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SUMMARY 
 
 
PROJECT NAME:  Ocean View Recycling Point and Convenience Center 
 
PROPOSING AGENCY: County of Hawai‘i Department of Environmental Management 

(DEM) 
 
ACCEPTING AUTHORITY: Office of the Mayor, County of Hawai‘i 
 
LOCATION:   Ocean View, Ka‘u District, County of Hawai‘i 
 
TAX MAP KEY (3rd) 9-2-150:060  
 
LAND OWNERSHIP: Private 
 
CLASS OF ACTION: Use of County funds 
 
DETERMINATION: Environmental Impact Statement required (State EIS) 
 
PROPOSED ACTION: Construct a convenience center and recycling collection point to 

serve the Ocean View area 
 
ESTIMATED COST: $3.1 $4.4 million, including $5500,000 for property acquisition 
 
STATE LAND USE:  Agricultural 
DISTRICT: 
 
ZONING:   Agricultural (A-3a) 
 
PERMITS REQUIRED: State:  National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit, 

Underground Injection Control, State Historic Preservation 
Division Chapter 6E Concurrence, Solid Waste Management 
Permit   

    County: Plan Approval, Subdivision Approval, Grading Permit, 
Building Permits 

NOTE TO READER:  SUBSTANTIVE CHANGES BETWEEN DRAFT AND FINAL EIS ARE 
INDICATED BY DOUBLE UNDERLINES, AS IN THIS PARAGRAPH 
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PURPOSE AND NEED AND ALTERNATIVES 
 
The residents of the rapidly growing community of Ocean View are obliged to travel 12 miles to 
dispose of household waste and drop off recyclable materials.  Area residents have repeatedly 
requested the County to address this deficiency over the last twenty years. Aside from presenting a 
serious inconvenience to residents, the lack of a convenience center in this area is one factor 
contributing to an epidemic of illegal dumping.  Dozens of illegal dumps are present, posing not 
only a scenic blight but also a hazard to human health and environmental quality.  The purpose of 
the project is to respond to the needs of residents for a convenient location to recycle and dispose of 
their remaining solid waste, and to reduce illegal dumping.  
 
The County has attempted to address these problems through a series of initiatives to develop a 
convenience center that date back almost two decades.  The most difficult task has been to identify 
a suitable site acceptable to most of the community.  Candidate sites need to be large enough to 
accommodate the intended use as well as buffer zones, and to possess suitable land use 
designations, no covenants forbidding solid waste convenience centers or recycling points, good 
highway access, relatively few neighboring residences or sensitive land uses on or adjacent to the 
property, and a seller willing to provide the property for this use at market rate or lower.  For the 
few sites that meet these criteria, and despite the fact that most residents support having a 
convenient location for a recycling point and convenience center, when actual sites are proposed, 
few in the public desire to have the convenience center located in the near vicinity of their home, 
business or farm. 
 
County efforts to identify and develop a site began in 1985 with the “South Kona Convenience 
Center Transfer Station” project, intended to site a solid waste disposal facility for the then 900 
residents of the Miloli‘i/Kahuku area.  Work on the project continued for five years without a 
successful result.  In the year 2000 a series of meetings involving the County Council, 
representatives for the area, and various civic groups focused on finding a site in Ocean View, 
which had grown to become the center of population and commerce for the far southwest of the 
island.  This effort stretched into 2003, when the County Council authorized $1.3 million in Capital 
Improvement Project funds for the design, permitting and construction of the Ocean View Transfer 
Station/Recycling Center.  Various sites in the Road to the Sea area and Honomalino were 
investigated, but all had substantial flaws.   
 
In June of 2006, South Kona and Ocean View community members convened a task force to 
recommend candidate sites to the DEM.  The current project site (see Figures 1-1, 1-2 and 1-3) was 
the only one of the proposed sites that fully met the criteria for advancement, and thus it was the 
only alternative fully studied in the EIS, although a number of sites are discussed and compared.  
During the EISPN process, another site was offered as a donation, but its location 3,100 feet makai 
of the highway would have involved high road construction costs about five to six times greater 
than the cost of road infrastructure alternative properties with highway frontage, more than negating 
the value of the property for the intended use. 
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PROJECT COMPONENTS 
  
DEM intends the Ocean View Recycling Point and Convenience Center to be a model for the “next-
generation” of transfer stations convenience centers 1 with an integrated design maximizing 
efficient use and traffic flow and including space for future expansion of services.   
 
The Ocean View Recycling Point and Convenience Center would consist of the following elements: 
 

• Two waste disposal chutes; 
• Recycling area with bins for glass, aluminum, cardboard, certain plastics, and other items; 
• Appliance  and e-waste collection area; 
• Household hazardous waste (i.e., batteries, e-waste, florescent bulbs, oil, etc.) collection 

area; 
• Redemption area for containers; 
• Service roads, improvements to the access road, SR 11 and their intersections, as necessary, 

including a gate to restrict access beyond the facility’s makai driveway to Road A (subject 
to owner permission);   

• Visual buffer area; 
• Firebreaks and firefighting equipment; 
• Signage; and 
• Drainage improvements. 
 

The convenience center may also include the following elements, depending on community needs, 
desires and involvement: 

 
• Scrap metal collection bins; and 
• Reuse area. 

 
The facility itself would require approximately half of the 9-acre site, with the remainder of the area 
retained as a buffer.   Roadways, both access and service roads, will be designed with user vehicle 
and service vehicle circulation in mind.   Drivers will access the convenience center using a single 
access road from the improved Road A, which will divide into two separate loops, one for access to 
the recycling and re-use areas and another to access the chutes.  It is not certain how many 
structures will occupy the site at this time; however, the chute area will be covered with a structure 
of sufficient size to shelter user vehicles, chutes, and collection containers.  All vehicle-accessible 
areas will be paved.  Additionally, design will include space to add facilities, including extra chutes, 
should growth in Ocean View necessitate expansion.   The components and conceptual layout of the 
convenience center are shown in Figure 2-4. 

                         
1 In keeping with current legal terminology, the Final EIS has been modified 
from the Draft EIS by consistently referring to facilities such as those 
proposed in Ocean View as “convenience centers”, rather than “transfer 
stations”, except for historical references. 
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EXISTING ENVIRONMENT, IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
The project site borders the Hawai‘i Belt Road (SR 11), on its mauka side near the intersection of 
Iolani Lane.  Access is via an unpaved road termed “Road A”.  Land cover is scattered native forest 
and shrubland over mostly bare ‘a‘a lava.  Elevation on the project site ranges from about 1,880 to 
1,930 feet above sea level.  The property is vacant and unused.  Adjacent parcels are primarily 
vacant, with scattered agricultural use. 
 
The proposed project is fully consistent with the site’s agricultural land use district and zoning, and 
all applicable State and County Plans, including the Hawai‘i State Plan, the Hawai‘i County 
General Plan, and the Integrated Solid Waste Management Plan, which proposes a new center in 
Ocean View and supports efforts to increase island-wide waste recycling and diversion, as planned 
at the new convenience center. 
 
Short-term noise, air, traffic, noise and water quality impacts associated with grading and 
construction will be mitigated by adherence to Storm Water Pollution Prevention plans, dust control 
plans, traffic control plans, and noise mitigation (if required by DOH after project review).  
Construction of the project would have a minor effect on traffic, and suggested mitigation consists 
of a turn lane for vehicles turning left onto Road A with a minimum length of 85 feet, and a right-
turn acceleration lane.  These improvements must be coordinated with the Department of 
Transportation.  Although the site supports a scrubby native forest, no rare, threatened or 
endangered species are present.  Much of the site will be left as-is for buffers, and native plants will 
be used in landscaping to enhance the appearance of the site and provide visual buffers.  No 
archaeological features are present and impacts to cultural resources or traditional activities would 
not occur. However, if archaeological resources or human skeletal remains are encountered during 
land-altering activities associated with construction, work in the immediate area of the discovery 
will be halted and the State Historic Preservation Division will be contacted. 
 
Solid waste facilities by their nature often involve certain nuisances. Often cited are odor, 
unsightliness, traffic, noise, feral animals, pests, exposure to hazardous materials, dumpster diving, 
and wild animals attracted to the site that may communicate diseases to pets.  In the most severe 
conditions these issues could be expected to present quality-of-life issues for project area residents. 
 However, DEM is committed to the idea that a convenience center, if properly built and managed 
and adopted by the community, will not present these problems.  In general, nuisance issues can be 
minimized through a combination of efforts beginning with design and including, but not limited to, 
good-housekeeping practices and community involvement.  Community input has shown that there 
is great interest in making this convenience center a focal point for community activity.  DEM 
anticipates the active participation in an “Adopt a Convenience Center” program in which 
community groups would participate in activities that may include HI5 redemption, neighborhood 
watch, management of a re-use facility, landscaping, among others.  
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The following specific mitigation measures will be adopted. 
 
DEM will perform the following in order to minimize the potential for nuisance odors to impact 
nearby receptors: 
 

• Trailers and bins will be changed frequently and transported to a County sanitary landfill, as 
volume warrants, and in no case less frequently than twice a week; 

• Adequate buffers will be maintained around the Recycling Point and Convenience Center; 
• The Recycling Point and Convenience Center will be staffed, with the possible assistance of 

volunteers, in order to prevent the disposal of prohibited wastes in collection containers; 
• The access road will be gated during night time hours; 
• Assistance with monitoring of the access road by neighborhood watch will be solicited; 
• Signage will advise users what wastes are prohibited and permitted; and 
• Good housekeeping practices, including routine site cleaning, will be conducted. 

 
DEM will do the following in order to minimize the potential for invasive species and pests to 
become nuisances: 
 

• Conduct good housekeeping practices at all times, including routine site cleaning and 
weeding of buffer areas; 

• Monitor the presence of pests, including feral cats, with the facilitation of community 
volunteers and in coordination with other agencies; 

• Eradicate pests when necessary, in coordination with other agencies; 
• Minimize the potential for the wind-blown release of seeds by sheltering collection 

containers from wind and by staffing with and attendant; and 
• Work with the Hawaiian Ocean View Estates Maintenance Road Corporation and others in 

the community to maximize greenwaste diversion from the convenience center. The facility 
will have signs directing users to where greenwaste can be disposed of off-site.   

 
In order to minimize the visual impact of the Recycling Point and Convenience Center, DEM will: 
 

• Site structures utilizing the project site’s natural relief to minimize visibility from 
surrounding properties; 

• Paint permanent structures with unobtrusive colors; 
• Maintain adequate visual buffers on the project site; 
• Maintain landscaping, using plant species conformant with the character of the site, 

preferably native plant species; 
• Shelter collection containers from wind to minimize the potential for windblown litter; and 
• Conduct good housekeeping practices, including routine cleaning of the access road to 

remove litter. 
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In addition, the following mitigation measures will be implemented: 
 
In order to prevent impacts to Hawaiian hoary bats and Hawaiian Hawks, DEM will restrict initial 
land clearing to periods outside the April to August pupping period for Hawaiian hoary bats.  
Additionally, DEM will arrange a pre-construction nest search by a qualified ornithologist using 
standard methods if the land clearing occurs within the month of March, the earliest month in the 
March to August nesting period for Hawaiian Hawks.  If Hawaiian Hawks are present, no land 
clearing will be allowed until at least September.   
 
There are no unresolved issues. 
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1. INTRODUCTION  
 
1.1  Applicant and Accepting Authority 
 
The County of Hawai‘i Department of Environmental Management (DEM) proposes to acquire  
a property in the Ocean View area of the Ka‘u District (Figures 1-1 and 1-2) on which to build 
and operate a solid waste Recycling Point and Convenience Center.  Use of County funds 
triggers the environmental review requirements under Chapter 343, Hawai‘i Revised Statutes 
(HRS).  This law was enacted by the Hawai‘i State Legislature to require State and County 
agencies to consider the environmental impacts of various actions as part of the decision-making 
process. Agencies are required to conduct an investigation and evaluation of alternatives as part 
of the environmental impact analysis process, prior to making decisions that may impact the 
environment.   
 
Normally, if a project does not appear to have significant impacts, the proposing agency will 
prepare an Environmental Assessment (EA).  Based on the information in the EA, the agency 
will determine whether there are significant impacts.  If there are none, a Finding of No 
Significant Impact is made.  If significant impacts are present, the agency is required to prepare 
an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). DEM has concluded that there is controversy 
surrounding the question of whether the project may have significant effects on the environment, 
and therefore preparation of an EIS is prudent.  The accepting authority to determine the 
adequacy of the Final EIS is the Office of the Mayor of the County of Hawai‘i.   
 
1.2 Location and Ownership 
 
The 21.64-acre property, a 9-acre portion of which would be purchased for use as a recycling 
point and convenience center, is identified by TMK 9-2-150:60.  It is located in the District of 
Ka‘u in the community of Ocean View, in the Kona South Estates subdivision, ahupua‘a of 
Kahuku (Figures 1-3a and 1-3b), adjacent or near the subdivisions of Hawaiian Ocean View 
Estates, Kona Garden Estates, Kula Kai View Estates, and Keone’s Hawaiian Ranchos.  
 
The site is privately owned by Mr. Tyson Bryan, Mr. Ronald Wilson, Mr. Steven Eames, and 
Ms. Patricia Eames.  The County of Hawai‘i would subdivide 9.0 acres of the parcel for purchase 
and use.  The remainder of the parcel would remain in private ownership.   
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Figure 1-2. Ocean View Area Landmarks 

 
 
1.3 Environmental Impact Statement Process 
 
The three phases of Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) development are described below. 
 
Scoping. The preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) begins with the scoping 
process.  The purpose of scoping is to notify the public of the proposed action, identify issues 
and assess the relative significance of these issues, determine the alternatives for study, allocate 
the proper resources for environmental investigation, and plan a schedule for the EIS.  The 
scoping process for this began with the publication on April 8, 2007, in the Environmental 
Notice of the Hawai‘i State Office of Environmental Quality Control (OEQC) of the availability 
of the Environmental Impact Statement Preparation Notice (EISPN).  The scoping process also 
included a public meeting held at the Ocean View Community Association on April 16, 2007.  
Comments received in response to the EISPN, those made at the public meeting, and responses 
to these comments are included in Appendix 1B and summarized in Section 5.5 below.  A list of 
government agencies, organizations and individuals consulted during the scoping process is also 
contained in Section 5.5.   
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Figure 1-3b. Project Site TMK Map 

 
 
Draft EIS. In addition to the opportunity for formal public review during the EIS process, DEM 
and its representatives have met and will continue to meet with the general public, as well as 
community organizations, business groups, environmental organizations, and cultural 
organizations that have special concerns.  These meetings are meant to offer an informal setting 
for soliciting concerns and gathering information.  To date, a number of meetings have occurred, 
and these are documented and discussed in detail in Section 5.5.   
  
Final EIS.  As part of this Final EIS, DEM has reviewed and responded to the comments 
received on the Draft EIS. The Final EIS incorporates the comments, and include copies of the 
comments and responses (see Appendix 1E).  The Office of the Mayor of the County of Hawai‘i 
has determined that the Final EIS meets the EIS requirements of the State of Hawai‘i.   
 
Section 5.5 describes the consultation process in more detail, including lists of consulted parties 
for the EISPN, Draft EIS, and Final EIS, as well as summaries of the meetings held during the 
EISPN and Draft EIS comment periods.  Appendices 1A and 1F also include various materials 
related to these meetings. 
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2. PROJECT BACKGROUND, PURPOSE AND NEED 
 
2.1 Project Purpose and Need 
  
The residents of Ocean View, a rapidly growing community with a population of somewhere 
between 3,000 and 6,000, are obliged to travel 12 miles to dispose of household waste and drop 
off recyclable materials.  Ocean View is centered on the 78-mile marker of the Hawai‘i Belt 
Road, State Route 11 (SR 11), and the nearest convenience centers are in Wai‘ohinu, at the 66-
mile marker, and Waiea, which is between the 99 and 100-mile markers.  Ocean View is one of 
only two communities in Hawai‘i County with a population greater than 2,000 without a 
convenience center within 10 miles (the other is Waikoloa), and area residents have repeatedly 
requested the County to address this deficiency over the last twenty years. 
 
