S. 

In an cfl"ort to ~uin more infonnation 011 thu upcc i fi c ar·chualocy 

~ i nvo l vcct i n l.l1u pr u juct, a coll cguc trj u,l to obta iu u copy o f tho 

~ archu" lug ical r·1Jpu1·t(s) l'rom tilt:! llaw .. i' l County Plan11ing 1Jep<1rlna,nt 

00 on July R+ l')fll , lmt fouutl none available, 'l'hc publ ic c annot 1:ia1n­

tuiro an infonue,t po:;ition if such infonnation is not 1nadu av.,ilable:. 

,--, 

On I'"!'." VI ''• a ,li!.;cussion of the projuct objuct.iv<la antl gu i<lelinc:1 

bui111: conu i :.. tant with thu objectives antl gui<lt:!linu:, or the 11..twai' i 
County l·l!mninu Cuu11111 0:.lion anll Planning IJupartment. Hut with 1'Cll::.rd 

to thu di:1,:um.1lu11 of 1,1u11- 1na1lu hi:Jloa·ic ru,iourcu:J within the Cl, , 

ar,m the IICl'C a111J IICI IJ objuctlv1rn aml (!uillt:lin,rn aru noted bu t 11ut 

tho:ic of thu pn,jcct . 

1'hu tunu "mi lit~" Liou" i:i used fre11utJnlly to de!lcri bu trual111◄ 1 11t of 

a1•chualo,:i c :a i lt!:l 11ot :.1ui tablu for prt::Jcrvatio11, but I am not clc,11· 

u:i to what :ipuciric action(u) will mitiitatu thu llustruction of ::uch 

oi1.cn. 

'l'hr, ru i,; u l :;<> no ,:puci fie :.;Lalcmcnt ol' how the :ii tu.; 11n::1c11 t vii Lh" 

i•ahukona l'ropc,·tiu i, 1111111 will aill in arunverint: fuc.il <JUc,1 tion9 or 

r'"'""7 ~ r.--, ~ c=-, ~ c:::, ~ 

cul t ura l iinportancc, or even l'lhat the ex..1c \ quu:itiom: w.l ttl regard 

to lalill tc11uru/munaccm1:nt an•I :ioclul stratil'ication a n,. · 

t,ny inronnatlon that you can :,hare with me ln thc:;c 1,iattcrs will 

be gruatly appruciated. 

l.lahalo, 

\ \. •JiU:\,,\, ~~'-""'\'1S'" 
cc , 11.., ... 1' i County Pla,ming Oopurtmcnt 

Dubbic Chang Abreu, Pre~ •• Ila 'Aluhl.! l c 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i:::, c::::, 



CJ 

X .... .... 
I 
00 

'° 

CJ c:::J C) c::> 

.na~ 
'-'IW 

Belt, Collins & Associates 
A Jh,i~ion uf Lyon Assuc1.11l~ fm:urJ"llrJh . .J 
£.a1r;1n--n • 11.ifUM"h • ·..&.J•4M.t..~ At1t1ftnl• • A•♦hll..--.1• 

~• .... I&.•-..... ;;nt-1!1itunl.._.._.,, 111 ... ,~ l • ...,.._4_1 UI 't .. l .... ,,. U1•1U 

K• Kannah K, Springer 
Kukui 1 ohiw1i 
R.R. II, BuK 191 
Holualoa, H•wai'i 96725 

Dear K• Spri n11e r1 

c::) 

t:nviro1,-11tal l•pact SuteMnt for th<t Propuoed 
Hahuk<11J~ !le~11~t Project, North lohala1 Hawui 

c:J c::) 

Augu■ l 27, 1991 
IIIAC-14Sl 

Th■nk 7011 fur your letter dat .. d July 16, 11191 resarding the t:nvirunaental 
l•pact State ... nt (EIS) for th• prupo■t!d Hahukona Re■urt, lie apprec,at1: the 
~i•t: you apa::nt r~via:vint the docWM:nt and prt:p■ring youc C.lHIDtmta. Your 
qut:•tion■ ci.mc~rll five a&Joc topic•t ,1nJ 1 will addre■■ e•ch of tht:■ below. 

Ce■eral Nature of the l!lS 

The Hahukon. lle■ort l!lll wu pro,par"d to accoapany an application by Hahukuna 
Prop~rtic•, the li ■ lttul partner•hip which own• thtt re ■ort ■ ite, tor a chan~tt 
ln thtt H•vail County Gcn~l'•I PIHi needed to pcrait the: Je:vclopaent of an 
44 tntt=rtMtdiatu re ■ort••. At thia early •t•1• in the developtet:nt proce■■ 1 only 
the bHic reoort conupt hH been defined, and it ia tl1•t concept fur which 
Kahuknna l'ropertie■ •• ■o,•kin11 County approval io the to .. of the C,rnt!ral Plan 
.aaendaent. lf the amendment i ■ 1ranted, ~it her in vholtt or in part, the: 
devclopt!r- wi.11 lit:! in a po■itaon lo proc~ed to a aore det.ailed de■i1n pha■~. 

Hu.eroua otl,er land u ... approval■ auat be obuined before tin, project could be 
i■ple..,nted; theeo •re ido,ntified 11n pa111!■ Ylll-2 and Ylll • l of the EIS and 
incluJe • State Land U•e lliatrict buuncl•cy aaendaent, a Special H•na1,e-.:=nt 
Area p,:rmit, and a chan1• in County Zc,ning. In order tu ubLain lh••• lt ,oil 
bat neceaaary for the Jevl!loper of each project within the= ov~rall re1,ort to 
•ub■i.t c11'lironaent■ l •••t.t••~nta and/or envirulllkntal i■p■ct atatt:mt!Rt: ■ which 
preacnt dl!talli!d de■cdptiun• of th" pcupo■.,d taciluiu, 1n-dcpth an•ylou 
of potential i■pa&:ta, and apccific ■iti1ation meaaur~•~ 

It i■ iapoulble to provide a aore dcuihd impact ■nalyu■ than w havto doue 
without ■oro, dotailed pla11a. In order to pccparo, aore do,tailed plan1, ■uch 
•or~ e11.L~n•ivl!: l!n-'ineerin1 •Rd d-=•i10 atudie:11 wciuld b~ rt!qui rl!d a Th~•~ 
atuditta are very cu1lly, anJ the iufor■■t.lon that thl!y would p~ovid~ would not 
■ ub.11tantially h•pi-uv.e the Couuty 4 • ability to aake the cho1cea tha.t an, 
aece•••r-y ut tlai11 11tage in lh~ deci•ion-.. kin& proceaa. In f.ac:t. it la. our 
be-lief that adJitional volu~• of d•t• and diacua■ioa wuuld t~nd t.o ub•cur~, 
T&tber than i l luai11ale, th~ ct::ntral ia•ue• of 1ruwth ■an•g~aacut. Their in­
c lu■ iu11 in th,: t:1S wuuld au•t co:rtainly •ake the olocu■cut .ore liulky and 
difficult to r~•d, lhertsb)' lu1■1uering it■ .ability to •ervt:: a• • uacful •ourcc 
of infor.ation. 

"' ....... -.,.4 .... ..,,, ._... -..r...a .. lli .. '4,t,.-Ll ., ..... J, L.-.. r l..-f•.-t••w ................ - .... "' ....... 1i.1-"""""'' 11..Ary. 
\'nJ.rwl . .... .__ ......... :.. "t.- t-,.-.-~~A,.--.A ..... ~t· 1 l-.1"""'4.ltl .......... l"'Wl.,tJL •~w .... Jlt W..t.u~t--'-.A&..W .... ~ .,._...,.J , • ...__....._ 11--. t N-it ,..._. r 1·,..-a, ...... J"nty I WMc 

CJ c::J c:J C) 

H• Hannah IC. Springer 
Augu■ t 27, 1981 
Page Two 

{=:) CJ 

Availability of Arcbaeological Survey .. aulta 

CJ CJ CJ 

At the tiae the 1!1S waa written it waa our belief that a copy of the liahop 
Ku■"ua' ■ uchaeolo1ical aurvey report WH un file with the H•w•ii County 
Planning O..partaent. On July 141 1981 w received a tell!phono, call from the 
Pla11ni111 D"partaent informing u• tbat they did out have a copy of the ■tudy. 
Aa a rl!•ult of that cell, a copy of the aurvey report wae forwarded to tbe 
Planning Departaent iamediately. l apolo1ise for- any inconvenience or other 
proble .. thia -■y have cauaed you, 

Biatoric leaource• 

In aueablinJ the -■■ter copy of U,e report before pagiaatin11 it, page■ YJ~4 
and Yl-10 were in■dvo,rtently exchanaed for on,: ■notl1<1r. Nence, the page 
appearin1 u p•Je Yl-4 ■hould be -■ rited pa1e Vl- 10 a11d the c.,_nt n1ardia1 
the project 'a co11■ i■te11cy with the hi■toric reoourcu objective Hated at the 
botto■ of th■t page -■J be found on p■ge Yl-11. 

-.Citi1■ tioa Nea■u~••• 

The ••ning of tha te .. "■1ti1atio11" aa it ia ,...,4 in the diacuHion of 
arch■eolo1ic •ite• depend■ upoo the ■pecific circua11tance■ of the re■ource: io 
que•tlon, particularly it■ location, character, relative valu~. i■port■nce •• 
a aource of uee:ful acientific infora■ tion, and apiritu■ l a■aociationa and/or 
•ianlficaoce. ln ca■ea vti.ere t l1e value ia acientific, i■ laraely independ11:ot 
of the re■ource:•• continued pre1enc.e iu ■ itu, and deriv■• laTaely fr011 the 
■ite' ■ ability to yield •anin1ful loforution when ■ubjected to laboratory 
■tudy, it •ay be appropriate to record the circua■tancee of tbe aite and 
remove tbe object( ■). l11 other io■tance■, "•B•t the pre■ ence of a he'iau 
poueued of Jreat 1piritual .. na (power) or ai11nificance, ■1iti11uion -■y 
require that the: re■ource and aubetaatial aurroundin1 area re .. in int•ct .and 
reaaonably well in■ulated fro■ aurrounding activitiea. 

lelatloo••lp to focal Quo,otiOGa of Arcbaeology 

The Bi.loop Ku■eua'a archaeological aurvey report contains ■oae di■cu■■ion of 
thl! focal question■ io Hawaiian archa■oloJy le»p•cially in regard to the 
proceu of aocial cha111a) aa they relate to the Kab,.kuna le■ ort ■ite. lie bave 
attachl!d the relevant aectioo of their report for your u•"· 
Thank you again for your ca..enta. If there i■ any additional infor.ation we 
••Y provide, pleaae call.., at 521-5361. 

P.Jll1gh• 
Attachment 
cc: Hahukuna Propertie• 

<jncerelyA. • ~!k 
~~Q,e 

Hawaii County Planning Depart-nt 
!nviro11..,ntal Quality co-iuion 

C:J 
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APPENDIX A. DERIVATION OF EMPLOYMENT, POPULATION, 
AND HOUSEHOLD GENERATION FACTORS 

EMPLOYMENT 

OPERATIONAL EMPLOYMENT 

Direct, On-Site Employment 

This report's estimate of long-term, on-site employment is based upon the ultimate 
completion and stabilized operation of the visitor facilities that have been proposed. 
Operational employment has been calculated by Hastings, Martin, Hallstrom and 
Chew, Ltd. (September 1980:16-19) on the basis of an average ratio expressed in terms 
of the number of jobs per hotel room, condominium unit, or square foot of commercial 
space. For hotel operations, the statewide average was calculated at approximately 
0.70 jobs per room. A recent study focusing on Big Island hotel operations revealed a 
County average of about 0.60 employees per room (SRI International, December 
1978:IV-15). This employment-to-room ratio varies from project to project, depending 
upon hotel size and the kind and quality of service that is offered. Small, cut-rate 
hotels in Waikiki have ratios of less than 0.5 employees per room. At the other end of 
the scale, the Mauna Kea Beach Hotel, a luxury facility situated in an isolated area, 
has an employee-per-room ratio that ranges from 1.8 to over 2.0. 

For the purposes of this study, it was assumed that the first hotel at each new resort 
would have an employee-per-room ratio of 0.85. This ratio reflects all on-site hotel 
employment and all employment related to the maintenance and operation of proposed 
recreational amenities which must be developed concurrently with the first hotel. 
Subsequent hotel development is estimated to generate direct employment based on a 
0.70 jobs-to-room ratio. This is consistent with the existing State and Hawaii County 
averages for hotels in established resort areas. 

Direct employment resulting from the condominium development is expected to have a 
smaller impact than hotel projects. A survey of visitor-oriented condominium projects 
on the Big Island revealed an average ratio of 0.14 full-time and 0.04 part-time 
employees per condominium unit (SRI International, December 1978:IV-18). This 
number is generally consistent with the 0.26 jobs-per-unit ratio reported by Hastings, 
Martin, Hallstrom, and Chew, Ltd. (September 1980: 18) for Neighbor Island apart­
ment-hotel projects. The proposed Kohala Coast condominiums are expected to have 
employment ratios slightly lower than these because they will probably be marketed to 
owners who are less inclined to actively rent their condominiums than owners of units 
in more urbanized resort areas. Hence, the employment estimates developed by 
Hastings, Martin, Hallstrom and Chew, Ltd. (September 1980) were based on an 
average of 0.15 jobs per unit. 

l{esidential single-family development is estimated to have little or no impact on 
primary employment. Planned resort commercial development is expected to require 
roughly one employee for each 200 square feet of gross floor area. 

To estimate the effect of the increase in job opportunities on the number of persons 
employed (i.e., the employed labor force), a jobs-to-persons conversion factor of 0.92 
is incorporated into the analysis. The 0.92 conversion factor adjusts for multiple job 
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holdings exhibited by the employed labor force and corresponds to t he general County 
average as calculated by Hastings, Martin, HalJstrom and Chew,. Ltd. (September 
1980: 19) on the basis of State of Hawaii Department of Labor and Industrial Relatjons 
statistics, and u. S. Bureau of the Census data. 

Indirect, Off-Site Employment 

As a result of the direct, on-site employment and the increased basic economic 
activity generated by the Mahukona Resort, there will be additional off-site employ­
ment generated, both within and without the North/South Kohala impact area. The 
level of secondary or indirectly-generated employment to be created within the 
impact area has been estimated through the use of an appropriate employment 
multiplier. The employment multiplier ls a factor which is applied to the total number 
of directly-generated jobs to yield the total number of both directly and indirectly­
generated jobs. As an illustration, the lowest possible employment multiplier would be 
a factor of 1.0; a 1.0 multiplier would imply that each new job directly generated by 
the resort development would indirectly create zero additional jobs within the impact 
area. In this extreme example the resort development would have no indirect 
employment effect ln the defined impact area. This situation could occur in the case 
of a small e xpansion in the number of rooms at an existing resort. In forecasting the 
indirect employment effects of the proJected Kohala Coast resort development, the 
appropriate employment multiplier is estimated by Hastings, Martin, HaJlstrom and 
Chew, Ltd. (September 1980: 19) to be 1.2. In other words, each direct, on-site job 
created at the proposed resorts ls expected to generate an additional 0.2 off-site job 
within the impact area. 