Aside from presenting a serious inconvenience to residents, the lack of a convenience center in 
this area is one factor contributing to an epidemic of illegal dumping.  Dozens of illegal dumps 
are present, posing not only a scenic blight but also a hazard to human health and environmental 
quality (Figure 2-1).  An illegal dump ignited on August 15, 2004, and was extinguished only 
with difficulty by the Fire Department.  Appendix 5 contains a report detailing a visual survey of 
illegal dump sites performed of road-accessible areas on the periphery of the Manuka Natural 
Area Reserve during a four-hour period.  The 31 individual illegal dump sites found during this 
short survey comprised of a large variety of objects: typical bagged household waste, appliances, 
mattresses, motor vehicles, construction waste including paint cans, and vehicle batteries.  Illegal 
dump sites were usually located along road shoulders, sometimes using lava tubes or caves, and 
were often within several hundred feet of residences.   
 
The purpose of the project is to respond to the needs of residents for a convenient location to 
recycle, dispose of their remaining solid waste, and thereby reduce illegal dumping. The County 
has attempted to address these problems through a series of initiatives to develop a convenience 
center that date back almost two decades, a process summarized in Section 2.3 below.    
 
2.2 Regional Solid Waste Disposal System 
 
The County of Hawai‘i does not provide household waste collection for single-family 
residences, as the long haul distances and low population density in Hawai‘i County make this 
cost-prohibitive.  Instead, private companies collect from about half of residences, mostly in 
urban areas, while the other half haul their own household waste to one of the 21 County 
convenience centers that provide convenient and free disposal for single-family households.  
Sixteen of the convenience centers are gated, with set hours of operation, and are monitored by 
County attendants or security guards, who provide some public education and monitor for 
prohibited materials including household hazardous waste.  The distribution of existing 
convenience centers and those proposed under the County of Hawai‘i General Plan is depicted in 
Figure 2-2 below, with their basic characteristics described in Table 2-1.  The fundamental 
components of a  
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Figure 2-1.  Photographs of Illegal Dumps in Ocean View 
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Figure 2-2  

Distribution of County of Hawai‘i Solid Waste Facilities 
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convenience center include service roads, one household waste disposal chute, and one 
container. County convenience centers have also come to include at least some form of 
permanent or periodic recycling as a basic component, and only Miloli‘i currently does not offer 
recycling. 
   
DEM is now beginning the process of upgrading all 21 convenience centers in the County.   A 
2006 assessment, the Island Wide Transfer Station Repair and Enhancement Plan (IWTSREP), 
determined that nearly all have some deficiencies and most need significant renovation in order 
to improve services, including greenwaste processing and recycling, and to improve 
environmental quality of the surroundings, as well as worker safety (DEM 2006).  Most County 
convenience centers were built before recycling and greenwaste collection were recognized 
priorities, and these collection services have been placed on sites that were not designed with 
these uses in mind.  The Ocean View Recycling Point and Convenience Center2 will have a more 
                         
2 Originally named the Ocean View Recycling Center and Transfer Station, the 
name has been revised in the EIS to reflect the official terminology of 
convenience center, versus transfer station, per Department of Health permits, 
and the Hawaii County Code 25-1-5(b)definition of recycling centers, which 
refers to centers in which materials are separated and processed rather than 
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modern and integrated layout than existing convenience centers, since it will be designed with 
these components in mind, and it will include space for future expansion of services.  DEM 
intends this project to be a model convenience center, in both its design and operational qualities, 
for future convenience center improvements. 
  
2.3 History of County Initiatives to Provide Convenience Center  
 
This section describes the 18-year history of County efforts to identify suitable sites for a 
convenience center in the Ocean View/South Kona area.  Any site needs to be large enough to 
accommodate the intended use as well as sizeable buffer zones around the convenience center, to 
possess suitable land use designations, and to have no covenants forbidding solid waste 
convenience centers or recycling.  Additionally, highway access is a key consideration, as the 
cost of building roads to legal and operational standards is high, and thus a site should be on or 
close to SR 11.  It is also was preferable for the site to have relatively few neighboring 
residences or sensitive land uses on or adjacent to the property.  Importantly, the property must 
have a seller willing to provide the property for this use at market rate or lower. 
 
Although many sites have been investigated, sites that meet all or even most of these criteria are 
few.  Although most of the land on or near SR 11 is in the State Land Use Agricultural District, 
where convenience centers are explicitly permitted, some land is in Conservation District. Use of 
land in the Conservation District would require a discretionary permit from the State Board of 
Land and Natural Resources.  Furthermore, locating the station within or near Conservation 
District land with high native habitat value (e.g, the Manuka Natural Area Reserve and coastal 
properties) is seen by the State as inconsistent with its goal of protecting habitat in such areas.  
Additionally, some undeveloped lands in the area are known to contain endangered species and 
significant archaeological sites.  Very few landowners who have been contacted by the County 
have been willing to provide the land at market rate or below for the intended use. Finally, for 
the few sites that meet these criteria, and despite the fact that most residents support having a 
convenient location for a recycling point and convenience center, when actual sites are proposed, 
few in the public desire to have the convenience center located in the near vicinity of their home, 
business or farm.  
  
A full list of sites that have been considered by DEM over the years is provided in Chapter 3, 
which addresses alternatives.  The discussion below provides a history of the project and a 
context for the various sites that were studied. 
 
County efforts began in 1985, when the Solid Waste Division (SWD) of the Department of 
Public Works (DPW) initiated the “South Kona Convenience Center Transfer Station” project, 
intended to site a solid waste disposal facility for the then 900 residents of the Miloli‘i/Kahuku 
area.  Work on the project continued for five years without a successful result.  In the year 2000 
a  

                                                                               
merely collected. DEM will be working on standardizing its use of these terms, 
including on signage and publication materials, over the next several years. 
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series of meetings involving the County Council, the Solid Waste Division Chief, representatives 
for the area, and various civic groups focused on finding a site in Ocean View, which had grown 
to become the center of population and commerce for the far southwest of the island.   
 
This effort stretched into 2003, when the County Council authorized $1.3 million in Capital 
Improvement Project funds for the design, permitting and construction of the Ocean View 
Convenience Center/Recycling Center.  Initial site investigations focused on three properties 
with frontage on Road to the Sea, makai of SR 11.  Environmental studies of the sites were 
conducted and a public meeting was held to gather input.  Although most attendees expressed 
support for the concept of a convenience center, concerns from neighbors who opposed the 
facility dominated the meeting.    
 
Following these activities in 2004 DEM officials evaluated the results of the Road to the Sea site 
studies and determined that none of the three sites was ideal, and that it would be prudent to 
conduct a wider analysis of potential sites.  Two of the properties (one of which had a relatively 
intact and diverse native mesic forest) were found to be unsuitable because they were directly 
adjacent to the Manuka Natural Area Reserve, which would have been inappropriate due to its 
high conservation value. Furthermore, infrastructural studies determined that road costs would 
be prohibitive for all three properties due to their distance from Highway 11 and the poor state of 
their existing access roads.   At the same time, the Department of Health expressed concern over 
the lack of all necessary permits for another DEM mini-convenience center about 10 miles away 
in Miloli‘i Village. DEM began to search for a site that could both replace Miloli‘i and 
reasonably serve Ocean View.     
 
DEM then undertook an Alternative Site Assessment (ASA), which screened candidate parcels 
of adequate size (minimum of 8 acres) with good highway access located from Pali o Kulani on 
the east to Miloli‘i Road on the northwest (Figure 2-3).   More than 50 sites were investigated for 
size and shape, position on highway, existing uses, sensitive neighboring uses, and owner 
willingness, before two properties were identified for further study.  Both properties belonged to 
the State of Hawai‘i, one of the only landowners willing to consider selling property to the 
County for a convenience center, a restriction that greatly limited selection of appropriate 
properties.  In January 2005, DEM undertook botanical, archaeological and community studies 
of the larger of these properties, which had an area of about 2,700 acres but only a short 
developable frontage.  Although the area contained a partially native forest, DEM had presumed 
that a site near the road margin of the property, which had already been degraded by dumping, 
unauthorized logging, invasive species, and other activities, would prove suitable for use as a 
convenience center. Careful investigation revealed, however, that an endangered fern, Diellia 
erecta, was present even in this relatively disturbed area, precluding use of the property. 
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Figure 2-3. Ka‘u and South Kona Areas Surveyed for Candidate Sites 

 
 
 
The focus of attention then shifted to the remaining property, across SR 11.  This 8.9-acre, 
narrow, steeply sloping property remnant would have required considerable earthwork and 
engineering to make it suitable, and it had the additional disadvantage of close residential 
neighbors.  In any case, the discovery by archaeologists in October 2005 of significant historic 
sites in an area that would have unavoidably required disturbance in order to develop the 
property precluded selecting the property. 
 
After these setbacks, DEM was once again left with no practical site for a convenience center 
that fully satisfied needs at the time.  A process was begun to obtain permits for the Miloli‘i 
Village Convenience Center and provide a less expensive means to collect solid waste.  When it 
became clear that this effort would succeed, the need for the convenience center to be located in 
or near Honomalino lessened, and DEM decided to re-examine the potential for sites within 
Ocean View itself, even though this might severely limit usage by Honomalino and nearby 
residents (see Figure 1-2).  In recognition of the serious illegal dumping problem and the lack of 
convenient solid waste options for Ocean View residents, this tradeoff appeared both sensible 
and unavoidable.   
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On June 8, 2006, South Kona and Ocean View community members convened a task force to 
recommend candidate sites to the DEM.  The task force was composed of volunteers who had 
been attending meetings on the subject or had been otherwise involved, and its initial members 
included the following: Dick Hershberger, Mike Taylor, Gerald Hollman, Rell Woodward, 
Mailia Barnhart, John Wolverton, Linda Pollard, Barbara Alcain, Ty Bryan, Marge Elwell, and 
Dale Burton. Nelson Ho, Bob Jacobson and Barbara Lively participated on behalf of the County. 
 Antonia Vergona was the spokesperson for an ad hoc group named the Committee for an 
Appropriate Transfer Station (CATS). Many community members and organizations expressed 
strong support for the project (see Appendix 1C for letters related to the Task Force). 
 
Recommended sites included TMK 9-2-150:060 in Kona South Estates (the subject of this EIS), 
and several other sites located at Leilani Circle within Ocean View Estates, adjacent to the 
community center and reserved for community use.  After consideration, DEM rejected the 
Leilani Circle sites (TMKs 9-2-009:052 and 9-2-013:032) because they were too far away from 
the highway; a narrow road would have to be widened at great expense in order to accommodate 
County tractor trailers; deed and covenant restrictions limited what could be placed within the 
parcels; residents voiced concerns about bringing “outside” traffic so far into the subdivision; 
and the parcels were immediately surrounded by sensitive uses including eight residences 
located on Leilani Circle Mauka and Leilani Circle Makai within several hundred feet.  
Topography of this area indicated that these residences would generally have direct lines-of-
sight to both of these sites.  Site TMK 9-2-150:060, which had 21-acre properties (as opposed to 
other much smaller, subdivided properties nearby) on both sides and a banked, road-cut highway 
frontage that shielded much of the site from view, was included for further consideration.    
 
As neighboring residents learned of the selected site, some believed the site was unsuitable and 
questioned the selection process.  Strong criticism of the preferred site has been stated by some 
members of Kona Garden Estates, an adjacent gated subdivision of 150 lots with about 15 
dwellings. The Committee for an Appropriate Transfer Station asked the County to undertake 
another evaluation of reasonable and practicable site from Ocean View to Honomalino, and 
provided a list of 16 sites (Appendix 1C includes a number of selected e-mails received from this 
group). In deference to their concerns, DEM once again conducted a thorough evaluation of 
these sites, and inquired of the owners whether they would be willing to sell their properties for 
the intended use at market rates, a key requirement for County of Hawai‘i acquisition.  In the 
end, only the owners of TMK 9-2-150:060 responded affirmatively.  Table 2-2 lists the 
properties and the owners contacted during the process, the response and type of response (i.e., 
mail vs. phone) and whether the owners were willing to sell the property to the County at market 
rates. 
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Table 2-2. Summary of Landowner Contacts, CATS Suggested Sites 
TMK Parcel Size 

(acres) 
Ownership/Mailing Address Response/ 

Type 
Willing 
to Sell*? 

8-9-011:006 1347.00 Kapua Orchard Estates LLC, c/o Macfarms of Hawaii, 89-406 
Mamalahoa Hwy, Captain Cook HI 96704 Yes/Mail No 

8-9-015:003 14.53 James & Karin Ameika, 2701 Ridgepointe St, Jonesboro AR 
72404 No N/A 

8-9-015:005 9.23 Colleen McDonald  89-1001 Mamalahoa Hwy, Honaunau HI 
96726 Yes/Phone No 

8-9-015:006 10.00 Henry and Iris Boshard, 73-1246 Lihau St, Kailua-Kona HI 96740 Yes/Phone 
& Mail No 

8-9-015:007 8.64 Waldemar Berner, 29 W Seaview Ave, San Rafael CA  94901 Yes/Phone No 
8-9-015:011 32.00 Thomas Atwood, PO Box 1516, Colma CA 94014 Yes/Phone No  
8-9-015:013 22.56 Barbara and Mark Littorin, SR Box 17, Captain Cook HI 86704 Yes/Phone No 

8-9-012:012 100.02 Kapua Orchard Estates LLC, c/o Macfarms of Hawaii, 89-406 
Mamalahoa Hwy, Captain Cook HI 96704 Yes/Mail No 

8-9-012:014 231.75 Kapua Orchard Estates LLC, c/o Macfarms of Hawaii, 89-406 
Mamalahoa Hwy, Captain Cook HI 96704 Yes/Mail No 

8-9-012:015 32.03 Kapua Orchard Estates LLC, c/o Macfarms of Hawaii, 89-406 
Mamalahoa Hwy, Captain Cook HI 96704 Yes/Mail No 

8-9-012:018 671.26 Kapua Orchard Estates LLC, c/o Macfarms of Hawaii, 89-406 
Mamalahoa Hwy, Captain Cook HI 96704 Yes/Mail No 

8-9-003:067 14.37 Melvin & Jason Inaba, 123 Lanikaula St, Hilo HI 96720 Yes/Phone No 

8-9-003:068 12.84 Ruth Earl Estate, c/o Herman Apo, 1495 Noelani St Pearl City HI 
96782 Yes/Phone No 

9-2-150:060 21.64 Steven C. Eames, Ronald Wilson, Tyson Bryan, Patricia Eames, 
PO Box 180, Honaunau HI 96726 Yes/Phone Yes 

9-2-001:069 1000.00 Linda Shum, 225 W Garvey Ave, Monterey Park CA 91754 No N/A 
9-1-001:009 4.59 State of Hawai‘i Yes/Mail No 

*- Landowner willing to sell at market rates. 
 
As the site appears to be suitable and obtainable, the County identified it as the project site for 
advancement to the EIS, recognizing, however, that circumstances with other properties could 
change and additional sites may be identified during the EIS process.  
 
Environmental studies of the property were begun in 2007 and the Environmental Impact 
Statement Preparation Notice (EISPN) prepared and published on April 8, 2007.  A public 
meeting on April 16, 2007, summarized the process to date and outlined the ongoing studies and 
evaluation.  There was widespread support for the convenience center but serious concerns were 
expressed by neighbors.  During the meeting, Dr. Carl Oguss, a landowner of a large property 
that included several 21-acre parcels with highway frontage, spoke up to offer the donation of 
some of his land to the County to assist in development of a convenience center and other 
community infrastructure.  Because these properties did not have any existing road access they 
had not been considered up to this point.  The possibility of obtaining them at no cost would 
have freed some of the project’s budget for road construction costs.  In the weeks that followed, 
DEM discussed with the owner which properties it would be possible to obtain; in the end, the 
two properties that were available for donation (TMKs 9-2-150:3 and 8) did not have highway 
frontage, and in fact were located 3,100 feet makai of the highway.  Preliminary calculations  
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(without detailed topo or construction plans) indicated that road construction costs to access this 
area would be about eight times greater than the value of the property and five to six times 
greater than the cost of road infrastructure of alternative properties with highway frontage (see 
Appendix 2 for road cost calculations). Furthermore, although somewhat isolated, a convenience 
center on either of the offered lots would have had more neighbors than might be expected.  Lot 
3 would have fifteen lots within 600 feet of the mauka part of the lot, where development would 
most likely occur; Lot 8 would have seven.  In comparison, TMK 9-2-150:60 has relatively 
fewer neighbors that would be affected. The lots across Highway 11 are already so affected by 
the State Highway’s traffic, exhaust, and rows of power poles and lines that the proposed 
convenience center is not any significant source of impacts.   Not counting lots across Highway 
11, only four lots are within 600 feet of 9-2-150:60.  These are TMKs 9-2-150:51; 9-2-156:1 and 
2; 9-2-01:58 (which is a narrow pole-shaped lot that is likely be used only for access).   No lots 
in Kona Gardens are within 600 feet.  
 