The 1.2 employment multiplier is based upon employment multipliers derived by an 
input-output model of the economy of Kauai County (Anderson et. al., May 1975:134), 
and is considered appropriate for a rural impact area such as North and South Kohala. 
The total indirec t employment effect of the proposed development should actually 
result in a mult iplier in excess of 1.2, but a substantia l amount of this total indirect 
employment inc rease will be absorbed in areas outs ide the defined impact area. 

CONSTRUCTION EMPLOYMENT 

The numi:>er and type of on-site construc tion jobs can be expected to fluctuate over 
the 20-year time period during which Kohala Coast resorts are being developed. 
Employment at any given t ime will tend to be a funct ion of phasing schedules, plan 
specifications, construction methods, the general contrac torst operat ing procedures, 
a nd the size and scope of subcontracting services being utiJi zed. Uncertainties 
associated with this fluctuation have been addressed by converting projected construc­
tion jobs to person-year equivalents using coefficients derived from informat ion 
supplied by contractors and construction managers (Hastings, Martin, Hallstrom and 
Chew, Ltd., September 1980: 13-16). These coefficients, which are shown in Table 
A-1, represent the number of construction worker person-years required to complete 
specific types of units. 

The annual average number of construction jobs for any pa rticular type of project does 
not necessariJy reflect the exact size of construction crews at any given point in time. 
However, due to t he variety of planned projects and the similarity of skiJls needed for 
all projects, it is reasonable to assume that the demand for construction workers would 
be relat ively constant over the course of each five-year development period. 
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Table A- l. Construction Job Coefficients. 

Tre,e of Unit 

Hotel 

Condominium 

Single-Family Residential 

Commercial 2 

1 Includes site work and improvements. 

Estimated Direct Construction 

Man-Years Per Unit1 

0.5 
1.0 

1.5 

0.7 

2 Coefficient expressed in terms of man-years per 1,000 square feet of commercial 
space. 

Source: Hastings, Martin, Hallstrom and Chew, Ltd. (September 1980: 15). 

The total number of persons employed in on-site construction activities is estimated 
by multiplying average annual jobs by a ratio which allows for persons having more 
than one job. Hastings, Martin, Hallstrom and Chew, Ltd. (September 1980:16) report 
that on the Big Island the ratio is 0.92 construction industry workers for each 
construction industry position that is available. 

The bulk of the construction work force consists of building trades craftsmen (skilJed 
labor) and unskllled laborers. General contractors for large-scale developments on the 
Neighbor Island are typically off-island firms capable of achieving certain economies 
of scale. However, to minimize housing costs and other overhead associated with the 
maintenance of a temporary work force, the general contractors usually employ as 
many local subcontractors and workers as possible. It follows, then, that construction 
of the proposed resorts would be particularly advantageous to construction workers 
who reside in the North and South Kohala impact area. Labor requirements in excess 
of available local resources would have to be imported from outside the region. 

In calculating the amount of additional employment indirectly generated in the impact 
area by construction jobs, a 1.15, rather than 1.2, multiplier is used. The lower 
multiplier reflects the greater leakages from the regional economy that result from 
expenditures originating in the construction industry as compared to the visitor 
industry. 
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POPULATION AND HOUSEHOLDS 

VISITOR POPULATION 

The proposed Kohala Coast Resort developments wilJ attract a large number of 
visitors to the area. Because visitor arrivals are somewhat seasonal, the number of 
guests present at the different resorts (i.e., thei.r occupancy rates) wilJ vary from day 
to day and from season to season. While this seasonality is important to hotel 
operators, for our purposes only two situations need to be considered: 

o average daily visitor population (i.e., the total number of person-days spent by 
visitors on the island in one year divided by 365 days per year); and 

o average daily visitor population during the highest 30-day period. 

In this analysis, the average daily visitor census for bot h of these periods has been 
calculated by multiplying the projected number of hotel and condominium units by the 
estimated room occupancy rates and average party size. The analysis incorporates the 
specific assumptions regarding visitor mix and charac teristics that are shown in Table 
A-2. 

RESIDENT POPULATION AND HOUSEHOLDS 

An analysis of available census data by Hastings, Martin, Hallstrom and Chew, Ltd. 
(September 1980:31) indicates that, on the average, there are 1.45 workers per 
household on the Big Island. The same source estimates that the average household 
size w1Jl be 3.0 persons. This is somewhat smaller than the typical average household 
at the present time, but it is believed to be reasonable in view of the types of persons 
likely to in-migrate in order to filJ resort-related jobs. Both the worker-per-household 
and household size estimates take into account the historic trend towards increased 
labor force participation and decreased household size and assumes that it will 
continue in the future. 

Unemployment in visitor-dependent industries is variable. In an area where the visitor 
plant is growing rapidly, one would expect it to be rather low. With maturity, the 
unemployment rate would probably approximate the statewide average. For the 
purposes of our analysis, we have assumed that unemployment among the work force 
that the proposed resorts would draw from would be six percent. This is slightly lower 
t han the nine- to ten-percent unemployment experienced by the Big Island as a whole 
in 1977 and 1978 (Hawaii, State of, Department of Labor and Industrial Relations, 
1v\arch 1978: 1-16 as revised) and about the same as that experienced on Oahu and on 
Maui, other areas with a sizeable visitor industry. 

Based on the preceding, it can be calculated that one person employed in visitor­
related industries wilJ result in a total population increase of 2.2 persons jn the 
North/South Kohala impact area: 

(Q 1.45 workers/household and 0.94 employed workers/worker, 
1 household = 1.36 employed workers 

~ 1.36 employed workers/household, 
1.0 employed worker = 0.73 household 

(9 3.0 persons/household, 
1.0 employed worker = population increase of 2.20 persons 
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Expanding job opportunities would produce this population increase either by causing 
persons born in North/South l<..ohala (i.e., natural increase) to stay there, or by inducing 
in-migration--from other parts of the County or from off the island. 

Table A-2. Factors Used In Estimating Visitor Census. 

Value Used In Calculation 

Factor 12-Month Avera~1 Peak 30-Day2 

Hotels: 
Occupancy Rate (%) 

Average No. of Persons/Occupied Unit 

Average No. of Persons/Unit 

Resort Condominiums: 

Occupancy Rate(%) 

Average No. of Persons/Occupied Unit 

Average No. of Persons/Unit 

Resort Single-Fam ii y: 

Occupancy Rate(%) 

Average No. of Persons/Occupied Unit 

Average No. of Persons/Unit 

70 

1.8 

1.26 

25 

2.0 

0.5 

25 

2.5 

0.62 

90 

1.9 

1.71 

60 

2.0 

1.2 

50 

3.0 

1.5 

1 Estimates are by Hastings, Martin, Hallstrom and Chew, Ltd. (September 1980:29). They 
incorporate the following assumptions: 

o Hotel guests are in the proportion of 50 percent FIT travellers, 20 percent 
convention visitors, and 30 percent GIT visitors (60 percent of which are Japanese). 
With this mix, the average number of persons per occupied room is approximately 
1.8. 

o Condominiums have an average of 2.0 persons per occupied unit. 

o Single-family resort residences have an average of 2.5 persons per occupied unit. 

2 Estimates are by Belt, Collins & Associates based on Hawaii Visitors Bureau data. 

Source: Hastings, Martin, Hallstrom and Chew, Ltd.; Belt, Collins & Associates. 
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APPENDIX B 

CHECKLIST OF PLANT SPECIES ON THE MAHUKONA RESORT SITE 



C:) CJ CJ c:J c:::> CJ CJ 

CHECKLIST OF Pt.AHT SPECIES fOR Mlall(l)NA PROPERTIES 

Scientific H-

IO«)())TYLEOONAE 

GRAMINEAE (Grass famllyl 

C•nah~ •chi11<2tua l. 

Chlari• diuaricata R, Br. 

Chlaria i.n{14ta link 

Chlaria radiata IL. I Sw. 

tmgroati.a ailiaMnei.a (All ,I 
Vlgnolo-lutatl 

tragro•ti• un.tla IL.I lleauv. ax R.& 5. 

H.taropogora con tor tu• Cl. I Be11uv. 
ax R.& S. 

l\mt.nn mz-inu,i J11cq. 

Pa1111iHtul!I aatac8W!I (forsk. l Chlov. 

Pennisetua setosum ISw. ) l .C. Ri ch. In Pers . 
Cenchrus cJll~ris L, 

Rhynchel11trtllf rc,pana (Wllld.l C.E. Uubb. 

Sporobolu• dimuler (Ratt,I Be11uv. 

OICOTYlEOONAE 

' t-' 

AMARANTHACEAE IAlllaranth Faml lyl 

Annnznthue epino•u• L. 

Ana:mlnthu■ vi.rid£. l. 

Coomw:,n NIIIIIO 
llllwal lari N11ma 

sandbur 
•-•111u 

stargrass 

swollen flngargrass 
111111u 1ulel 

radiate flngargrass 

stlnkgr11ss 

J11p11nasa lovagrass 

pl I lgrass 
pll I 

guinea grass 

fountalngrass 

leathery pennl setum 
bulfelgraH 

natal redtop 

lndlan dropseed 

spiny amaranth 
pakal-kuku 

slender 11m11ronth 
pakal 

c; :__...,: 

Status 

exotic 

exotic 

exotic 

a110t le 

exotic 

exotic 

Indigenous 

exotic 

exotic 

exot ic 
e><o tl c 

e•otlc 

exotic 

exotic 

exotic 

c::. CJ !--I .__J 

Scientific H-

ASCLEPIADACEAE (MIikweed famllyl 

~hocarpua ph11aom17'1,i, E. Mayer 

IIORAGINACEAE IHel lotrope faml lyl 

lleliotrcpillfl a,,,pl•zicaul• Vah I 

CAPl'ARIOACEAE (Caper Fe,nllyl 

C!lnandropaia gynandm ll,l Brlq. 

CIIEHOPOOIACEAE (Goosefoot famllyl 

Atripla: -•ll•ri llenth. 

Atriplu aenribaccata R. Br. 

Che110podiin mural• L. 

00.f'OSITAE !Daisy famllyl 

Bi.MM pilaaa var. pil.o•a L. 

L-

Emilia Ja11a11ica IOurm. I. )C .B. Robins. 

f.'rc,cht:itH hiaroci.foli.a ll.lRal , 

f.'1-igaro,i bonctri11nai• L. 

Zinnia pauciflora l. 

C!JNYOLVULACEAE 11-brnlng-glory Famllyl 

IpOfflOaa cairiet1 IL. l Sweet 

HarNnria al!gyptia IL. l Urban 

Jacquemontia smuvic11nsis Gray 

Ll [_J 

ec-,on Name 
Hawal Ian N-

balloon plant 

hel lotrope 

wild spider flower 
honohlna 

,-----) 

Status 

exot le 

B><otlc 

exotic 

exotic 

Austral Ian sal tbush exotic 

nettle-leaved !JOOSefoot exotic 

begq11r's tick exotic 
ko 1oko'olau 

red pua-lele e110tlc 

II rewaed exotic 

hairy horseweert exot ic 
I lloha 

wlld zinnia exotic 
pua-plhl 

CJ 

koal I Indigenous 

helry morremla exotic 
koa 11-kua-hu I u 

Hllaka's llttl~ skirt endemic 
Pa'u-o-hl '1-'aka 



7' 
N 

se1.,ntl fie ""me 

CUCURSITACEAE IGourd faml lyl 

CuCIIJfLa dip•=•u• Ehronb . ox Spach 

Homordica ba tsmm'.na L • 

EUPHORSIACEAE !Spurge Famltyl 

Euphorbia hirta L. 

GENTIANACEAE (Gentian famllyl 

c .. ,.tQuri..., arytlara11a Rain. 

LABIATAE {Mint Famltyl 

uioMtla ri.potaefoiia IL.I Alt. 

lEGUMINOSAE !Bean famllyl 

Caesia lHchenauttLanQ DC . 

Indigofara 1uf[n4ticoaa Ml I I • 

Wlldd11114 leucocephala (Lam. I delfl t 

Fhaa11ol11, latla11roids11 l . 

l'roaopl, pattida (Humb . & Bonpl • 11,c 

llllld , I HOK. 

MALVACEAE (Mal lo,; Faml lyl 

Abutlton grcrndifoti""' (lfllld . l s .. eet 

Hcltuaatrum coromandall1a11 (L. I Garcke 

Sida cordifoLi.a L. 

Sida faUaz var. fall= Welp. 

Sida ,pinoea var. apinoea 

-, E::9 

COINnOn Name 
Ha .. al Ian Nllffle 

wlld sp i ny CUCUlllber 

balsam apple 

garden spurge 
koko-kah I k I 

bitter herb 

I lons• ear 

par-trldga pea 
leukT 

Indigo 
'lnlko 

false ko11 
koa•heole 

CDW pea 

mesquite 
klawe 

helry abut I Ion 
ma'o 

false mal lo,, 
hauuol 

'I ltma 

I I Ima 
1 1111118 

prlckly slda 

E::) 

Status 

exotic 

e1<otlc 

lllU)tlC 

exotic 

• l(Otlc 

e wot lc 

e wotl c 

exotic 

exoti c 

exotic 

e 1<otlc 

e1<otlc 

Indi genous 

Indigenous 

e1<otlc 

Sc ientific Name 

HYCTAGINACEAE (four O'Clock faml lyl 

B011rhaui.a diffu•a var . diffu•a L. 

PAPAYERACEAE (Poppy famllyl 

Arg•"'°"• g lauca Pope 

PASS I FLOAACEAE {Pass Ion f lo,,er fllftll \y I 

Passi fl.om foatida var. 
gosaypifotia IDesv , In Ham. I Mast . 

SOLANACEAE (N i ghtshade famllyl 

£ycoperei con ••culc"twir var . 
aeraeifofflttl (Dunal l Al ■ f. 

STERCULIACEAE (Cocoa famllyl 

"althBria am,ric,QnQ l . 

i::::i t:::::I t='I £::!I 

Cotrmon Name 
H11 .. 11llan Nllffle St.-tvs 

a lena Indigenous 

prlckly poppy ltft.t .. tc 
pua-lclla 

passionflower- -ti<: 

cherry tomato 
'ohl 'a laml 

•-tic; 

waltharl ,■ Indigenous 
hl'a loa ; ' uha loa 

= ~ = t:::::!J 
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0 
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0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
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0 
0 
0 
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0 
0 
0 
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APPENDIX C 

MARINE SPECIES OCCURRENCE IN NEAR-SHORE 

WATERS OFF THE MAHUKONA RESORT SITE 



CJ 

(l 
I -

CJ CJ c::::J CJ CJ ~ CJ CJ 

Explanation of ayllbol notation! 