The issues of both cost and context negated any benefit to the County for this use, more than 
offsetting the benefit of donated property, and DEM declined to accept the donation.  At this 
point, only TMK 9-2-150:060, the subject of this EIS (see Figures 1-2 & 1-3), is a viable 
candidate for a convenience center, because it is the only property with sufficient size, highway 
frontage, no highly sensitive environmental resources, relatively few directly adjacent 
residences, and a willing landowner.  A thorough discussion of alternative site consideration is in 
Section 3.2 below.   
 
2.4 Project Components 
  
From its experience managing 21 convenience centers around the island, DEM is aware that 
nuisance problems related to odor, pests, litter, feral animals, noise, traffic and other problems 
occur.  These are particularly an issue at sites that are too small and located in less than ideal 
locations.  DEM has developed various strategies to deal with these problems and existing sites 
with old designs.  Success has been greatest in sites that are adopted to some degree by the 
community and at least 300 feet away from residences but still enough in the public eye to 
discourage vandalism and abuse.  The Kea‘au Convenience Center has been a success, even 
given the limitations of the site, which is a filled-in public dump from the early part of the 
century.  Building on its experience, DEM intends the Ocean View Recycling Point and 
Convenience Center to be a model for the “next-generation” of convenience centers and transfer 
stations and will have an integrated design maximizing efficient use and traffic flow and 
including space for future expansion of services.  The components and conceptual layout of the 
convenience center are shown in Figure 2-4. 
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The Ocean View Recycling Point and Convenience Center would consist of the following 
elements: 
 

• Two waste disposal chutes; 
• Recycling area with bins for glass, aluminum, cardboard, certain plastics, and other 

items; 
• Appliance and e-waste collection area; 
• Household hazardous waste (i.e., batteries, e-waste, florescent bulbs, oil, etc.) collection 

area; 
• Redemption area for containers; 
• Service roads, improvements to the access road, SR 11 and their intersections, as 

necessary, including a gate to restrict access beyond the facility’s makai driveway to 
Road A (subject to owner permission);   

• Visual buffer area; 
• Firebreaks and firefighting equipment; 
• Signage; and 
• Drainage improvements. 
 

The convenience center may also include the following elements, depending on community 
needs, desires and involvement: 

 
• Scrap metal collection bins; and 
• Reuse area. 

 
The facility is expected to employ two new Solid Waste Division employees and one contract 
employee (security services). 
 
The facility itself would require approximately half of the 9-acre site, with the remainder of the 
area retained as a buffer.   Roadways, both access and service roads, will be designed with user 
vehicle and service vehicle circulation in mind.   Drivers will access the convenience center 
using a single access road from the improved Road A, which will divide into two separate loops 
for access to the recycling and re-use areas and another to access the chutes.  It is not certain 
how many structures will occupy the site at this time; however, the chute area will be covered 
with a structure of sufficient size to shelter user vehicles, chutes, and collection containers.  All 
vehicle accessible areas will be paved.  Additionally, design will include space to add facilities, 
including extra chutes, should growth in Ocean View necessitate expansion. 
 
The adjacent parcel to the east, TMK 9-2-150:051, is a 21.64-acre agriculturally zoned parcel for 
which a Special Permit has been issued for construction and operation of a self-storage business. 
DEM will coordinate with the self-storage facility to ensure that the gate on Road A, if built, is 
located makai of the entrance for that facility, in order to not interfere with customer access.   
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The project will not include components appropriate only for sanitary landfills, such as the South 
Hilo Sanitary Landfill and the Pu‘uanahulu Sanitary Landfill in North Kona.  There will be no  
collection and storage of abandoned cars or tires on the site.  Also, as is the case at all 
convenience centers, household waste at convenience centers will be stored only temporarily. 
Trailers and bins will be changed frequently, as volume warrants, and in no case less frequently 
than twice a week.  Greenwaste collection, listed as a project element in the EISPN, will instead 
be processed by the Hawaiian Ocean View Estates Road Development Corp., which accepts 
greenwaste for chipping and produces mulch, providing not only landfill diversion but a much 
requested product in the area.   
 
Oral and written comments on the EISPN included requests for longer hours of operation (even 
24-hour service), sufficient and active staffing to prevent nuisances, close coordination among 
DEM staff and other agencies and groups involved in solid waste, and doubts about relying on 
public involvement for staffing.  The convenience center at Kea‘au was cited by many as a good 
model. One commenter stated that the action would fail to have any positive effect on illegal 
dumping.  
 
Requested services in the comments included a reuse area, household appliance disposal, a 
baseyard for retrieving and temporarily storing abandoned vehicles scattered throughout Ocean 
View.  Commenters expressed concern about where to put items not allowed, including batteries, 
tires, and construction material.  Some commenters stated that there was no way to absolutely 
prevent businesses from dumping commercial waste, while others asked that commercial 
establishments be allowed to utilize the convenience center (commercial operators may use 
recycling).  
 
Regarding site issues, comments included requesting a larger site for future expansion, a waste-
to-energy facility, utilizing solar power wherever possible, and getting adequate water for not 
only fire suppression but also heavy cleaning.  Several commenters opined that highway access 
to the site is inadequate, and one expressed concern that there was no planned alternate escape 
route from site.  Several commenters believed that a smaller site would be more appropriate, 
with fewer functions and a larger buffer. Others suggested that the site was too close to the 
Manuka Natural Area Reserve.  
 
The components described above and the mitigation measures they incorporate reflect the effort 
by DEM to respond to the diverse range of community concerns and opinions regarding the 
design, operation and site characteristics of the project. 
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2.5 Project Cost and Schedule 
 
The budget for the project, which will be funded by the County of Hawai‘i, is currently 
estimated at $4.4 million, with the following preliminary general items and estimate costs: 
 

Property Acquisition      $    500,000  
Earthwork (Excavation)  $    725,000 
Paving, Concrete, Retaining Walls  $ 1,225,000 
Road A and Highway 11 Intersection  $    400,000 
Utilities   $    400,000 
Fencing & Landscaping  $    250,000 
Canopy & Buildings  $    900,000 
TOTAL    $ 4,400,000 

 
This estimate will be refined through appraisal of the property after completion of the EIS 
process and final design.  If permits and approvals are obtained in a timely manner, design would 
be finished and construction would begin by 2008, and the station would be operational by 2009.  
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3. ALTERNATIVES  
 
The following is a list of alternatives considered during the EIS process: 

• Project implemented on selected project site; 
• Project implemented on an alternate site; 
• Alternative strategies for residential solid waste disposal and recycling; and  
• No Action Alternative. 

 
For the reasons discussed below, only the proposed project on the selected site and the No 
Action Alternative have been advanced to the EIS. 

 
3.1 Project Implemented on Selected Site 
 
DEM considers the identified parcel, TMK 9-1-150:060, to be the optimum site for the proposed 
project both because it possesses characteristics that make it suitable for the intended use and its 
owners are willing to sell to the County for this use.  Although the site would require some 
access road improvements, the site has good highway access, minimizing road construction 
costs. The site is located within Ocean View, is large enough for generous buffers, contains no 
highly sensitive land uses or environmental resources, and has relatively few nearby residences.   
 
3.2  Project Implemented on Alternate Site 
 
Prior to the EIS process, which began with publication of the EISPN on April 8, 2007, a large 
number of candidate sites had been examined for suitability for the intended use, located from 
Pali o Kulani, to the east of Ocean View, and north to Miloli‘i Road in South Kona District.  As 
described in Section 2.3 above, many of these parcels were identified during the Alternative Site 
Analysis, while others were identified by the community task force or other community 
members.   
 
The following criteria were used to rate potential alternative sites.  

• Minimal significant view planes and scenic sites; 
• Sufficient line-of-sight along the access road from both directions; 
• Minimal presence of sensitive land uses on property or directly adjacent; 
• Adequate road access; 
• Size of at least eight acres to provide adequate buffers; 
• Sufficient distance from residences; 
• Reasonable site preparation characteristics;  
• Adequate drainage, absence of drainage or obvious flooding problems; and 
• Landowner(s) willing to sell. 

 
Table 3-1 is a comprehensive list of parcels considered, along with principal reasons they were 
not selected.   
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Table 3-1. Alternative Sites Considered 
TMK SIZE (ACRES)  REASONS FOR REJECTION 

8-9-01:002 2,701 Endangered species identified 

8-9-01:008 59.14 Residence, poor Hwy. access (off of Old Hwy.) 

8-9-01:010 5.001 Residence 

8-9-01:011 15.814 Poor Hwy. access, nearby residence 

8-9-01:012 6.0 Poor Hwy. access (off of Old Hwy.), too small 

8-9-01:023 462.189 Residence, poor Hwy. access (off of Old Hwy.) 

8-9-01:027 50.00 Residence, poor Hwy. access (off of Old Hwy.) 

8-9-02:012 2.33 Too small, nearby residence 

8-9-02:013 3.782 Too small, nearby residence 

8-9-02:014 8.93 Archaeological resources identified 

8-9-02:015 3.708 Nearby residence, too small, poor hwy. access 

8-9-02:016 15.271 Residence 

8-9-02:017 6.506 Residence 

8-9-02:018 3.036 Residence 

8-9-03:009 48.2 Sensitive view plane 

8-9-03:043 5.009 Residence 

8-9-03:065 524.735 Poor hwy. access, active ag. Operations 

8-9-03:067 14.37 Residence 

8-9-03:068 12.6 Residence 

8-9-03:074 5.974 Too small, poor hwy. access, residence 

8-9-03:088 5.004 Too small, poor hwy. access 

8-9-03:089 5.001 Residence 

8-9-03:090 5.001 Residence 

8-9-03:091 5.001 Nearby residences, too small 

8-9-03:092 5.200 Nearby residences, too small 

8-9-03:093 19.274 Residence 

8-9-06:001 1509.575 Adjacent to NAR 

8-9-06:002 585.963 Adjacent to NAR 

8-9-07:001 2.000 Residence 

8-9-07:002 2.000 Nearby residences, too small, poor hwy. access 

8-9-07:003 2.013 Residence 

8-9-07:004 2.4274 Residence 

8-9-07:043 4.996 Residence 

8-9-07:001 1.000 Residence 

8-9-07:037 1.000 Residence 

8-9-09:056 10.5 Adjacent to residences 

8-9-09:057 5.018 Adjacent to residence 

8-9-11:005 12.886 Too thin, active ag., landowner not willing to sell 

8-9-11:006 1,347 Owner not amenable 
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Table 3-1, Continued 
TMK SIZE (ACRES) REASONS FOR REJECTION 

8-9-11:011 29.926 Poor hwy access, landowner not willing to sell 

8-9-11:012 35.734 Poor hwy access, landowner not willing to sell 

8-9-11:014 7.4 Landowner unwilling to sell, too small 

8-9-11:019 10.25 Landowner unwilling to sell 

8-9-11:021 30.702 Poor hwy access, landowner not willing to sell 

8-9-11:022 25.867 Poor hwy access, landowner not willing to sell 

8-9-11:023 26.209 Poor hwy access, landowner not willing to sell 

8-9-11:024 26.153 Poor hwy access, landowner not willing to sell 

8-9-11:025 26.984 Poor hwy access, landowner not willing to sell 

8-9-11:026 16.707 Poor hwy access, landowner not willing to sell 

8-9-12:001 0.916 Too small 

8-9-12:002 0.737 Too small 

8-9-12:003 200.661 Active ag. activities, landowner unwilling to sell 

8-9-12:005 46.7 Landowner unwilling to sell 

8-9-12:006 112.244 Poor hwy access, landowner unwilling to sell 

8-9-12:007 300 Landowner unwilling to sell 

8-9-12:008 14.955 Active ag. activities, landowner unwilling to sell 

8-9-12:009 166 Landowner unwilling to sell 

8-9-12:010 100 Landowner unwilling to sell 

8-9-12:011 100 Landowner unwilling to sell, ag. facility, residence 

8-9-12:012 100 Landowner unwilling to sell 

8-9-12:014 231.745 Active ag. activities, Landowner unwilling to sell 

8-9-12:015 32.03 Landowner unwilling to sell 

8-9-12:018 671.26 Landowner unwilling to sell 

8-9-13:020 657.426 Sensitive viewplane, nearby residences 

8-9-13:024 7.145 Residence 

8-9-13:025 7.017 Residence 

8-9-13:026 7.138 Nearby residences, too small/thin 

8-9-13:028 9.1 Active intensive agriculture, poor drainage 

8-9-13:029 9.1 Residence 

8-9-13:030 5.107 Residence 

8-9-13:054 4.171 Too small, nearby residences 

8-9-13:055 4.217 Too small, nearby residences 

8-9-13:056 6.635 Too small/thin, nearby residences 

8-9-13:057 7.493 Too small/ thin, nearby residences 

8-9-13:075 7.478 Too small/thin, poor hwy access, nearby residences 

8-9-13:076 7.473 Too small/thin, poor hwy access, nearby residences 

8-9-13:080 5.000 Too small, residence 

8-9-15:001 7 Too small, sensitive view plane 

8-9-15:002 7.548 Poor hwy access, nearby residences 
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Table 3-1, Continued 
TMK SIZE (ACRES) REASON FOR REJECTION 

8-9-15:003 14.5 Landowner unwilling to sell, sensitive view plane 

8-9-15:004 10.5 Poor roadway access 

8-9-15:003 9.23 Landowner unwilling to sell 

8-9-15:006 10 Landowner unwilling to sell 

8-9-15:007 8.64 Nearby residences 

8-9-15:008 32 Residence 

8-9-15:009 7.2595 Nearby residences 

8-9-15:010 28.000 Residence 

8-9-15:011 32 Landowner unwilling to sell 

8-9-15:012 7.5 Too small, sensitive view plane 

8-9-15:013 22.56 Landowner unwilling to sell 

9-1-01:002 7968.884 Conservation District, Manuka NAR 

9-1-01:009 4.59 Too small, NAR surrounds 

9-2-01:001 655.544 Windy area, prominent view planes 

9-2-01:002 115,652 Kahuku Ranch section Volcanoes National Park 

9-2-01:069 1,000 Landowner unwilling to sell 

9-2-01:072 16,455 Very windy, sensitive view plane 

9-2-01:074 223 Very windy, sensitive view plane 

9-2-09:052 6.001 Sensitive uses nearby, poor hwy access 

9-2-13:032 4.001 Sensitive uses nearby, poor hwy access  

9-2-150:003 21.3136 Very poor hwy access 

9-2-150:008 21.3136 Very poor hwy access 

9-1-150:051 21.64 Adjacent to Kona Garden Estates subd. 

9-2-150:060 21.64 N/A – project site 

 
Most properties were rejected because they either were too small, contained residences or had 
residences nearby, or had poor highway access.  Others were rejected because they were located 
in very windy areas (i.e., east of Ocean View), where a convenience center would be 
inappropriate because of the potential for blowing litter and greenwaste.  Some properties were 
prominently located and would make the convenience center too conspicuous.  The Oguss 
properties, offered to the County at no cost, were rejected because their location 3,100 feet from 
the highway with no road access would have required almost $2 million in road improvement 
costs; apart from cost, they did not offer any other advantages, and despite their distance from 
the highway, they had more neighboring lots within 600 feet than the proposed property (see 
Appendix 2 for detailed maps and cost estimates).  And finally, most of those parcels that did 
meet the selection criteria to some degree had landowners who were unwilling to sell to the 
County for the intended use.  Those few remaining were rejected after examination due to the 
presence of environmental resources, such as archaeological resources and endangered species.   
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Although properties in Honomalino were still considered as backup sites, all had one or more of 
the above reasons for not being considered.  Remaining, and with landowners willing to sell to 
the County for the intended use, was the project site. 
 