Abundance claasiflcatlon - organla• abundance la aubjectlvely classified aa: 

A• abundant; alvays observed, ■any individual• encountered 

C • c-n; localized concentrations or even di■trlbutlona of "°derate 

a■ount of Individuals 

I • infrequent; s■all localized concentrations or only several observations 

R • Ta~e; only one or tvo organiaas observed 

Zonation claa■lficatlon 

1. Littoral Zone 

2. Basalt Bou Ider Zone 

], t.l■eatone Platfnna Zone 

4. Poriton Reef-bullding Zone 

5. Porltes Pinnacle - Sand Flat Zone 

CJ CJ L:._J c:J C) c::::J CJ 

Reef Coral Species Oc:currence 

Coral Spec les 

Clrrhipathea angulna 

Hontipom 11erruoooa 

Palythoa tuber<!illosa 

Pauona uariarta 

Pocilloporo IPll!rmdrina 

rorltea con,pressa 

Poritea lobata 

l'orite• (Synm-aea) conve= 

Abundance 

C 

C 

A 

,. 

(:=J ~ LJ 

Zones of Occurrence 
l 2 l 4 5 

• • 
ll 

• ll • 
ll • 

• " JI 

" I! 

• • ll 

X " 



(') 
• N 

C='::l 

Hacrolnvertebrate Species Occur~encc 

Zones of Occurrence 
Species Alnmdance 1 2 ] 4 

PHYLIJH PORIFERA 

Chmulrosia chucalla C " Clathrina sp. I " Dl,n,c8f"'l'gl,,e (l spp.) I • 
SpiraotreUa vagabtuufa l " 

PHYLUII &CHINODERHATA 

Acanthaster pla11ci C It 

Actincpyga mauritiana 1 " Actinopyga obesa I X 

Cho1rdreocidaris ap. 1 " Clyf'('aster retic11lata R ll 

Coloboccntl'Otus atrata A " O..lcita 11011aegui.nae R It 

IJiadema pauciepinum C • Echincmetra mathael A " " II " Echinonetra obkmga C X " " Ecl1inostrepl11111 ae{culatus I " " " EC!hinotl1riz calan<lrts C " " Echinothriz diadema A " " II 

E.ucidaris metularia C I[ X 

Heteroce11trotus ffklmillatus A " " X 

Holothuria atra l " Linckia g,,ildingil I " " 1.i11ckia multiflora C " " 0,1hi0<10111a ap. C " PBeudoboletia indiana R I[ 

Tripneustee gratilla A It " " 
PHYLUH HOl,WSCA 

Bivalve (unidentified) R " Bursa cruentata R It 

CallfflQria erinaceo11e R ]( 

Cellana smidiuicenois C II 

Cerithiin mutat1"11 l " Chana iostoma I " " Charonia tri.tonis R • 
Com1a ebraeus l " Conuo •P• R " Conue t=tita I " II 

CoraLliophiltia violacna C " CJpatium pileare R " Cypraea caputserpcnti11 I " " 

~ i::::5 ~ ~ ~ 

(continued) 

s Zones of Occurrence 
Species Abundance 1 2 ) 4 5 

Cypraea gaskoini R ll 

" Cypmea hel11ala I " • • 
" Cypraea isabella C " X X 

C'!Jpraea maculifera I " X 

cypraett talpa R X 
r.t<-"<ltopecten 11odu.ltfer11m l • 
IJ,mdropCJll<J •P• C " Drupa me,,.,, C It II " ~itoni1111 ap. R " " Hantula lanceata I " " " Hastula penicillata l " X 

/laumea juddi J " X 

Hc.rabranchus sanguineus l " Jmbricaria olivaeformis I II II 

" lBo!Jllarrunt catiforniCU111 I " Littorina ap. A " Hitra ap+ 1 II 
It Hor11la uua C • • " 
" Neri ta picea A " " Pl1ylli.dia pustulosa 1 JI 

" Pinna muricata I I[ 

" l'olinfoes t1111idu11 R " Rhinoclaui11 sinensis I " " Sabia couica C " " II Siphonaria nomialis I " S~,aineonia ner.,combi I JI 
I[ Tellina eluabethae C IC " Terebra op. 1 • " Ton11<1 pcrdiz 1 " " Trachycardium orbi ta l " Trapeaium oblongum C " Troclms inte.rtus C It 

n<rbo emidwiccneis t • 
" PHYLUH CRUSTACEA 

Arctidce regalia l " " Bamac:la C " )I :it 

Grapsis grapsis C " 
HISCELI.ANEOUS 

• Halocordyle disticha C • I 

Halopo,•ella •P • l IC 11 

Hydro:ioa C X 

Lichcnoponi •P• I 1' 

Spirobranchus gigantea C • I'. 
Triphytlo~oan ep. I :it • 

c:=l = t=l c:=» = l::!:l = t:::::l t:::::I 



I } c:J CJ c:::J c:::J c::J c::J CJ c::J c::J c::J c::J c:::J CJ c=i c:::J c::J CJ c.J 

(continued) 

Ffsh Species Occurrence 
Zones of Occurrence 

Fnllily Species Abundance l 2 J 4 5 
Zones of Occurrence 

Fa■lly Species Abundance 1 2 l 4 5 
Po■acenrldae lbacyllus albieella 1 X X 
(Da•elf tsh) Abi,.d,,fduf abdominnli11 1 X X X 

Abudefduf impari.,,e,,,.ie C X Holocentridae Hyripristie A JI ll 
Abudefduf Bo1diJmi R " (Squirrelflahl F lanmco samnra C " ll 
Plectroglyphidodon I X " Adiorip: et11Jifr.r C " X 

Johm,tnniam,s Adwry:z: lacteogutt..tus C X " Stegaetea fasciatus C " X " Chromia leuc11rus C II JI II JI Serrantdae Cepl,alopholi11 <ll'!1'"' R 11 
Chromis omlia C " " II " (Crouper■) 
Chromis verator C " II II JI 

Prtacanthldae l'riacantltt,s aruentatu11 l 11 11 Chmmia agilis C JI II X " (Big-eye) 
Labridee Bodianus bilwwlatua C )I 11 )I 

(vrasaea) Labroid,,s phthiropmgus C JI " Lutjanidaa Aprio11 l'i rcscm1s C JI 
Pseudochcilinus octotaenia I " " (Snappeu) 
Tmllosoma balUeui C " J[ " Thallosoma duperrey A " " 11 11 Sparldae Ho1rot'1:z:i11 gNndoc11l is C 11 11 
ThallottontJ fuscum I II " " (Porgya) 
Gomphosus ,.,,rius I J[ 11 
Cerio flai>orti tta ta I 11 J[ Hullidae Hulloidiclithys BQTll{Ja,rnis C " " Ccria gauinrdi l J[ " (Goatfiah) Hulloidichtl,ys auriflatmJ:J l " " Ar,ampses c,wier I 11 JI furupen,ma bifaMiatus I ll 11 
Ha lichoeres or,oatissimus I 11 11 l'ai'Mp8"""" clrryseriJdros I " " Pan,peneus multifaacintus C " JI 