While the majority of attendees at public meetings and comments received in response to the 
EISPN indicate that the selected site is considered appropriate and acceptable, some residents 
disagreed.  Some felt that the site selection process was biased, with insufficient open dialogue, 
and that DEM was closed-minded about community concerns and did not contact enough 
property owners.  Others said there was no need for the facility, and that the Wai‘ohinu facility 
was adequate or could be upgraded.  Some of those who did agree the facility was necessary 
suggested sites such as Pohue Plaza, Honomalino, the Department of Transportation baseyard 
with the Manuka Natural Area Reserve, the macadamia nut orchards, and the lava fields to the 
east of Ocean View (owned by a private landowner or the National Park) as more appropriate. 
As discussed above, each of these sites has been evaluated and found less appropriate than the 
chosen site for a number of reasons. 
 
3.3  Alternative Strategies for Residential Solid Waste Disposal and Recycling  
 
One potential alternative strategy would have the County purchase trash trucks such as those 
used in more urban counties and provide household waste collection services, trucking to a 
County sanitary landfill.   The reason this has never been conducted, even in densely urban areas 
such as downtown Hilo or Kailua-Kona, is that County officials reckon the cost to be several 
times greater than having residents haul their own waste.  It is likely that the County would 
require a heavy monthly fee on all occupied residences or a surcharge on property owners to 
subsidize this approach – commercial haulers serving residences currently charge $15 to $25 a 
month.  DEM feedback from residents indicate that they do not perceive the cost of the service 
worth the relief of not having to utilize the convenience centers.  Although as the Big Island 
urbanizes, this approach may one day be feasible, and pilot projects may be merited, for now it is 
considered substantially cost prohibitive, particularly for areas such as Ocean View with 
relatively sparse occupation.  DEM does not consider this a viable alternative. 
 
A variation on this alternative would be to contract for these services.  Costs would likely be 
similar, but additional impacts might occur as well. Private collection and trucking would not be 
subject to the environmental review process under HRS 343, and adverse impacts would 
therefore not be mitigated. Another private-sector approach would be to contract for a privately 
owned and run convenience center.  Again, there would be a lack of environmental review, and 
the collection facility might be placed in a location undesirable to the community.  Mitigation for 
many of the nuisance issues discussed below may not occur.  Both of these private-sector 
approaches offer no advantages, are substantially more expensive, and may shortcut the 
environmental review process, and DEM does not consider them viable alternatives to advance. 
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3.4  No Action Alternative 
 
The No Action Alternative is used as a baseline comparison of impacts relative to existing and 
future conditions in the DEIS should the project not be constructed.  In general, the No Action 
Alternative results in adverse impacts because it would not alleviate the problem of illegal 
dumping in the Ocean View area, provides no system for management of solid waste in the area, 
and would not provide recycling services.  For these reasons, DEM considers the No Action 
Alternative highly undesirable. 



    
Ocean View Recycling Point and Convenience Center FEIS      

 4-1  

4. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING AND IMPACTS 
 
This section provides a discussion of the environmental conditions associated with the project 
constructed on the project site, along with the probable impacts of the project and mitigation 
measures designed to reduce or eliminate adverse environmental impacts.   
 
Basic Geographic Setting 
 
The site is located in the Ka‘u District of the County of Hawai‘i, in the Kahuku ahupua‘a.  Figure 1-
2, a portion of a USGS topo map, illustrates the project area and Figure 1-3, a Tax Map, depicts the 
immediate vicinity of the project site.  The project site borders the Hawai‘i Belt Road (SR 11), on 
its mauka side near the intersection of Iolani Lane.  Land cover is scattered native forest and 
shrubland over mostly bare ‘a‘a lava.  Elevation on the project site ranges from about 1,880 to 
1,930 feet above sea level.  The property is vacant and unused.  Nearby parcels are primarily 
vacant, with some scattered agricultural use. 
 
4.1 Geology, Hazards, and Soils 
 
Existing Environment 
 
The surface geology consists of ‘a‘a lava flows erupted from Mauna Loa between 750 and 3,000 
years ago (Wolfe and Morris 1996). The entire Big Island is subject to geologic hazards, especially 
lava flows and earthquakes.  The project site is located in Lava Flow Hazard Zone 2 (second 
highest on a scale of ascending risk 9 to 1).  In Lava Flow Hazard Zone 2 on Mauna Loa, 
approximately 75 percent of the land area has been covered by lava in the last 750 years, 20 percent 
since 1800, and 5 percent since 1950.  A portion of Ocean View is covered with lava from a 1907 
lava flow.  As such, there is at least some risk of lava inundation over short time scales on the 
project site.   
 
Lava tubes and other caves in Hawai‘i may have value as historic sites, burial locations, recreation 
areas, as unique geological features, or for other reasons.  Lava tubes are more frequent in pahoehoe 
rather than ‘a‘a lava, the type that dominates the property.  Site reconnaissance has identified no 
lava tube caves in the area.  
 
In terms of seismic risk, the entire Island of Hawai‘i is rated Zone 4 Seismic Probability Rating 
(Uniform Building Code, Appendix Chapter 25, Section 2518).  Zone 4 areas are at risk from major 
earthquake damage, especially to structures that are poorly designed or built, as the 6.7-magnitude 
(Richter) quake of October 15, 2006 demonstrated.   
 
Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
 
Special Contract Requirements that will be incorporated into the construction contract documents 
will stipulate that in the event that a previously undetected lava tube is breached during  
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construction, DEM will implement a contingency plan in coordination with the State Historic 
Preservation Division incorporating the following key points: 
 

1. If a previously undetected lava tube cave is encountered, all construction with the 
potential to impact the lava tube will immediately cease; 

2. The appropriate personnel at DEM will be contacted; 
3. These DEM personnel will contact SHPD and the U.S. Geological Survey, to 

determine whether historic sites or burials are present, and whether the lava tube 
cave has special geological value that merits investigation and data collection.  

 
Depending on the context and resources associated with the cave, several alternative courses of 
action may be pursued: 
 

1. If burials or historic sites are present, the mitigation directed by the State Historic 
Preservation Division and Hawai‘i Island Burial Council will be followed, in 
accordance with Chapter 6E, HRS, Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act, P.L. 101-85, and P.L. 101-601.  

2. If no historic sites are present, the disposition of the cave will be as follows: 
a. If appropriate and feasible, the cave will be disturbed as little as possible and 

left as-is, especially if the cave has geologic value. 
b. If the cave poses a structural hazard to the facility and cannot be avoided, 

appropriate actions will be taken to produce a structurally sound surface for 
construction, such as collapse, bridging, structural modification, or some 
combination of these. 

 
In general, geologic conditions do not appear at this time to impose any overriding constraints on 
the project, and no mitigation measures are expected to be required.  However, it is recognized the 
most of the surface of Hawai‘i Island is subject to eventual lava inundation, and that buildings and 
infrastructure in places such as Ocean View face risk.  A recycling point and convenience center 
placed in a relatively lower hazard area would not meet the goal of the project to provide the Ocean 
View area with solid waste management services.  On balance, the County believes that it is 
economically and environmentally sensible to place the facilities closer to the community that needs 
them, despite the risk of lava inundation, given the probability of lava inundation at any given site. 
 
The No Action Alternative would avoid geologic hazards and risks and potential loss or damage to 
the project.   However, other Hawai‘i County convenience centers are also exposed to these risks, 
and construction of a new facility would produce only a very small incremental increase in risk to 
solid waste management infrastructure. 
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4.2 Water Resources, Floodplains and Water Quality 
 
Existing Environment 
 
No surface water bodies such as streams or lakes exist in the area, and no wetlands are present.  
There are no potable water wells in the Ocean View area, but a recent U.S. Geological Survey test 
well drilled in Ocean View near SR 11 indicated that groundwater occurs as a thin basal lens and 
appears appropriate for use as a water source (Hawai‘i County DWS 2007).  The Hawai‘i County 
Department of Water Supply is currently drilling a well at a site about a half mile uphill of SR 11 in 
Hawaiian Ocean View Estates that would tap this same basal aquifer. 
 
The project site is designated Zone X, or Special Flood Hazard areas identified in the community 
flood insurance study as areas outside of the 100- or 500-year floodplains and of relatively low 
hazard from the principal source of flood in the area, although local sources can still cause flooding. 
 The very well-drained substrate consists largely of slightly weathered ‘a‘a lava with little soil 
(USCS 1973). 
 
Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
 
The project will add to the area of impermeable surface in the region but is not expected to 
adversely affect drainage.  Drainage improvements will ensure that all storm water runoff be 
contained on-site.  Household waste collection containers will be covered by a sheltering structure, 
protecting them from precipitation and the elements, thereby preventing formation of contaminated 
water.  Trailers and bins will be changed frequently, as volume warrants, and in no case less 
frequently than twice a week.   
 
In any project, uncontrolled excess sediment from soil erosion during and after excavation and 
construction has the potential to impact natural watercourses, water quality and flooding.  
Contaminants associated with heavy equipment and other sources during construction have the 
potential to impact surface water and groundwater if not mitigated effectively, although such 
potential in this site is limited because of the absence of surface water bodies and the great depth to 
water table.  In order to minimize the potential for sedimentation and erosion, the contractor shall 
perform all earthwork and grading in conformance with Chapter 10, Erosion and Sediment Control, 
Hawai‘i County Code. Because the project will disturb more than one acre of soil, a National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit must be obtained by the contractor before 
the project commences.  This permit requires the completion of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention 
Plan (SWPPP).  In order to properly manage storm water runoff, the SWPPP will describe the 
emplacement of a number of best management practices (BMPs) for the project.  These BMPs may 
include, but will not be limited to, the following: 
 

• Minimization of soil loss and erosion by revegetation and stabilization of slopes and 
disturbed areas of soil, possibly using hydromulch, geotextiles, or binding substances, as 
soon as possible after working; 
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• Minimization of sediment loss by emplacement of structural controls possibly including silt 
fences, gravel bags, sediment ponds, check dams, and other barriers in order to retard and 
prevent the loss of sediment from the site; 

• Minimizing disturbance of soil during periods of heavy rain; 
• Phasing of the project to disturb the minimum area of soil at a particular time; 
• Application of protective covers to soil and material stockpiles; 
• Construction and use of a stabilized construction vehicle entrance, with designated vehicle 

wash area that discharges to a sediment pond; 
• Washing of vehicles in the designated wash area before they egress the project site; 
• Use of drip pans beneath vehicles not in use in order to trap vehicle fluids; 
• Routine maintenance of BMPs by adequately trained personnel; and 
• Proper clean-up and disposal at an approved site of material from any significant leaks or 

spills.   
 
The project will be regulated through review, revision and approval by the Hawai‘i County 
Department of Public Works (DPW) to ensure compliance with standards related to storm water 
runoff containment.  No individual wastewater treatment system with a leach field will be required, 
but the facility will have either portable toilets, composting toilets, or vault toilets.  
 

One commenter on the EISPN requested installation of a ground water monitoring well and 
heightened storm water runoff treatment. No adverse water quality effects from solid waste 
convenience centers have been reported in the State of Hawai‘i. Given the hydrologic setting with 
no streams and a water table several thousand feet below the surface, separated by highly aerated 
rock, no extraordinary mitigation or monitoring measures appear to be appropriate.   
 
4.3 Operational Nuisance Issues 
 
Solid waste facilities by their nature often involve certain nuisances including litter, odors, noise, 
and vermin.  In this case nuisance issues may be particularly apparent given the rural nature of the 
project area.  In the most severe conditions these issues could be expected to present quality-of-life 
issues for project area residents.  This section discusses these long-term potential nuisance impacts 
and their mitigation. 
 
Although testimony at public meetings and council hearings indicates substantial popular support in 
Ocean View for the Recycling Point and Convenience Center, several prospective neighbors 
perceive this as a nuisance use.  Often cited are odor, unsightliness, traffic, noise, feral animals, 
pests, exposure to hazardous materials, dumpster diving, and wild animals attracted to the site that 
may communicate diseases to pets.  However, DEM is committed to the idea that a convenience 
center, if properly built and managed and adopted by the community, will not present these 
problems.  As discussed in Section 2.4, an important goal of the project is to provide a model for 
other convenience centers.   
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Although many of the comments received express concerns of reasonable nuisance concerns, some 
suggest that some persons perceive that County of Hawai‘i convenience centers commonly present 
severe nuisances, so severe that they cannot, or should not, be reasonably placed anywhere near 
human habitation and activities.  Furthermore, some commenters perceive that convenience centers 
are unsanitary, and present biological health hazards far greater than the problems, like illegal 
dumping, that they are intended to prevent.  While convenience centers may sometimes present 
genuine nuisance issues, their proximity in relation to residences and other activities, including 
agricultural and community activities, demonstrates that this perception is not necessarily accurate.  
 
For example, of the 21 County convenience centers, most – 67 percent – are found in rural 
environments (i.e., away from urban environments) (see Figure 4-1).  Thirty-eight percent of 
convenience centers have residences within approximately 600 feet.  Of these convenience centers, 
all but one have three or more residences within 600 feet.  Thus, many rural County convenience 
centers are in fact located near residences, including the following:  
 

• Honomu - one residence located less than 200 feet from chute; 
• Papaikou - two residences located less than 200 feet from chute; 
• Laupahoehoe - public school located about 200 feet from chute; 
• Honoka‘a - two residences located about 150 feet from chute, one along access road; 
• Keauhou - two residences located about 150 and 200 feet from chute; with multiple 

public-use facilities within 600 feet; 
• Miloli‘i - two residences located less than 200 feet from convenience center; and 
• Wai‘ohinu - several residences within 500 feet. 

 
Agricultural activities are also commonly found near County convenience centers – 33 percent of 
convenience centers have agricultural activities within approximately 600 feet.   In sum, a majority 
of County convenience centers have either agricultural activities or residences nearby -  57 percent 
have either residences or agricultural activities within approximately 600 feet.   
 
Only four lots are within 600 feet of the project site.  These are TMKs 9-2-150:51; 9-2-156:1 and 2; 
9-2-01:58 (which is a narrow pole-shaped lot that is likely be used only for access) (see Figure 1-
3a).  As the aerial view from several years ago shown in Figure 4-2 indicates, there are few 
residences in the immediate area. The residence nearest the Ocean View project site is located more 
than 600 feet from the northeast corner of the project site, on the opposite (i.e., mauka) side of SR 
11.  Three residences are located between 600 and 1,200 feet from the project site, also mauka of 
SR 11.  The nearest residence makai of SR 11 is located approximately 1,200 feet from the nearest 
corner of the project site in the Kona Gardens Estates subdivision. 
 
The project site could see more nearby residences in the future.  The adjacent parcel to the east, 
TMK 9-2-150:051, is a 21.64-acre agriculturally zoned parcel.  However, the County of Hawai‘i 
Planning Department has issued a Special Permit for construction and operation of a self-storage  



    
Ocean View Recycling Point and Convenience Center FEIS    

 4-6  

  
Figure 4-1 Convenience Centers in Residential Areas (Page 1) 

Honomu – Home less than 200 feet away 

 
Honoka‘a - Two homes about 150 feet away 
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Figure 4-1 Convenience Centers in Residential Areas (Page 2)  

Keauhou – Two homes with 150 and 200 feet 

 
Papaikou – Two homes less than 200 feet away 
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Figure 4-1 Convenience Centers in Residential Areas (Page 3) 
Wai‘ohinu – Several homes within 500 feet, more within 800 feet 

 
 
business on this property, which would preclude a residence. Immediately to the west of the project 
site is a 161-foot wide parcel TMK 9-2-001:158 and a 60-foot wide road easement.   
Beyond these is the 19.959-acre parcel TMK 9-2-156:001, which is agriculturally zoned, has been 
used for limited intensive agricultural activities in the past, and could contain a residence in  
the future.  Although a residence could theoretically be located on this lot as close as 250 feet from 
the convenience center (excluding buffers), the lot is large and a residence could easily be located 
more than twice as far away.  The vacant Ocean View Estates subdivision parcels located across SR 
11 from the project site on plats 9-2-007 and 9-2-015 are agriculturally zoned and could contain 
residences in the future; although residences could be located within several hundred feet, the 
interposition of a buffer and a State highway would make this distance seem farther.  In short, the 
potential for residences in uncomfortable proximity to the convenience center is minimal. 
 