Scaridae Scarops rubroi,iol,tceus C 11 JI JI JI furupeneus porphyreus C " " (Parrotfiah) Scarue dubius C JI " JI JI 

Scarue ,,..rspicillatuB C JI JI Chaetodont ldae Centropyge pottcri I 11 JI 

Scarus sordidus C " JI " {Butterflyflah) For,,ipi{ler flavi11silll1B C " " ll 

Hemita11richthys tho"'f'ttoni A " " Clrrhitidne l\1mcirrhitl's arcatua C JI )I Chaetodon ephippium R " (llawkfieh) l'araMrrhius foratnri C JI " Cl,aeto,/on fremblii. I " " 11 
Cirrhitopa fanciatus C )I JI Chaetodo11 lunula R )I " C/taetodnn mil iaria C " " " Ai:anthurid•e Acanthurus aclrillro C JI 11 " " Chaetodon ornatis11iJ1111s 1 " II 

(Surgeon fish) Acanthurus dusslllltia1-i C JI )I II JI C/,ae tocum mult ici11,1tu11 C " " " Acanthurus leueopareus C JI " " JI Chaetocl>n quadrittnculatus I " JI 
Arnm thurus nigrorutt C " " " " Chaetoclo11 t,,ifasciatus R 11 
Aca11tl,un,a nigrofuncus C " " " " Cmotodon unitrJaculatun I ll 
Aca11thw'Us oli11ac11u11 C ll JI " 11 
Acanthurus sandvicanaia C " " " " Car11ngidae rum,.., molanrpyg11s I " " " X 
Ctenocmetus hlt.'laiiensis C " 11 J[ " (Jacka) 
Ctenocl,aetus strigosus C JI " " " 1.ebrasa,,n fl,t1iescen11 C " " " " Naso hemconthus l ll JI 
Naso litumtus C JI J[ " " 

<;> 
w 



(continued ) Aloe Speclee Occurrence 

Zones of Occurrence Zonee of Occurrence 

family Specie a Abundance l 2 ) 4 5 
A t p l Species Abundance l 2 3 ~ s 

Zanclidoe Zandue cornut11s I !I II 
Almfeltia concitrna ,. 

" 
(Moorish Idol) 

A••msia glcmerata l " 
Scorru1en ldae Pteroia 11/•lrc:r R " (Scorpion fish) Cibsnritltia hawiicm1is l " " 
BaUatldae llelichtmJB >1u;e1• I ll ll 

Hydrotit/wn ep, A " " " " 
{Tri ggerfleh) Ho lichthys vid11t1 J " " Si,fflam,m bursa C "- ll 

Jania ap. C " 
Honaconthldne Perwgor npi loam,n I II "- " 

Pnrotitlt"' ottkodes A It • • 
(FlleCtah) 

Pterocl adia crierulesccns A " " 
OetracHdac 0otmcior1 meleagl'in I "-
(Boxfish) atm111•un 

l'toror.ladia capillacea A " 
Canthlg1u1terldae COP1tl1igantc1• ,iactat,;,r l " " 

lblfsia sp, l " X I[ 

(PuHerftah) 
Va lo11in ve11trico1111 I X " " 

Dlodontl dae lliod"n huutrlr Iii • 
(Porcuplnefiah) 

(') 
I 

"" 

c::::J c:::::i c::::l c::::::J c:::::J c::::=J c::::J c:::::, c::::l ~ r= c:::::, C:=J E::S = c::::::i = r=:l c::::J 
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APPENDIX D 

SUMMARY OF PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES IN THE KAIHOLENA PROPERTY 



c.:J (::=J c:J CJ CJ c::J c::i CJ CJ c:J CJ c::J CJ c=J CJ CJ 1.----,J CJ 

StM4ARY OF PRELIMINARY llEaMENDATIOHS FOil Main 

IIAKAl PARCEL !!!!..!!!· Site T,O!e Presene Precinct Miti1ate 

OF KA lllOLEHA PROPERTY 
28 Enclosura/Hlstorlc well? I I 

2g Enclosure, rectansular I l 
Main 

~-· Slt• !:lJ!• Preserve Pnclnct Mltipte lO Anoulous/Undeflned X X 

1 Field of Ahu/Modlfled Outcrops X 31 Enclosure, rectan1111lar X l 

2 Alai X 32 Pletfora X ll 

3 C•Shape X 33 U-Shapa I X 

4 c-Shape X 34 U-Sh■pe/Enclosures X l 

5 C-Shape X 35 Plat fora X X 

6 Enclosure, circular X 36 Coapound: U-Shapn X X 

1 C•Shape X 37 C011pOund: Platfor11s X ll 

• Modified Outcrop l 38 C011pOund: Enclosures/Plat fora X X 

g Hodlfled Outcrop l 
3g COllpDund: Enclosuros/Placfonr/ 

Salt Pan (water catchaent) X X 

10 C•Shape X 40 !fall Re1nants l X 

l1 Modified Outcrop X 
41 Ahq l X 

12 Modlfled Outcrop l 
42 Enclosure, oval X X 

13 Sln1le Stone Alignment X 43 Re1111ant Structure X X 

l<I C·Sh■pe ~ 44 Plat fora X l 

IS C-Shape l 
45 Platfora l l 

16 Alai X 46 Ahu l l 

17 Ahu X 47 C•Shape l l 

11 C-Shape X 
411 C-Shapa l l 

19 C-Shape X 49 Ala, X X 

20 C-Shape l so Ahu l l 

21 C•Shape X 51 C-Sh■pe X l. 

22 C-Shape X 
S2 Hidden X X 

23 C-Shape X 
53 C•Shape ll X 

24 Ahu ll 54 C-Shape l X 

25 Terrace X 
55 Co-round: Enclosure/C-Shape l l 

26 Coapound: Enclosure/Platfor11/ 
U-Shapes X X 56 C·Shape X X 

Z7 Wall ..L _!.. 
S7 c-Shape X X -

Subtotals: 2 2 25 511 C-Shape X X 

59 C•Shape ..!.. ..!.. 
Subtotals: 34 14 15 

•AU site nuabers prefhed by 14• l•. 

C, 
I -



0 
' ~ 

~ 

Site No. 

60 

61 

62 
63 

64 

65 

66 

67 

68 

69 
70 

7l 

72 

73 
74 

75 

76 

77 
78 

79 

80 

81 

82 

83 
84 

85(a) 

8S(b4c) 
86 

87 

88 

89 

~ c::::::i 

Site Ttf" Preserve 
C-Shapo 

Wall Re11111ant 
C-Shapo 

Enclosure , square X 

Petro&l)'l'hS l 

Peuo1lyphs X 

Co■pound: Enclosures/Platfor11 X 
Compound: Enclosure/Placfor11 X 
Midden Scatter X 

Ahu l{ 

Coapo1.111d: Wal 1/Enc losuro/ 
C-,Shapo X 

Coapo1.111d t Ahu/lfall Re11111ant X 

C-Shapo X 
U-Shap■ l 
Ahu l 

U-Shapo X 

Rectan1ular Enclosure X 

C-Shapo X 
Enclosure, rectan&Ular X 

Enclosure, square l 

Enclosure, circular X 
Enclosure, square X 
Papa-rru X 
Co■pound: Enclosed Platfoni X 
Co.pound: Enclosures, X 

rectangular 

Enclosure, circular I X 
Co■pound: Enclosures , square 
Co■pound , Enclosmes X 

Coapound ; Enclosures/U•Shape X 

C•Shape X 
Platfor■, rectol!)Sular X 

Subt otals: 61 

t::::::l t:::!J ~ t=J 

Main 
Main Precincc Mi t igate .ill.!....!!!!.· Sito TlJ!O Preserve Precinct Hitiaato 