In general, nuisance issues can be minimized through a combination of efforts beginning with 
design and including, but not limited to, good-housekeeping practices and community involvement. 
 Community input has shown that there is great interest in making this convenience center a focal 
point for community activity.  DEM anticipates the active participation in an  
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“Adopt a Convenience Center” program in which community groups would participate in activities 
that may include HI5 redemption, neighborhood watch, management of a re-use facility, 
landscaping, among others.   
 
In general, the No Action Alternative would result in a greater magnitude of nuisance issues of 
greater severity, because no solution to the problem of illegal dumping would be provided for the 
project area.  With the convenience center built, the potential for nuisance issues to occur would be 
more restricted to the project site itself, where they can be actively managed and mitigated.  This 
project includes buffers and will be constructed on a parcel that will ensure a suitable distance from 
present and future neighbors. 
   
 4.3.1 Odor and Air Quality 
 
Existing Environment, Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
 
Household waste is by nature malodorous, and some odor is unavoidable near household waste 
collection containers.  Severe nuisance odors may arise, however, when users deposit certain 
prohibited materials into waste collection containers, including decaying animal carcasses and 
commercial food waste.  Visits to County convenience centers suggest that collection containers 
themselves are often not the main source of severe odors, the deposition of animal carcasses nearby 
being a more significant source. At the Miloli‘i Convenience Center, a frequent source of odor is 
fish waste, which is not a prohibited substance if properly bagged.   
 
Nuisance odors can be effectively managed through several strategies.  First, disposal of prohibited 
wastes in household waste collection containers can be minimized with the supervision of a 
convenience center attendant.   After-hours gating of the facility can also reduce this activity.  
Prevention of illegal dumping at the gated access road during closed hours will also prevent 
nuisance odors by discouraging dumping of prohibited materials; strategies for this should include 
monitoring of the area by community volunteers (i.e., neighborhood watch), lighting of the access 
road, and placement of the gate as close to SR 11 as possible.  Signage specifying allowed 
substances and proper procedure for disposal of fish waste is an essential element in mitigation of 
nuisance odors.   
 
Odors from household waste collection containers are mainly managed by routine removal; 
collection containers will be removed from the convenience center and transported to a County 
sanitary landfill as they fill (probably daily and in no cases less than twice weekly), limiting decay 
of household waste on-site and thereby reducing odors.  Additionally, buffers around the 
convenience center will minimize the potential for odors to impact nearby residents and motorists.   
   
 
Operation and use of the Recycling Point and Convenience Center is not expected to produce other 
air quality impacts, due to the restriction of vehicles to paved surfaces and the presence of buffers 
that will allow dispersal of vehicle emissions before impacting nearby receptors.  



    
Ocean View Recycling Point and Convenience Center FEIS      

 4-10  

In summary, DEM will perform the following in order to minimize the potential for nuisance odors 
to impact nearby receptors:  
 

• Trailers and bins will be changed frequently and transported to a County sanitary landfill, as 
volume warrants, and in no case less frequently than twice a week; 

• Adequate buffers will be maintained around the Recycling Point and Convenience Center; 
• The Recycling Point and Convenience Center will be staffed, with the possible assistance of 

volunteers, in order to prevent the disposal of prohibited wastes in collection containers; 
• The access road will be gated during night time hours; 
• Assistance with monitoring of the access road by neighborhood watch will be solicited; 
• Signage will advise users what wastes are prohibited and permitted; and 
• Good housekeeping practices, including routine site cleaning, will be conducted. 
 

   4.3.2  Invasive Species and Pests 
 
Existing Environment, Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
 
Although native forest, the project site has both invasive plant and animal species.  A botany survey 
performed on the project site and discussed in Section 4.7 found most (57 percent) identified plant 
species to be non-native.  Many of these can be regarded as pest plant species.   
 
Invasive or pest animal species including cats, rats, mongoose, and various bird species are found 
nearly everywhere in the Hawaiian Islands.  Coqui frogs have recently established colonies nearby 
in the Manuka Natural Area Reserve and it is likely that other colonies are located near the project 
site.  These animals generally do not present problems as solitary individuals.  But breeding 
populations near residences and urban areas can present nuisances and, at times, disease vectors and 
hazards to human health. 
 
Wind-blown seeds, spores and cuttings of invasive plant species that escape collection can be a 
nuisance issues at solid waste management facilities.  Greenwaste collection and processing is not 
expected to be conducted on the site; however, seeds and cuttings may still escape, since 
greenwaste may still be deposited into household waste collection containers.  This risk will be 
minimized by sheltering collection containers from wind, and by routine weeding of buffer areas.   
While certain pests such as rats are nearly ubiquitous in Hawai‘i, procedures exist that can 
minimize pests.  This can be done most effectively by practicing good housekeeping, including 
routine site cleaning, and, if necessary, trapping (in the case of feral cats, live trapping).  The 
presence of pests, including feral cats, will be routinely monitored by DEM staff or community 
volunteers in coordination with the Hawai‘i Division of Forestry and Wildlife (DOFAW).  These 
personnel will also actively discourage the feeding of feral cats.  Trapping and live trapping of 
animals will be conducted by trained personnel when animals present nuisances, and also to  
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prevent a breeding population from developing.  Monitoring and eradication of other invasive pests, 
such as coqui frogs and other, new and presently unidentified invasives, will similarly occur in 
coordination with DOFAW, the Department of Agriculture and other agencies.  DEM and 
community groups will identify responsible entities for these activities. 
 
In summary, DEM will do the following in order to minimize the potential for invasive species and 
pests to become nuisances: 
 

• Conduct good housekeeping practices at all times, including routine site cleaning and 
weeding of buffer areas; 

• Monitor the presence of pests, including feral cats, with the facilitation of community 
volunteers and in coordination with other agencies; 

• Eradicate pests when necessary, in coordination with other agencies; 
• Minimize the potential for the wind-blown release of seeds by sheltering collection 

containers from wind and by staffing with and attendant; and 
• Work with the Hawaiian Ocean View Estates Maintenance Road Corporation and others in 

the community to maximize greenwaste diversion from the convenience center. The facility 
will have signs directing users to where greenwaste can be disposed of off-site.   

 
 4.3.3 Scenic Value and Visual Impacts 
 
Existing Environment, Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
 
The project area is rural and has distant but sweeping ocean views over the undulating terrain.   The 
Hawai‘i County General Plan lists views of the 1868, 1887 and 1907 lava flows from various areas 
as being examples of natural beauty.  The Hawai‘i County General Plan contains Goals, Policies 
and Standards intended to preserve areas of natural beauty and scenic vistas from encroachment.  
For Ka‘u, the Plan refers to various views of Mauna Loa, the coastline, and certain historic lava 
flows.  No views from or of this area of Ka‘u are listed. 
 
Little of the project site itself is visible from SR 11 due to both the road cut along SR 11 and the 
steep slopes on the mauka portion of the project site.  The nearest residences in the area are found 
mostly mauka of SR 11, with a number located less than 1,000 feet from the project site on Iolani 
and Tree Fern Lanes.  Those located makai of SR 11 are at a relatively greater distance, with the 
nearest residence found more than 1,200 feet from the project site in Kona Garden Estates, and 
more than 1,500 feet to the northwest, along Road to the Sea.  Most long-range sight lines from 
HOVE and Kona Garden Estates include the rooftops of many buildings (Figure 4-3a). 
 
On May 23, 2007 the project area was surveyed to assess visibility of the project site from nearby 
roads and homes.  A 10 foot by 10 foot white flag had been erected approximately 20 feet above a 
point 300 feet makai along Road A (Figure 4-2, Point “F”, Figure 4-3b).   This flag was used as a 
reference for the anticipated access point to the project site, but because of its height and location it 
is crudely representative of the scale of any structures that may be constructed on the  
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site.  Figures 4-3c-g show various sites on roads in Kona Garden Estates and Hawaiian Ocean View 
Ocean View Estates from which any portion of the project site could be viewed.   In most locations 
the undulating topography and foliage was blocked the project site from view.  From locations 
where the project site was visible, it was apparent that convenience center site would neither be 
prominent nor conspicuous.   
 
Because of the undulating terrain, the project site is visible only along particular sight lines in the 
surrounding area.   Makai of SR 11, the project site is visible along Kona Garden Estates 
Boulevard, although at significant distances (i.e., greater than 1,200 feet).  Mauka of SR 11 the 
project site is occasionally visible, including particular sight lines on portions of Seabreeze 
Parkway, portions of Tree Fern Lane, and Iolani Lane near the intersection of SR 11 (Figure 4-2). 
In sum, the project site may be visible by a handful of residences less than about 1,000 feet from the 
project site, all located mauka of SR 11.  
 
DEM is aware that residents of the project area are sensitive to the appearance of new construction 
in the area.  DEM will make use of the natural and existing relief of the site, as well as visual 
buffers that include the buffer around the convenience center on the project site, and may include 
landscaping, to make the convenience center as inconspicuous as possible.  Much of the central area 
of the project site is located below the elevation of Road A, and given the more general slope of the 
terrain, SR 11.  It is anticipated that the project site relief can be incorporated into the design to 
mask visibility of structures.   
 
Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
 
Convenience centers may visually clash with their surroundings, causing a nuisance. Elements of 
the convenience centers that may be visible from nearby areas include vehicles, the structure 
sheltering the chutes, household waste collection containers, portable toilets, roll-off recycling bins, 
and the re-use facility.  Also, visual nuisances can arise from litter blown from convenience centers 
or vehicles bound to or from a convenience center.  The project site was selected in part because its 
size allows inclusion of buffers surrounding the convenience center and in part to visually mask the 
convenience center infrastructure from nearby properties and SR 11. Visual impact of the 
convenience center will be minimized by careful placement of structures, utilizing existing 
topography to shield them from view.  The project site topography lends itself to masking at least a 
portion of structures from nearby areas.    
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Figure 4-2. Project Site Viewplane Photo Locations 

 



    
   

 4-14  

Ocean View Recycling Point and Convenience Center FEIS 
  

Figure 4-3a Typical View Upslope in Ocean View Showing Rooftops 

 
 

Figure 4-3b Tyvek Flag at Project Site 
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Figure 4-3c. Project Site from Photo Location 1 

 
Figure 4-3d. Project Site from Photo Location 2 (flag not visible) 
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Figure 4-3e. Project Site from Photo Location 3 

 
Figure 4-3f. Project Site from Photo Location 4 
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Figure 4-3g. Project Site from Photo Location 5 

 
 
In order to minimize the visual impact of the Recycling Point and Convenience Center, DEM will: 
 

• Site structures utilizing the project site’s natural relief to minimize visibility from 
surrounding properties; 

• Paint permanent structures with unobtrusive colors; 
• Maintain adequate visual buffers on the project site; 
• Maintain landscaping, using plant species conformant with the character of the site, 

preferably native plant species; 
• Shelter collection containers from wind to minimize the potential for windblown litter; and 
• Conduct good housekeeping practices, including routine cleaning of the access road to 

remove litter. 
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 4.3.4 Operational Noise Impacts 
 
Existing Environment, Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
 
Noise levels on the project site are currently low and derived primarily from vehicle traffic on 
nearby SR 11.  Other sources of noise include wind and noise from occasional construction 
activities.  Currently, no highly sensitive noise receptors such as residences, schools, or parks are 
present within a few hundred feet of the proposed facility location.  Because of the large lot sizes in 
the surrounding area, the potential for having many and/or very sensitive receptors is small.    
 
Daily operations of the Recycling Point and Convenience Center will produce noise from vehicle 
traffic, including movement of tractor-trailers, solid waste collection containers and roll-off 
recycling bins.  The nearest sensitive noise receptor, a residence, is located more than 600 feet from 
the northeast corner of the project site, on the opposite (i.e., mauka) side of SR 11.  Three 
residences are located between 600 and 1,200 feet from the project site, also mauka of SR 11.   
 
Buffers will prevent noise impacts to nearby sensitive receptors, although it is likely that adjacent 
parcels, including the parcel adjacent to Road A, will experience some noise increase due to the 
ingress and egress of vehicles; however, this parcel is currently unoccupied and unused, and in the 
future will be used as a self-storage facility.  
 
Operations at the other nine convenience centers which have at least one residence within 600 feet 
suggest that with the planned design and mitigation, including buffers and no night-time use, noise 
will not present a problem for neighbors.   
 

4.4  Construction Phase Noise Impacts 
 
Existing Environment 
 
As described above in section 4.3.4, noise levels on the project site are currently low and derived 
primarily from vehicle traffic on nearby SR 11.  Currently (and in the foreseeable future), no highly 
sensitive noise receptors such as residences, schools, or parks are present within a few hundred feet 
of the proposed facility location.  
 
Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
 
Construction will elevate noise levels during short periods over the course of several months. The 
Department of Health (DOH) will be consulted, and if appropriate, the contractor will be required to 
obtain a permit per Title 11, Chapter 46, HAR (Community Noise Control) prior to construction.  
DOH will review the proposed activity, location, equipment, project purpose, and timetable in order 
to decide upon conditions and mitigation measures, such as restriction of equipment type, 
maintenance requirements, restricted hours, and portable noise barriers.   
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4.5  Construction Phase Air Quality Impacts 
 
Existing Environment 
 
The climate of the Ocean View area near SR 11 is mild and fairly dry due to its location at an 
elevation of nearly 2,000 feet on the leeward side of the transition from the windward to the leeward 
climate zone.  Average annual rainfall in the area is about 40 inches, with a small but distinct 
summer maximum. Winds are generally light onshore breezes during the day, replaced by down 
slope drainage winds at night.  This pattern is occasionally replaced by light and variable 
southwesterly “kona” winds, most often in winter (UH-Manoa Dept. of Geography 1998). 

 
Air quality in the area is mostly affected by volcanic emissions of sulfur dioxide, which reacts with 
atmospheric water vapor and oxygen, sunlight and dust to produce a volcanic haze (vog) that 
persistently blankets Kona and surrounding areas, including Ocean View.  Vog contains sulfuric 
acid and particulates and can be a hazard to human health (USGS 2000).  Human sources of air 
pollution in this rural area may be fugitive dust emissions from nearby construction activities and 
vehicle traffic.   
 
Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
 
Although the proposed project is not expected to produce any permanent substantial air quality 
impacts (Section 4.3.1 above), construction-phase dust control is an important issue.  Construction, 
without mitigation, has the potential to produce localized and temporary fugitive dust emissions.  A 
dust control plan will be implemented for construction activities with potential to generate 
substantial dust.   
 
4.6 Hazardous Substances 
 
Existing Environment and Impacts  
 
No known hazardous substances are present on the project site, which is vacant and does not appear 
to have undergone any active land use in modern times.   The documented history of use of the site 
and its surroundings, confirmed by visual surveys of the project site and its surroundings, did not 
reveal any structures, equipment, or storage containers that might be indicative of hazardous 
material use.  Therefore, based upon prior and present use of the project site, no hazardous 
substances, toxic wastes, or hazardous conditions are expected to be present on the site.  
 
County convenience centers do not accept hazardous materials in excess of reportable quantities, 
including biological hazards such as animal carcasses, and household hazardous waste materials 
such as paints, pesticides, and car batteries.  The potential exists for illegal dumping of hazardous  
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waste, both within the household waste chutes during operational hours and on the access road to 
the convenience center during inoperative hours. 
   
The No Action Alternative would not allow for collection of household hazardous waste in the 
project area, and may therefore indirectly encourage illegal dumping of these materials and the 
consequent dangers to human health.   
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
DEM will employ several strategies to both discourage this activity and provide for prompt cleanup 
of illegally disposed hazardous materials:   
 

• A DEM employee or security guard will be present at the convenience center during open 
hours to deter and prevent users from dumping hazardous materials into convenience center 
chutes. 

• Illegal dumping outside of the convenience center during closed hours will be discouraged 
by gating of the access road as close to its intersection with SR 11 as permitted, and lighting 
the area at night, in order to increase visibility of this area.  

• Cleanup of convenience center access roads is part of routine maintenance activities by 
DEM.   

• DEM plans to conduct periodic collections of household hazardous waste, encouraging 
proper disposal of these items.  Household hazardous waste collection will require the 
presence of personnel with 40-hour Hazardous Safety Training Certified (HAZWPR 40) 
training, as well as provision of spill kits.  Preparation for hazardous material releases, 
including large vehicle fluid spills, should be addressed in an Emergency Management Plan. 
  

• Additionally, the Ocean View neighborhood watch has expressed interest in including the 
convenience center entrance and vicinity and recycling center in its watch area.  Although 
community involvement may not completely prevent this illegal activity, it can significantly 
limit it.  

 
4.7 Biological Environment 
 
Existing Botanical and Fauna Resources 
 
The vegetation of the project site can best be classified as ‘Ohi‘a Lowland Mesic Forest (Gagne and 
Cuddihy 1990), vegetation consisting dominantly of a scattered canopy of sparse native forest 
dominated by ‘ohi‘a trees (Metrosideros polymorpha) between 10 and 20 feet high, with some 
larger individuals (Figure 4-4).  This forest varies between nearly bare ‘a‘a patches with scattered 
‘ohi‘a and mamane (Sophora chrysophylla), ‘a‘ali‘i  (Dodonea viscosa), and pukiawe 
(Leptecophylla tameiameiae), among others.  
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Figure 4-4.  Vegetation of Project Site 

 
 
 
A botany survey of the project site performed in February 2007 identified a total of 20 endemic or 
indigenous Hawaiian plant species out of a total of 46 plant species.  A list of all plant species 
detected is shown in Table 4-1. 
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Table 4-1.  Project Site Detected Plant Species 
Scientific Name Family Common Name Life 

Form 
Status* 

Agave sp. Agavaceae Agave Shrub A 
Ageratina riparia Asteraceae Hamakua Pamakani Herb A 
Andropogon virginicus Poaceae Broomsedge Herb A 
Asclepias physocarpa Asclepiadaceae Balloon Plant Shrub A 
Bougainvillea sp. Nyctaginaceae Bougainvillea Shrub A 
Chamaecrista nictitans Fabaceae Partridge Pea Herb A 
Chamaesyce hirta Euphorbiaceae Graceful Spurge Herb A 
Chloris sp. Poaceae Chloris Herb A 
Cocculus trilobus Menispermaceae Huehue Vine I 
Crotalaria sp. Fabaceae Rattlebox Herb A 
Desmodium sp. Fabaceae Desmodium Herb A 
Diospyros sandwicensis Ebenaceae Lama Tree I 
Dodonea viscosa Sapindaceae A‘ali‘i Shrub I 
Doryopteris decipiens Pteridaceae Kumuniu Fern I 
Eleusine indica Poaceae Wiregrass Herb A 
Emilia fosbergii Astraceae Pualele Herb A 
Hyptis pectinata Lamiaceae Comb Hyptis Shrub A 
Kalanchoe pinnata Crassulaceae Air Plant Herb A 
Lepisorus thunbergianus Polypodiaceae Pleopeltis Fern  I 
Mariscus hillebrandii Cyperaceaea Sedge Herb I 
Melinus minutiflora Poaceae Molasses Grass Herb A 
Metrosideros polymorpha Myrtaceae ‘Ohi‘a Tree I 
Myrsine af. lessertiana Myrsinaceae Kolea Tree I 
Nephrolepis multiflora Nephrolepidaceae Sword Fern Fern A 
Osteomeles anthyllidifolia Rosaceae ‘Ulei Shrub I 
Pellaea ternifolia Pteridaceae Laukahi Fern I 
Pennisetum setaceum Poaceae Fountain Grass Herb A 
Peperomia leptostachya Piperaceae Peperomia Herb I 
Phlebodium aureum Polypodiaceae Hare’s Foot Fern Fern A 
Pipturus albidus Urticaceae Mamaki Shrub I 
Pittosperum af. confertiflorum Pittosporaceae Hoawa Tree I 
Plectranthus parviflorus Lamiaceae Plectranthus Herb I 
Pluchea symphytifolia Asteraceae Sourbush Shrub A 
Psidium guajava Myrtaceae Guava Tree A 
Psilotum nudum Psilotaceae Moa Fern Ally I 
Psydrax odoratum Rubiaceae Alahe‘e Tree I 
Rhynchelytrum repens Poaceae Natal Red Top Herb A 
Schefflera actinophylla Araliaceae Octopus Tree Tree A 
Schinus terebinthifolius Anacardiaceae Christmas Berry Shrub A 
Schizachyrium condensatum Poaceae Beardgrass Herb A 
Sophora chrysophylla Fabaceae Mamane Tree I 
Sporobolus sp. Poaceae Dropseed Herb A 
Leptecophylla tameiameiae Epacridaceae Pukiawe Shrub I 
Triumfetta semitriloba Tiliaceae Sacramento Burr Herb A 
Waltheria indica Sterculiaceae Uhaloa Herb I 
Wikstroemia phillyreifolia Thymeliaceae Akia Shrub I 

 A = alien, E = endemic, I = indigenous, End = Federal and State listed Endangered Species 
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Impacts and Mitigation 
 
While the property contains native flora, no resources requiring special protection are present.  No 
threatened or endangered plant species listed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service were present on 
the parcel (USFWS 2007). 
 
An important neighboring land use is the Manuka Natural Area Reserve, located about 3,000 feet 
west of the project site.  The State Natural Area Reserves System, or NARS, was created to 
preserve and protect representative samples of Hawaiian biological ecosystems and geological 
formations. The system comprises 19 reserves on five islands that collectively include over 109,000 
acres of the State’s most unique ecosystems.  The Manuka NAR is a 25,550-acre ahupua‘a that 
extends from sea level to 5,000 feet in elevation and is the largest reserve in the system.  It has 
forests that range from mesic, dominated by koa (Acacia koa) trees, to dry, where ‘ohi‘a  trees are 
dominant.  Aliens such as Christmas berry (Schinus terebinthifolius) are dominant in many areas, 
including the portion of the Manuka NAR near Highway 11. An important management goal on all 
NARs is control of plants and animals which threaten the existence of the natural biota on the 
reserves (Source: http://www.dofaw.net/nars/about.php). 
 
Few endangered or otherwise rare bird species would be expected in this area.  Several native birds 
are known from the area, including the Hawai‘i ‘Amakihi (Hemignathus virens virens) and the 
Apapane (Himatione sanguinea). Although the endangered Hawaiian Hawks (Buteo solitarius) was 
not observed on the project site during several site reconnaissances, it undoubtedly forages in the 
general area, as it is commonly seen in Ocean View.   The vegetation includes some ‘ohi‘a trees as 
tall as 40 feet, but they do not appear suitable for hawk nesting.  Little is known about the roosting 
sites of the endangered Hawaiian Hoary Bats (Lasiurus cinereus semotus), which is often found in 
alien as well as native vegetation in a variety of locations throughout the island of Hawai‘i.  
Although they were not observed on the property, biologists have often observed bats in the Ocean 
View and Manuka area, including at one site less than two miles away, at the same elevation. 
 
Although no endangered Hawaiian Petrels (Pterodroma sandwichensis) or threatened Newell’s 
Shearwaters (Puffinus auricularis newelli) were observed, they may overfly the site on their way to 
colonies on the slopes of Mauna Loa. 
 
No streams, lakes or wetlands are present or would be affected in any way by the project, and no 
effects to aquatic flora, fauna or ecosystems would occur. 
 
Direct Impacts and Mitigation Measures: Flora  
 
Use of the project site will require conversion of somewhat less than 9 acres of native forest to 
developed uses.  Considering the abundance of native forest of this type in this area and the 
property’s agricultural zoning, which allows extensive site alteration for agricultural purposes, no 
substantial impact on native forests and the viability of the species found within them would  
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occur.  As no threatened or endangered plant species appear to be present on the property, and 
endangered birds or bats are not expected to make more than minimal use of the area, no direct 
effects to such are expected to occur.  In response to concerns the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
expressed in a letter of November 20, 2007 (see Appendix 1E), DEM will restrict initial land 
clearing to periods outside the April to August pupping period for Hawaiian hoary bats.  
Additionally, DEM will arrange a pre-construction nest search by a qualified ornithologist using 
standard methods if any land clearing occurs within the month of March, the earliest month in the 
March to August nesting period for Hawaiian Hawks.  If Hawaiian Hawks are present, no land 
clearing will be allowed until at least September.   
 
The No Action Alternative would likely ultimately result in most or all of the property being 
disturbed for agricultural or residential purposes.  Given its location fronting SR 11, it is not 
unlikely that a Special Permit allowing urban uses might also be sought by the owners, a common 
occurrence in Ocean View. 
 
Direct Impacts and Mitigation Measures: Fauna 
 
A small amount of habitat for native birds and a bat will be removed as part of the project.  Again, 
the No Action Alternative would ultimately result in this same habitat loss, as permitted by 
agricultural zoning. Marine bird species including Hawaiian Petrels and Newell’s Shearwaters can 
be downed after becoming disoriented by exterior lighting.  If lighting is emplaced during either 
construction or within the completed project, this threat can be reduced by ensuring that any 
external lighting be shielded, in conformance with County of Hawai‘i’s regulations.   
 
Secondary and Cumulative Biological Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
 
Secondary biological impacts may reduce the quality and attractiveness of habitat in the area and 
include fire hazards, blown trash, some of which may contain plant seeds, and replacement of native 
plant species with non-native species used in landscaping.  DEM will mitigate for such impacts 
through:  
 

• Minimization of the forested area cleared on the project site; 
• Maximizing use of sparsely vegetated lava areas; 
• Construction of a fire break surrounding the actively used portion of the facility; 
• Provision of fire-fighting equipment including a water tank; 
• Design of the facility to minimize the potential for waste and vegetative material to be 

blown off-site; and  
• Use of primarily native plants in landscaping. 

 
In terms of cumulative impacts, the proposed facility represents one more instance of converting 
native vegetation to developed uses.  The entire Ocean View area may one day be developed, with 
only isolated patches of forest remaining in undeveloped portions of lots.  A particular benefit 
associated with the proposal is the fact that the undeveloped portion of the selected  
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property, which will take up most of the lot’s extent, may be maintained in native forest.  The 
Manuka Natural Area Reserve, if managed properly, will preserve over 25,000 acres of a variety of 
ecosystems currently found in the area.  This will help insure the persistence of such ecosystems as 
they are gradually reduced in areas that have been identified for development and agriculture, and 
will mitigate for the cumulative impact related to vegetation conversion of lot development in 
Ocean View.   Once again, it should be noted that cumulative impacts from the No Action 
Alternative would be almost identical, as the vegetation would be converted and the property would 
be developed.   
 
Although the project may act as a concentrated point for unwanted pet animals, pests such as rats 
and feral cats, coqui frogs, and non-native plant species, the project’s mitigation will minimize the 
potential for introduction of non-native species, however, and hence the project represents a smaller 
potential for adverse impacts than will other development in the Ocean View Area. Additionally, 
the project will assist the Ocean View Community to minimize the cumulative impacts of nuisance 
issues associated with illegal dumping; food sources for pests will be reduced, as will nuisance odor 
sources and sources of blown litter.   
 
Cumulative biological impacts from the No Action Alternative can similarly be expected to be both 
adverse and significant, since the problem of illegal dumping would not be reduced.  Given future 
growth, pests and invasive species impacts resulting from the No Action Alternative would worsen. 
  
 
4.8 Socioeconomic 
 

4.8.1 Social Characteristics 
 
Existing Environment 
 
As discussed in detail in Section 1.5, the property is private land situated within the State Land Use 
Agricultural District.  The County Zoning is A-3a (Agricultural, minimum lot size 3 acres).  The 
area is designated on the County General Plan Land Use Designation Maps (LUPAG) as Extensive 
Agriculture.  The site is not within the Special Management Area.  The proposed use is allowed 
under all these designations. 
 
Table 3 shows the population and socioeconomic characteristics of both Hawai‘i County and the 
Ocean View area, a region identified by the U.S. Census Bureau as a Census Designated Place 
(CDP). 
 
The Ocean View area is made up of a number of subdivisions.  Almost 11,000 mostly 1-acre lots 
make up Hawaiian Ocean View Estates, about 1,230 1 to 3-acre lots are present in Hawaiian Ocean 
View Ranchos, and Kona Garden Estates has about 240 3-acre lots.  Since the subdivisions were 
created in the 1950s, Ocean View has experienced steady growth that has accelerated with the 
recent employment boom in Kona, which itself lacks affordable housing.   
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Although it is a community in its own right, Ocean View also functions as a working class “bedroom 
community” for Kona, which has increased traffic and demand for services.  Based on current economic, 
land use and regulatory trends, Kona will continue to have high job growth and almost no increase in 
affordable housing, and Ocean View will continue to grow.   
 
The population of Ocean View was recorded as 2,178 in the 2000 U.S. Census of Population.  Population has 
grown considerably since 2000, with some estimates as high as 6,000.  An exhaustive survey of housing by 
the Ocean View Community Association in 2006 found 1,389 dwellings, which if multiplied by the average 
household size of 2.31 reported in the 2000 census would indicate a population of about 3,200, although this 
does not account for the vacancy rate, which in 2000 was reported to be about 30 percent.  Whatever the 
current level, as discussed above, it is almost certain that population will continue to rise. 
  
In comparison to the island as a whole, Ocean View also has lower median incomes, fewer adults in the 
workforce, a greater proportion of residents living in poverty, and a greater proportion of adults younger than 
64 with a disability (Table 4).  Ocean View has more residents born outside the State, and an ethnic makeup 
that has a greater proportion of both whites and Hawaiians than the County as a whole.  It has both fewer 
children and fewer elderly than the County average, and a substantially higher median age. 
 
Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
 
No relocation of residences, businesses, community facilities, farms or other activities would occur because 
of the project.   In the long term, most direct impacts to the social environment may be regarded as 
beneficial, because it improves the ability of the community to deal with solid waste, allows more effective 
delivery of government services and thus reduces government costs, and provides opportunities for 
recycling, which is generally perceived as a community good. 
 
As discussed in Section 4.3, there are genuine and perceived proximity impacts related to solid waste 
convenience centers, including air quality, noise, scenery and hazardous materials.  The reader is referred to 
these sections for discussion. 
 
Project construction and long-term operations will produce some jobs, yielding a small positive effect on the 
area’s economy.  Community initiatives may enhance economic activity and community identity. 
 
Several commenters to the EISPN expressed the concern that the project might inhibit commercial growth in 
area and affect overall community development.  One suggested that the action raises environmental justice 
issues. The population of Ocean View, like the entire State of Hawai‘i, contains minority and low-income 
populations, as shown in Table 4-2.  There are no readily available measures of income, poverty or minority 
populations for Ocean View on a finer scale than census data.  Such information is kept only down to the 
“Block Group” level by the U.S. Census, and all of Ocean View is in Census Tract 2, Block Group 2. It is 
noteworthy that most of the complaints concerning the project come from residents within a gated 
community, which is normally associated with affluent rather than poverty-stricken populations. As for the 
larger questions of environmental justice, the Department recognizes the need for all populations to have 
adequate convenience centers and recycling points in appropriate areas and has sought to accomplish this 
through this project.  Another believed that the exhaust from idling trucks and air and water pollution from 
the facility would have widespread effects on agriculture and garden vegetables that nourish local residents.  
DEM does not envision impacts of this nature ensuing construction or operation of the convenience and 
recycling center. 
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4.8.2  Land Use and Planning Designations 
 

The Hawai’i County General Plan Land Use Pattern Allocation Guide (LUPAG) is a graphic 
representation of the Plan’s goals, policies, and standards as well as of the physical relationship 
between land uses.  It also establishes the basic urban and non-urban form for areas within the 
planned public and cultural facilities, public utilities and safety features, and transportation 
corridors.  The project site is designated as Extensive Agriculture. 
 
Hawai‘i State Land Use District 
 
All land in the State of Hawai‘i is classified into one of four land use categories – Urban, Rural, 
Agricultural, or Conservation – by the State Land Use Commission, pursuant to Chapter 205, HRS. 
 The project site is located within the State Land Use Agricultural District.  Pursuant to Chapter 
205-4.5(a)(7), solid waste convenience centers are permitted uses within the Agricultural District.   