X !10 Co■pound: C-Shapes X X 
X !ll ~ X X 
X 92 Coapound; Enclosures l X 

X 93 Enclosure, roctan&Ul•r X X 
X !14 Platfonl/Potro1lyph/Salt Pan 
X (water catchaont) X X 
X 95 U-Shapo X X 
l{ 96 U-Shape/Platfona X X 
X 97 Ahu X X 

X 98 Enclosure. roctanlflllar X 

99 C-Shapo X X 
l{ 

100 Modified Outcrop X X 
X 101 C-Shape X X 
X 102 Modified Outcrop X X 
X 103 Wall Re■nant X X 
X 104 Enclosed Platform X X 
X !OS Cave Shelter X X 
X 106 Cave Shelter X X 
X 107 Ahu X X 
X 108 Ahu X X 
l 109 Enclosure: circular l X 
X 110 Midden X X 
X 111 Co■po1111d: Enclosures/Plat fonu X X 
l 112 Co■po1111d: Enclosures X X 
X Ill Re■nant Structme X X 
X 114 C•Shape X X 

115 · Enclosure, roctan1Ular X X 
X 116 Hidden X 

X 
117 Midden X 

Platfora, rectaneular/Salt Pan UB 
X 

X 
(water catch■ent) 

I( 
119 Modiflod Outcrop X 

X Subtotals : 86 li6" n-
6t" Ii"" 

c::::J c:::::1 r:::, i::s = = c::::== c::::::1 ~ c::::J 



c.::i r.:=i CJ C) c::J CJ c:J CJ CJ 

Main ~- Site !n!" Presen11 Precinct Hitipte 

120 Anoulous/Und11flned X 

121 Collf'OUlld: C-shapes X 

122 Call'TI X 

Ul Calm X 

124 Platform, rectansular l 

125 Coapound: Enclosures, square/ 
Salt Pan (water catchaent) I[ 

126 C011po1111d: C-Shapes I[ 

127 Plat fora X 

128 Enclo~ur11, square X 

129 Enclosure, square l 

llO Coapound: Platform l 

131 Platform, rectanll"lar X 

132. Platfor-a, rectanll"lar I 

133 Platfono, circular It 

134 C-Shape X 

us C-Shape X 

116 C-Shapo X 

137 Enclosure, circular X 

ll8 Platfora, rectangular X 

ll9 Ahu X 

140 C-Shapo X 

141 C-Shape X 

U2 Enclosure, circular X 

143 Ahu X 

144 Nall Remnant X 

145 Platfor-a X 

146 Possible terractn& X 

147 Enclosure, circular X 

148 Enclosure, oval X 

149 Modified Outcrop ..!... - -
Subtotals: 89 ' 86 60 

't 
\,,J 

c::J CJ 

~-
150 

151 
152 

15:S 

154 
155 

156 
157 

158 

159 

160 
161 

162 

16:S 
164 

165 

166 

167 

168 
169 

170 

171 

172 

173 

174 

175 

176 

177 

178 

179 

CJ CJ CJ c::J c=J r., 
'----' 

. ., 
._1 

Hain 
Slt11 !le" Preserve Precinct Hlt11au 
Enclosure, circular I[ 

Enclosure, circular I[ 

Enclosun, square X 

Ahw l 

Caapound: C-ShapH I[ 

Coapound: C-Shape/Enclosure 
Coabinatlon I[ 

Coapound: C-Shapes I[ 

Coll(IOund: C•Shape/Enclosure 
Coabinatlon X 

Wall ~•ant X 

C-Shape I. 

Ahl, (2 connected) J 

Caapaw1d: Enclosure/Ten-aces/ 
Salt Pan (vater catchaent) l: 

Remtant Structure I[ 

C-Shape X 

C-Shape X 

Enclosure I 

Coapaund: C-Shape/Torraces l 

Enclosure, oval l 

Ahl, X 

Ahu I 

Enclosure X 

Enclosure, rectanplar/ 
Bait Cups(l) l 

Remnant Structure X 

Coapaund: Enclosure/Ten-aces X 

Hidden I 

Ahu/Sul l Ton-ace X 

Ahu X 

Ahu l 

Ahu X 

Ahu _L 

Subtotals: 105 86 74 

L-J 



Main Main ~ - Slte T[E! Preserve Precinct Mitipte ~- Sl.te TlJ!II Preserve Precinct Mitigate 
180 co..,ound: Enclosure, 210 Remnant Structure X 

rectangular X 
2ll Compound: ·Enclosures/Plat form/ 

181 C-Shape X Rubble l 
182 Midden X 212 Ahu l 
183 C•Shape X 213 Ano■alous/Undefined X. 
184 Ahu X 214 Platform X 
18S U-Shape X 215 C· Shape X. 
186 Ahu X 216 Platfor., rectangular l 
187 Ahu X 217 Ahu X 
1811 C•Shape X 218 Ahu X 
189 Petro1lyph. X 219 Ahu X 
190 C-Shapo X ,220 Ahu X. 
191 Coapound t Enclotures , connected, 221 Ahu X 

circular X 222 Ahu X 192 Platform, rectangular X 
223 Ahu X 193 Compound: Enclosure, square X 224 Modified Outcrop X 194 Ahu (2)/Salt Pan (water 
225 Remnant Structure X catc:haent) X 

195 C•Shape X 226 Ahu X 

196 Compound: Platfol'II/Enclosure/ 227 Co■pound: C-shape/Platfol'II X 
Terrac11 X 228 Altu X 

197 C-Shape X 229 Co■pound : Enclosure/~•Shape/ 
198 Wall Re1111ant X Rubble X 

199 Enclosure, c ircular X 230 C011pound: Enclosures/C-Shapes X 

200 Ahu X 231 Platfom (Holua Slide) X 

201 Coaspo..,d: Enclosure I( 232 C•Shape X 

202 Enclosure, circular X 
233 Enclosure, circular X 

203 lfd l Remiant X 234 C-Shape X 

204 Co■pound t ~closures (6)/ 235 Cairn X 
C-Shape X 236 C-Shape X 

205 Enclosure, rectangular X 237 Ahu X 
206 CompotD1d: Enclosures (4)/ 238 Aln, X 

C-Shape X 
239 Ahu _x_ 207 Compound: Enclosures ( J) / - -

Platfom X Subtotals ; 144 86 95 

208 CompotD1d: Enclosures, rectangular 
g clrcular/ruhble X 

209 Compound: U-Sh;1pe/C-Shape X 

Subtotals: m 86 93 
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240 
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Site Type 

Ahu 

C-Shape 

C-Shape 

C-Shape 

C-Shap11 

Subtotal: 

Curbstone Trails 

Subtotal: 

TOTAL SITES: 
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Maln 
Preserve Precinct Mitigate 

X 

X 

X 

X ~-· 
x. 