 
Table 4-2.   Selected Socioeconomic Characteristics  

CHARACTERISTIC 
 

Hawai‘i Island 
 

Ocean View   
Total Population 

 
148,677 2,178  

Percent White 
 

31.5 56.7  
Percent Asian 

 
26.7 6.3  

Percent Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 
 

9.7 11.0  
Percent Two or More Races 

 
28.4 21.8  

Median Age (Years) 
 

38.6 43.1  
Percent Under 18 Years 

 
26.1 24.6  

Percent Over 65 Years 
 

13.5 12.8  
Percent Households with Children 

 
37.5 25.0  

Average Household Size 
 

2.75 2.31 
Percent Graduated High School 84.6 87.2 
Percent 19 to 64 Years with Disability 19.2 23.0 
Percent Born in State of Hawai‘i  63.3 41.7  
Percent Housing Vacant 

 
15.5 31.9 

Percent Over Age 16 in Labor Force 61.7 49.8 
Median Household Income $39,805 $26,125 
Percent Below Poverty Level 15.7 25.2 

 Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census.  May 2001. Profiles of General Demographic Characteristics, 2000 Census  
of Population and Housing, Hawai‘i. (U.S. Census Bureau Web Page).  
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4.9 Public Services, Facilities and Utilities 
 
 4.9.1 Roads and Access 
 
Introduction and Existing Conditions 
 
Traffic engineers use several methods to measure the amount of traffic on a road and the efficiency 
with which road segments and intersections handle that traffic. Level of Service (LOS) is often used 
to rate unsignalized intersections.  LOS is determined by comparing the volume of traffic using a 
roadway and the volume the road is designed to carry (its capacity).  LOS varies from A (Free 
Flow, when traffic flows without congestion) to F (Forced Flow, when traffic must frequently come 
to a stop).  LOS A, B, C, and D are considered acceptable, with D a desirable minimum operating 
level of service.  LOS E is an undesirable condition, and F is unacceptable. 
 
A Traffic Impact Assessment Report (TIAR), prepared by Philip Rowell and Associates (Appendix 
4), investigated two possible access points to the project site, the Road A- SR 11 intersection that 
will most likely be utilized, and a presently unconstructed access road at the Iolani Lane - SR 11 
intersection.  The traffic impacts of the project were assessed by performing a Level-of-Service 
analysis of the convenience center’s entrance along SR 11 for the year 2027.  Traffic volumes at 
these two intersections were estimated using projections of daily traffic volumes based upon 
historic traffic data contained in State of Hawai‘i Department of Transportation’s Traffic 
Summaries and traffic data for the Waimea Convenience Center, which has a comparable service 
population, supplied by the DEM.  Projections were generated through modeling procedures based 
on the Highway Capacity Manual (Transportation Research Board 2000).   It is important to note 
that a TIAR methodology explicitly provides for analysis of cumulative, not just project-based, 
impacts. 
 
The TIAR estimates that the existing Level-of-Service experienced by motorists using the Iolani 
Lane – SR 11 intersection is presently either LOS A or B during peak hours, with 3,535 vehicles 
passing along SR 11 per day.   Also, traffic using the Iolani Lane intersection is negligible, with 
only five vehicles using this intersection per hour.  Further, the TIAR finds that 8.0% of the daily 
traffic occurs during the morning peak hour and 9.0% of the daily traffic occurs during the 
afternoon peak hour.  This implies a morning peak hourly volume of 280 vehicles per hour and an 
afternoon peak hourly volume of 315 vehicles per hour.    
 
Proposed Improvements, Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
  
The TIAR discusses two options for access: use of a new driveway extending makai from the Iolani 
Lane – SR 11 intersection (Plan A), and use of Road A (Plan B).  With either option, sight distance 
appears to be adequate (Figure 4-5), although this needs to be verified as part of final design when 
detailed topography is available.  Sight distance improvements, if necessary, can then be made.  For 
the purpose of assessing the traffic impact of the project, the TIAR estimates traffic in the year 2027 
by assuming that traffic will scale with the area’s expected population  
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Figure 4-5.  Views Along Highway 

View from Near Road A to West 

 

 
▲View from Near Road A to East        View from Iolani Lane to East▼ 
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Table 4-3.  Predicted 2027 Vehicle Delays and LOS With Project (Plan B) 
AM Peak Hour 

With Project 
PM Peak Hour 
With Project 

Intersection and Movement 

Delay LOS Delay LOS 
SR 11 at Iolani Lane     

Eastbound Left & Thru 8.6 A 7.9 A 
Southbound Left & Right 14.3 B 14.0 B 

SR 11 at Project Entrance     
Westbound Left 7.9 A 8.9 A 

Northbound Left & Right 16.0 C 20.6 C 
Note:  Delay in seconds per vehicle.   

 
growth of 88% in this period.  The TIAR estimates that, at either intersection used (Iolani Lane – 
SR 11 and Road A – SR 11), the Level-of-Service experienced by motorists will be a minimum of 
LOS C during both AM and PM peak hours in the year 2027. 
 
Peak AM and PM vehicle trips generated by the project are estimated at 75 and 130 inbound and 
outbound trips, respectively.  Therefore, construction of the project and is not expected to produce 
adverse impacts to traffic flow.  Table 4-3 summarizes the year 2027 LOS and delay for both the 
Iolani Lane – SR 11 and Road A – SR 11 intersections with the project constructed for Plan B (i.e., 
use of improved Road A for convenience center access), the most likely option. 
 
The proposed project will add traffic to the seldom-used Road A – SR 11 intersection and will 
cause wear and tear on this road.  Road A will be improved to County of Hawai‘i standards to 
support this use.  Consideration of road and traffic safety improvements is therefore necessary.  The 
TIAR recommends the following improvements if Road A is used for access to the project site (see 
Figures 2-5a and b for depiction): 
 

• An acceleration lane should be constructed for right turns onto SR 11, to facilitate the 
merging of tractor-trailers into traffic; and  

• A turn lane for left turns onto Road A is needed, with a minimum length of 85 feet. 
 
During design, DEM will coordinate with the State Department of Transportation, Highways 
Division, and the Hawai‘i County Department of Public Works, to determine the most appropriate 
improvements.  
  
 4.9.2 Utilities and Public Services  
 
Utilities: Existing Conditions, Impacts, and Mitigation 
 
No domestic water supply is currently available on the site or is expected to be available in the near 
foreseeable future.    The County of Hawai‘i is currently planning to build a water system  
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that will supply water to a standpipe located on SR 11 only a few miles from the project site.  Water 
will be required by the project for fire suppression.  DEM will build a water tank on the project site 
that will be filled by catchment, and if this is not sufficient, by water that will be trucked from 
Wai‘ohinu, and eventually, the planned standpipe in Ocean View.   
 
Electrical and phone service is available from lines on SR 11, which will be utilized for the project. 
The facility will require electrical power for a small office facility and for lighting on the access 
road to discourage illegal dumping on the access road and gate areas during closed hours.  The 
power demands of the Recycling Point and Convenience Center will therefore be negligible, and no 
adverse affect to the utility or electricity supply will occur. 
 
No domestic wastewater system is present in Ocean View. Because the project will be staffed by 
County personnel daily, and special events will also have volunteer and contractor staff, the site will 
also have either portable toilets, composting toilets, or vault toilets, which will be decided upon 
during final design.   
 
Fire Services: Existing Conditions, Impacts and Mitigation 
 
The Ocean View Volunteer Fire Department is located about 2.0 miles mauka of the project site.  
The nearest Hawai‘i Fire Department station is located at Na‘alehu, about 15 miles away.  Fires 
occasionally occur at County convenience centers.  They are typically caused by the disposal of hot 
ashes and fireworks and are generally confined to the inside of collection containers.  The Fire 
Stations emergency fire services available along with the proposed water tank are adequate to deal 
with this hazard.  Design considerations for the planned water tank, including placement and 
capacity, will involve consultation with the Hawai‘i Fire Department.  Currently the following 
design guidelines are expected to be incorporated:  
 

• Covers over trash chutes or combustible materials will be of non-combustible construction 
(steel, masonry or other non-combustible construction)  

• Kiosks, offices, and other structures will be less 1,000 square feet in size.  
• Adequate fire extinguishers will be provided on site.  

 
Police, Emergency Medical, Recreation, Schools, and other Public Facilities and Services 
 
The nearest medical facility is located in Pahala.  The Ocean View area is serviced by a mobile 
urgent-care unit stationed at the Ocean View Volunteer Fire Department.  A Police Station is 
present in Na‘alehu, about 15 miles away. All other facilities and services present in the Ka‘u 
District and/or are not required by the project.  Therefore no such facilities or services would be 
affected in any adverse way. 
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4.10 Cultural and Historic Resources 
 
Cultural and Historic Background and Resources 
 
The traditional cultural value of the project site was assessed by discussing its historical uses and 
determining whether it supports any traditional gathering uses, is vital for access to traditional 
cultural sites, or has other important symbolic associations for native Hawaiians or other cultural 
groups.   
 
Despite its rough and forbidding appearance, ethnographic and early historic accounts clearly 
indicate that Kahuku was once an active and settled area. Its coastline was noted as a fine fishing 
ground and even attracted Kamehameha I (Silva 1987:D-4).  Fishermen and their families once 
inhabited the coastal region in significant numbers.  
 
Inland and upslope areas were utilized for dispersed dry-land agriculture and habitation.  Planting 
or clearing mounds, trails, house platforms, ahu and walls are present in places.  The far upland 
areas of Kahuku were apparently not inhabited on a permanent basis.  Hawaiians born in the early 
1800s report that upland areas were used for bird hunting, wood procurement (sandalwood and 
koa), goat hunting, and gathering fern pulu (Silva 1987). 
 
Following the Māhele, Kahuku Ahupua‘a was awarded to W. P. Leleiohoku [LCAw. 9971].  His 
holdings passed to Ruth Ke‘elikolani and thence to Pauahi Bishop.  There were a few kuleana Land 
Commission Awards within Kahuku near the coast and near the ala loa.  No individual awards were 
made in this part of Ocean View.  During the late nineteenth century improvements to the ala loa 
were undertaken to establish a good road from Kona to Ka‘ū.  Portions of this old road parallel the 
current Māmalahoa Highway and consist of both single and two-track paths and improved 
graveled/cindered roadways. 
 
As part of the early consultation process, the Honolulu and West Hawai‘i offices of the Office of 
Hawaiian Affairs and a number of residents and community associations were contacted about the 
project.  None of these entities identified any natural, cultural or historical resources of concern in 
the well/reservoir and fill sites or in adjacent areas.  Documentary and archaeological surveys (see 
below) revealed no evidence of structures, unique natural features or activities that would be 
valuable for gathering, ceremonial, or access purposes, probably because of its very isolated 
location and limited resources.  
 
Cultural and Historic Resources: Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
 
It is reasonable to conclude that based upon the apparent lack of resources and uses, the exercise of 
native Hawaiian rights related to gathering, access or other customary activities will not be affected, 
and there will be no adverse effect upon cultural practices or beliefs. 
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Historic Resources: Existing Environment 
 
An archaeological assessment of the project site was conducted by Rechtman Consulting.  The 
survey is contained in Appendix 3 and is summarized below. 
 
Archaeological research in Kahuku ahupua‘a has been most intensive on the coast, particularly 
Pohue Bay.  The earliest work conducted at Pohue Bay was conducted under the aegis of the 
Bernice Pauahi Bishop Museum, which retains field notes.  A number of sites were identified at 
Pohue Bay, including walled house sites, burial platforms, cave shelters, trails, anchialine ponds, 
and petroglyphs.  Cox also reports on several hundred petroglyphs in the Pohue Bay area (Cox and 
Stasack 1970:80, 82).  In 1965, L. Soehren excavated at two cave-shelters southeast of Pohue Bay 
at Kahakahakea, one of which produced a radiocarbon date ranging from the 1,300s to the 1,400s 
(Soehren 1966).  A large-scale archaeological reconnaissance survey conducted at Pohue Bay in 
1987 confirmed the relatively intensive use of the coastal region (Haun and Walker 1987).  A 
variety of site types were identified including C, U and L-shaped walls, enclosures, platforms, 
terraces, cairns, linear and curved walls, petroglyphs, lava tubes and blisters, mound alignments, 
pāhoehoe excavations, anchialine ponds, overhangs, and other modified areas. 
 
Work in upland areas of Kahuku has been much more infrequent and more recent; Rechtman 
Consulting, LLC conducted two small surveys (Rechtman 2000; 2002).  In April 2000, a portion of 
a one-acre parcel at the upper limits of Hawaiian Ocean View Estates Subdivision was surveyed.  
The parcel was situated on a 1907 flow and produced no cultural remains.  Later, in January 2002, a 
2.5-acre parcel along Kohala Blvd. was surveyed.  A lava tube discovered on the property contained 
only modern era items.  No other cultural remains were recorded during that study.  Rechtman 
Consulting, LLC also conducted an archaeological and limited cultural assessment (Desilets and 
Rechtman 2004) for a 66.5-acre project area located just makai of Highway 11, roughly 3.5 
kilometers to the northwest of the current study area.  That study (ibid.) found no archaeological 
resources or impacts to traditional and customary practices.  
 
Based on the results of previous work in the area, as summarized above, a set of archaeological 
expectations for the general project area can be formulated.  Given that historical accounts indi-cate 
dispersed habitation with associated agriculture, remnant surface features may include house 
platforms, burial areas, and agricultural features such as mounds and walls.  Native informants 
testifying before the Boundary Commission in the nineteenth century also spoke of roads and trails, 
one of which was used for hauling tree trunks to the coast for use in canoe manufacture (Silva 
1987:D-5).  Lava tubes are also present in the general project area.  These features are often 
important sites for traditional activity including temporary habitation and burial. 
 
On April 2, 2007, Matthew R. Clark, B.A. and Robert B. Rechtman, Ph.D. conducted a field 
survey of not only the project site but the entire 21-acre parcel (TMK 9-2-150:060).  The property 
boundaries were clearly evident and the vegetation cover was minimal.  There were no 
archaeological resources observed on the surface of any of the property.  
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Historic Resources: Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
 
The archaeologist requested a written determination from the State Historic Preservation Division 
(SHPD) of “no historic properties affected” for the project site, in accordance with HAR 13§13-
284-5(b)1, which was received by SHPD on July 13, 2007.  As of September 18, 2007, SHPD had 
not responded to the requested review.  A letter from SHPD dated November 29, 2007, approved 
the archaeological assessment (see Appendix 1E).   
 
In the unlikely event that archaeological resources, Hawaiian cultural sites or human remains are 
encountered during future development activities within the project site, work in the immediate area 
of the discovery will be halted and DLNR-SHPD contacted as outlined in Hawai‘i Administrative 
Rules 13§13-275-12. 
 
4.11 Agricultural Land 
 
Consultation of maps from the U.S. Natural Resources Conservation Service (USNRCS) (as 
displayed in the Hawai‘i State Geographic Information System) determined that the preferred 
property is not classified as important agricultural lands in Agricultural Lands of Importance to the 
State of Hawai‘i (ALISH) map series.  Visual inspection indicated that no farming is occurring on 
the project site, and no adverse impacts to farmland or farming would occur.  Limited intensive 
agricultural activities may be ongoing on the parcel adjacent to the northwest of the project site 
(i.e., TMK 9-2-156:001).  Agricultural activities may be negatively impacted by nuisance issues, 
particularly the introduction of invasive species and pests.  These nuisance issues are addressed in 
Section 4.3 above. 
 
4.12 Growth-Inducing, Cumulative and Secondary Impacts 
  
Growth-Inducing Impacts 
 
Analysis of growth-inducing impacts examines the potential for a project to induce unplanned 
development, substantially accelerate planned development, encourage shifts in growth from other 
areas in the region, or intensify growth beyond the levels anticipated and planned for without the 
project.  Provision of needed infrastructure such as roads, water supply, and sewer facilities is often 
seen as growth-inducing.  Of key importance is whether infrastructure fulfills existing 
demands/needs of planned growth, or whether it instead enables unplanned growth and/or diverts 
growth away from planned areas.  Although an important public service, the provision of more 
convenient solid waste and recycling collection and transfer facilities is not the type of 
infrastructure improvement that tends to induce growth.  Because the Ocean View area is rapidly 
growing, the project is instead an important infrastructural feature that will help deal with the 
demands of growth in the project area.  
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Cumulative Impacts 
 
Cumulative impacts result when implementation of several projects that individually have minor 
impacts combine to produce more severe impacts or conflicts among mitigation measures.   
 