'IW+-86 95 
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CJ, CJ c=J c:J C) 

PRELIMINARY RECtMIENDATIOHS FOR SITES IN 

HAUKA PARCEL 

OF KAIHOLENA PROPERTY 

She TlJ!II Preserve 

Coaplex: Circular Enclosure, 
C-Shape / l ahu/Hocllfled 
Outcrop 

Enclosure, nctanaular X 

Coaplex: 3 ahu X 

Coaplu:: II C-Shapes X 

Co■ple:11: 1 enclosure, 5 ahu 

U-Shape X 

Ahu 

Co■plex: 4 ahu/2 Trail Seg■ents 

Ahu 

Co■plex: 3 a1iu 

Shelter X 

Alnl 

Ahu 

Co■ple:11: l ahu/Trail Sepnt 
Ahu 

-
5 

c:J CJ 

Hi1:l1ate 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

-
to 

Subtotal: 15 (Nu■bered Sites) 
Curbstone Trail Sea■ent l 
2 Curbstone Trail Sepnts 
Curbstone Tra U 

-- -
2 

Subtotal: J 

TOTAL SITES: u 
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OF HOMES FOR SALE IN NOR TH AND SOUTH KOHALA 
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APPENDIX E. 

Average sale price figures of homes do not provide an accurate picture of the 

housing cost situation in a particular area unless most of the homes involved in the 

transactions are similar to one another in size, quality, and location. Such homogene­

ity most definitely does not exist in the Kohalas. Because of this, no attempt to 

generalize with respect to prices has been made. Instead, this appendix presents a 

capsule summary of each of the residential units that was for sale as of May 20, 1981. 

The prices shown are asking prices, not actual sales prices. During the six-month 

period ending in October, 1980, sale prices in this area averaged 91 to 94 percent of 

the asking price, and this factor may be applied to the figures presented in the table to 

obtain a more accurate indication of actual sale prices on the housing market. 

E.-1 
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ASKING PRICE OF HOUSES FOR SALE AS OF MAY 201 1981: u 
Land 2 

2 u Roofed Area (ft ) 
Location Zoning Area(ft ) Main Other Age(yr.) Bdrm. Bath Price($) 

N. Kohala Villages 

NK-1 Ag-40 1.358 Ac. l ,200 -- l 3 I 133,000 
NK-2 RS-15 15,000 1,450 -- older 4 I½ 84,900 
NK-3 C-15 11,236 1,000 400 older 1 1 150,000 
NK~4 RS-15 15,000 960 640 15 4 1½ 90,000 
NK-5 RS-15 2,300 2,300 356 older 4 2 220,000 
NK-6 RS-15 4.54 Ac. 5,200 2,436 -- -- -- 875,000 
NK-7 RS- 15 15,000 1,300 220 30 3 2 73,000 
NK-8 Ag-1 41,428 l ,582 916 older 4 l½ 160,000 
NK-9 Ag-1 17,860 1,536 -- 7 4 2 155,000 

Kohala Estates 

KE-1 Ag- 20 20.15 Ac. 1,800 -- 1 3 2Yz 175,000 

Waimea 

W-1 Ag-3 3,127 416 734 2 1 I 185,000 
W-2 Ag- 1 10,890 1,650 560 new 3 2 150,000 
W-3 RS-10 10,592 1,420 554 2 3 2 126,900 
W-4 RS-10 10,158 1,156 500 2 3 2 132,000 
W-5 -- 9,750 960 -- 8 3 I 74,500 
W-6 Ag- I 9,750 1,260 120 3 2 2 118,500 
W-7 Ag- l 9,253 1,056 440 3 3 2 82,000 
W-8 Ag-t 8,658 1,072 -- 8 3 !Yi 79,500 
W-9 Ag-i 8,635 912 224 5 3 l½ 78,000 
\V-10 Ag-l 8,010 1,008 400 7 3 I 85,000 
W-11 Ag- I 7,577 1,200 -- 1 3 1½ 110,000 
W-12 Ag-1 7,577 2,200 -- 2 3 2 149,000 
W-13 Ag-1 9t000 1,526 -- new 4 3 150,000 
W-14 Ag- I 21 ,780 2,400 -- 13 4 3 170,000 
W-15 Ag-1 9,800 1,107 550 9 3 2 109,500 
\V-16 Ag-1 15,296 1,017 528 4 2 2 110,000 
W-17 Ag-1 10,150 1,000 425 -- 3 1½ 92,500 
W-18 Ag-1 10,780 1,144 220 2 3 2 97,500 
W-19 Ag-1 13,431 1,328 576 1 3 2 115,000 
W-20 Ag- 1 9,798 990 213 12 3 2 123,500 
W-21 Ag-1 17,141 1,274 800 8 3 2 105,000 
W-22 Ag-1 16,640 2,222 822 5 3 1½ 325,000 
W-23 Ag-1 15,299 1,194 1,015 5 3 1½ 137,000 
W-24 Ag-1 30,762 3,392 1,108 6 4 4 257,000 
W-25 Ag-1 10,000 1,248 200 new 3 2 99,700 
W-26 Ag-1 10,000 1,248 200 new 3 2 I 10,000 
W-27 Ag-1 10,000 1,056 756 2 3 2 115,000 

[ 
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D 
NOR TH AND SOUTH KOH ALA DISTRICTS 

0 Land 2 Roofed Area (ft2) 
Location Zoning Area(ft ) Main Other Age(yr.) Bdrm. Bath Price($) 

D Kawaihae Village 

KV-1 RM-5 2,820 792 -- 1 3 1 125,000 

D KV-2 RM-5 2,820 850 80 -- 3 1 93,000 
KV-3 RM-5 2,510 850 96 6 2 1 110,000 
KV-4 RM-5 2,314 880 75 7 3 1 105,000 

D KV-5 RM-5 2,010 814 -- 8 3 1 115,000 

Wailea Bay/Puako/Lalamilo 

D WPL-1 RS-10 11,186 n.g. -- older -- -- 195,000 
WPL-2 RS-10 14,000 736 -- 24 Std. 1 500,000 
WPL-3 RS-15 17,717 4,099 -- new 6 6 1,400,000 

D 
WPL-4 RS-10 10,475 1,148 616 1 3 2 180,000 
WPL-5 RS-10 10,584 1,156 480 1 3 2 125,000 
WPL-6 RS-10 10,279 1,560 240 1 3 2 129,500 
WPL-7 RS-10 10,728 1,606 400 new 3 2 168,500 

D Waikoloa 

WK-1 RS-10 13,831 1,150 560 4 3 2 135,000 

D WK-2 RS-10 15,629 2,130 1,000 5 3 2 250,000 
WK-3 RS-10 12,575 1,164 480 1 3 3 125,000 
WK-4 RS-10 11,476 3,312 528 new 5 4 275,000 

0 
WK-5 RS-10 10,824 1,350 675 new 3 2¾. 149,000 
WK-6 RS-10 10,850 2,080 480 new 3 2 179,000 
WK-7 RS-10 14,060 1,200 800 3 3 2 165,000 
WK-8 RS-10 11,029 1,456 602 2 3 2 120,000 

D WK-9 RS-10 11,788 1,968 268 8 3 2 150,000 
WK-10 RS-10 12,667 1,980 572 new 3 2 142,000 
WK-11 RS-10 10,447 1,104 -- 2 3 1 85,000 

D 
\VK-12 RS-10 16,217 1,628 772 new 3 3 275,000 
WK-13 RS-10 11,017 1,776 480 new 3 2½ 195,000 
WK-14 RS-10 10,466 1,136 280 4 2 2 149,000 
WK-15 RS-10 10,649 1,424 508 new 3 2 180,000 

D WK-16 RS-10 12,620 1,472 700 5 3 2 147,000 
WK-17 RS-10 14,249 1,836 886 4 3 2 158,000 
WK-18 RS-LO 10,654 1,176 351 4 2 l½ 135,000 

D 
D Source: Multiple Listing Service No. 22/23, May 26 - June 29, 1981 

0 
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