Most adverse impacts of the current project related to most categories of effect, including erosion, 
water quality, air quality, noise, scenic values, historic sites, and most other areas of concern, are 
either non-existent or extremely restricted in geographic scale, negligible, and capable of mitigation 
through proper enforcement of permit conditions.  There are thus few, if any, appreciable adverse 
impacts that might accumulate with those of other past, present and future actions to produce more 
severe impacts.   The special case of biological impacts and traffic are dealt with the Sections 4.7 
and 4.9.1, respectively. 
 
Secondary Impacts 
 
Construction projects sometimes have the potential to induce secondary physical and social impacts 
that are only indirectly related to the project.  For example, construction of a new recreation facility 
can lead to changes in traffic patterns that produce impacts to noise and air quality for a previously 
unimpacted neighborhood.  In this case, the proposed project’s impacts are mostly limited to direct 
impacts at the site itself.  It is unlikely that other facilities – e.g., commercial or industrial facilities 
– are likely to be attracted to the near the project site because of the presence of a residential solid 
waste convenience center.  Some commenters on the Draft EIS expressed concern that a recycling 
facility would attract junk yards or scrap metal businesses, and expressed suspicion that desire for 
such land use changes constituted a significant motive for construction of the facility.  DEM stated 
that it had no plans to assist in creating a scrap metal yard or recycling processing area or junkyard. 
 Any of these activities would require a Special Permit or rezoning and substantial additional 
agency and community scrutiny.  
 
Illegal dumping would be a secondary impact of No Action alternative, which is already a serious 
problem in the area that be expected to worsen with the continued growth of the area. 
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5. CONSISTENCY WITH GOVERNMENT PLANS AND POLICIES  
 
Listed below are applicable government plans and policies and a discussion of the project’s 
consistency with each. 
 
5.1  Integrated Solid Waste Management Plan 
 
The County recently revised its policies on solid waste management by preparing an update to its 
Integrated Solid Waste Management Plan (ISWMP).  The ISWMP Update was developed in 
2002 using a public/private Solid Waste Advisory Committee (SWAC) to document existing 
facilities and conditions, future needs, and to set planning priorities for the County’s solid waste 
management system over a 20-year planning period (Hawai‘i County DEM 2002). SWAC 
members were chosen to represent many different stakeholders.  It underwent changes through 
the planning process, and currently the County of Hawai‘i Environmental Management 
Commission serves as the SWAC.   

 
The ISWMP recognized that the two most urgent needs in the county are to identify a strategy to 
manage the waste produced in East Hawai‘i in anticipation of the closure of the South Hilo 
Landfill, and to aggressively increase island-wide waste recycling and diversion to protect the 
life of the Pu‘uanahulu Landfill. The ISWMP also discussed expansion of the existing solid 
waste transfer system, and discussed the system expansion plans proposed in the then-draft 
revision to the Hawai‘i County General Plan, which specified construction of new convenience 
centers in Waikoloa and Ocean View. 

 
Discussion: The proposed project is fully consistent with the ISWMP, which proposes a new 
convenience center in Ocean View and supports efforts to increase island-wide waste recycling 
and diversion, as planned at the new center. 
 
5.2  Hawai‘i State Plan and Hawai‘i State Functional Plan 
 
The Hawai‘i State Plan was adopted in 1978.  It was revised in 1986 and again in 1991 (Hawai‘i 
Revised Statutes, Chapter 226, as amended).  The Hawai‘i State Plan establishes a set of goals, 
objectives and policies that are meant to guide the State’s long-term growth and development 
activities.  Twelve Functional Plans cover agriculture, transportation, conservation lands, 
housing, tourism, historic preservation, energy, recreation, education, health, human services and 
employment.  The Functional Plans contain objectives, policies, and implementing actions 
necessary to accomplish the goals of each plan, although no specific functional plans deal with 
the issue of solid waste.  The three themes that express the basic purpose of the Hawai‘i State 
Plan are individual and family self-sufficiency, social and economic mobility, and community or 
social well-being.  The proposed project is consistent with State goals and objectives that call for 
increases in employment, income and job choices, and a growing, diversified economic base 
extending to the neighbor islands. 
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Chapter 226-4 sets forth goals associated with the Hawai‘i State Plan: 
 

(1) A strong, viable economy, characterized by stability, diversity, and growth, that 
enables the fulfillment of the needs and expectations of Hawaii’s present and future 
generations. 

(2) A desired physical environment, characterized by beauty, cleanliness, quiet, stable 
natural systems, and uniqueness, that enhances the mental and physical well-being of 
the people. 

(3) Physical, social, and economic well-being, for individuals and families in Hawai‘i, 
that nourishes a sense of community responsibility, of caring, and of participation in 
community life. 

 
The aspects of the plan most pertinent to the proposed project are the following: 
  
Chapter 226-15 Objectives and policies for facility systems, solid and liquid wastes. (a) Planning 
for the State’s facility systems with regard to solid and liquid wastes shall be directed towards 
the achievement of the following objectives: 
 

(1) Maintenance of basic public health and sanitation standards relating to treatment and 
disposal of solid and liquid wastes. 

(b) To achieve solid and liquid waste objectives, it shall be the policy of this State 
to: 

(2) Promote reuse and recycling to reduce solid and liquid wastes and employ a 
conservation ethic. 

(3) Promote research to develop more efficient and economical treatment and disposal of 
solid and liquid wastes.   

 
Chapter 226-11 Objectives and policies for the physical environment--land-based, 
shoreline, and marine resources. Planning for the State’s physical environment with 
regard to land-based, shoreline, and marine resources shall be directed towards 
achievement of prudent use of Hawaii’s land-based, shoreline, and marine resources and 
effective protection of Hawaii’s unique and fragile environmental resources. To achieve 
the land-based, shoreline, and marine resources objectives, it shall be the policy of the 
State to: 

(1) Exercise an overall conservation ethic in the use of Hawaii’s natural resources. 
(2) Ensure compatibility between land-based and water-based activities and natural 

resources and ecological systems. 
(3) Take into account the physical attributes of areas when planning and designing 

activities and facilities. 
(4) Manage natural resources and environs to encourage their beneficial and multiple use 

without generating costly or irreparable environmental damage. 
(5) Consider multiple uses in watershed areas, provided such uses do not detrimentally 

affect water quality and recharge functions. 
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(6) Encourage the protection of rare or endangered plant and animal species and habitats 
native to Hawai‘i. 

(7) Pursue compatible relationships among activities, facilities, and natural resources. 
(8) Promote increased accessibility and prudent use of inland and shoreline areas for 

public recreational, educational, and scientific purposes. 
 
Chapter 226-12 Objective and policies for the physical environment--scenic, natural 
beauty, and historic resources. Planning for the State’s physical environment shall be 
directed towards achievement of the objective of enhancement of Hawaii’s scenic assets, 
natural beauty, and multi-cultural/historical resources. To achieve the scenic, natural 
beauty, and historic resources objective, it shall be the policy of the State to: 

 
(1) Promote the preservation and restoration of significant natural and historic resources. 
(2) Promote the preservation of views and vistas to enhance the visual and aesthetic 

enjoyment of mountains, ocean, scenic landscapes, and other natural features. 
(3) Protect those special areas, structures, and elements that are an integral and functional 

part of Hawaii’s ethnic and cultural heritage. 
(4) Encourage the design of developments and activities that complement the natural 

beauty of the islands. 
 
Chapter 226-13 Objectives and policies for the physical environment--land, air, and 
water quality. Planning for the State's physical environment with regard to land, air, and 
water quality shall be directed towards maintenance and pursuit of improved quality in 
Hawaii’s land, air, and water resources, and greater public awareness and appreciation of 
Hawaii’s environmental resources. To achieve the land, air, and water quality objectives, 
it shall be the policy of the State to (among other actions): 

 
(2) Promote the proper management of Hawaii's land and water resources. 
(3) Promote effective measures to achieve desired quality in Hawaii’s surface, ground, 

and coastal waters. 
(4) Encourage actions to maintain or improve aural and air quality levels to enhance the 

health and well-being of Hawaii’s people. 
(5) Reduce the threat to life and property from erosion, flooding, tsunamis, hurricanes, 

earthquakes, volcanic eruptions, and other natural or man-induced hazards and 
disasters. 

(6) Encourage design and construction practices that enhance the physical qualities of 
Hawaii’s communities. 

(7) Encourage urban developments in close proximity to existing services and facilities. 
(8) Foster recognition of the importance and value of the land, air, and water resources to 

Hawaii’s people, their cultures and visitors. 
 
Discussion: The proposed Recycling Point and Convenience Center is consistent with many of 
the goals, objectives and policies of the Hawai‘i State Plan. Specifically, the project is consistent  
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with aspects of the Plan that call for maintenance of public health, promotion of recycling, and 
protection of the environment. The site contains no rare or endangered species, historic sites, or 
other sensitive environmental conditions.  Appropriate standards for avoiding the environmental 
impacts of solid waste disposal will be implemented, and will remain in effect until the facility is 
closed.  Reduction of illegal dumping represents a substantial benefit for the environment and 
public health.  

 
5.3 Hawai‘i County General Plan  
 
The General Plan for the County of Hawai‘i (HCGP 2005) is the document expressing the broad 
goals and policies for the long-range development of the Island of Hawai‘i.  The current plan 
was adopted by ordinance in 2005.  The General Plan is organized into thirteen elements, with 
policies, objectives, standards, and principles for each.  There are also discussions of the specific 
applicability of each element to the nine judicial districts comprising the County of Hawai‘i.    
Below are pertinent sections followed by a discussion of conformance. 
 
ECONOMIC GOALS 
 

 Provide residents with opportunities to improve their quality of life through economic 
development that enhances the County’s natural and social environments. 

Economic development and improvement shall be in balance with the physical, social, 
and cultural environments of the island of Hawai‘i. 

Promote and develop the island of Hawai‘i into a unique scientific and cultural model, 
where economic gains are in balance with social and physical amenities.  
Development should be reviewed on the basis of total impact on the residents of the 
County, not only in terms of immediate short run economic benefits. 

 
Discussion:  The project is consistent with the Economic Goals of the Hawai‘i County General 
Plan, supporting an improved quality of life consistent with the physical, social and cultural 
environments of the island of Hawai‘i.   
 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY GOALS 
 

Define the most desirable use of land within the County that achieves an ecological 
balance providing residents and visitors the quality of life and an environment in 
which the natural resources of the island are viable and sustainable. 

Maintain and, if feasible, improve the existing environmental quality of the island. 
Control pollution. 

 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY POLICIES 
 

Take positive action to further maintain the quality of the environment. 
Encourage the concept of recycling agricultural, industrial, and municipal waste material. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY STANDARDS 
 

Pollution shall be prevented, abated, and controlled at levels that will protect and 
preserve the public health and well being, through the enforcement of appropriate 
Federal, State and County standards. 

Incorporate environmental quality controls either as standards in appropriate ordinances 
or as conditions of approval. 

Federal and State environmental regulations shall be adhered to. 
 
Discussion:  The project endeavors to control pollution, improve the existing environmental 
quality, quality of life, and sustainability of the island by properly managing, and increasing 
diversion of, the solid waste stream, and is therefore consistent with the Environmental Quality 
Goals of the Hawai‘i County General Plan. The project will adhere to all applicable Federal and 
State environmental regulations and will incorporate pertinent environmental quality controls. 
 
FLOODING AND NATURAL HAZARDS GOALS 
 

Protect human life. 
Prevent damage to man-made improvements. 
Control pollution. 
Prevent damage from inundation. 
Reduce surface water and sediment runoff. 
Maximize soil and water conservation. 
 

FLOODING AND NATUAL HAZARDS POLICIES 
 

Development-generated runoff shall be disposed of in a manner acceptable to the 
Department of Public Works and in compliance with all State and Federal laws. 

The County and the private sector shall be responsible for maintaining and improving 
existing drainage systems and constructing new drainage facilities. 

Encourage grassed shoulder and swale roadway design where climate and grade are 
conducive. 

Consider natural hazards in all land use planning and permitting. 
 
FLOODING AND NATURAL HAZARDS STANDARDS 
 

"Storm Drainage Standards," County of Hawaii, October, 1970, and as revised. 
Applicable standards and regulations of Chapter 27, "Flood Control," of the Hawai‘i 

County Code. 
Applicable standards and regulations of the Federal Emergency Management Agency 

(FEMA). 
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Applicable standards and regulations of Chapter 10, "Erosion and Sedimentation 
Control," of the Hawai‘i County Code. 

Applicable standards and regulations of the Natural Resources Conservation Service and 
the Soil and Water Conservation Districts. 

 
Discussion: The project will be consistent with the applicable Goals, Policies, and Standards of 
the Hawai‘i County General Plan.  The project will conform with applicable Federal, State, and 
County regulations pertaining to storm water runoff.   Best Management Practices minimizing 
sediment-laden storm water runoff will be used, in part through implementation of a National 
Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit. 
 
HISTORIC SITES GOALS 
 

Protect, restore, and enhance the sites, buildings, and objects of significant historical and 
cultural importance to Hawai‘i. 

Appropriate access to significant historic sites, buildings, and objects of public interest 
should be made available. 

 
HISTORIC SITES POLICIES 
 

Agencies and organizations, either public or private, pursuing knowledge about historic 
sites should keep the public apprised of projects. 

Require both public and private developers of land to provide historical and 
archaeological surveys and cultural assessments, where appropriate, prior to the 
clearing or development of land when there are indications that the land under 
consideration has historical significance. 

 
Discussion:  The project will conform to the Historic Sites Goals and Policies of the Hawai‘i 
County General Plan.  An archaeological assessment and cultural impact assessment have been 
performed as part of the EIS process and are discussed in this document. 
 
NATURAL BEAUTY GOALS 
 

Protect, preserve and enhance the quality of areas endowed with natural beauty, including 
the quality of coastal scenic resources. 

Protect scenic vistas and view planes from becoming obstructed. 
Maximize opportunities for present and future generations to appreciate and enjoy natural 

and scenic beauty. 
 
NATURAL BEAUTY POLICIES 
 

Develop and establish view plane regulations to preserve and enhance views of scenic or 
prominent landscapes from specific locations, and coastal aesthetic values. 
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Consider structural setback from major thoroughfares and highways and establish 
development and design guidelines to protect important viewplanes. 

 Do not allow incompatible construction in areas of natural beauty. 
 
Discussion:  The project is consistent with the Natural Beauty Goals and Policies of the Hawai‘i 
County General Plan.  No sites of exceptional natural beauty will be impacted by the project.  
Moreover, the project will utilize visual buffers and landscaping to minimize the visual impact to 
adjacent and nearby properties.   
 
NATURAL RESOURCES AND SHORELINES GOALS 

Protect and conserve the natural resources from undue exploitation, encroachment and 
damage. 

 Protect and promote the prudent use of Hawaii's unique, fragile, and significant 
environmental and natural resources. 

Protect rare or endangered species and habitats native to Hawai‘i. 
Protect and effectively manage Hawaii's open space, watersheds, shoreline, and natural 

areas. 
Ensure that alterations to existing land forms, vegetation, and construction of structures 

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 an earthquake. 

 
NATURAL RESOURCES AND SHORELINES POLICIES 
 

Require users of natural resources to conduct their activities in a manner that avoids or 
minimizes adverse effects on the environment. 

 Encourage public and private agencies to manage the natural resources in a manner that 
avoids or minimizes adverse effects on the environment and depletion of energy and 
natural resources to the fullest extent. 

Encourage an overall conservation ethic in the use of Hawaii's resources by protecting, 
preserving, and conserving the critical and significant natural resources of the County 
of Hawaii. 

Encourage the protection of watersheds, forest, brush, and grassland from destructive 
agents and uses. 

The installation of utility facilities, highways and related public improvements in natural 
and wildland areas should avoid the contamination or despoilment of natural 
resources where feasible by design review, conservation principles, and by mutual 
agreement between the County and affected agencies. 

Encourage the use of native plants for screening and landscaping. 
Ensure that activities authorized or funded by the County do not damage important 

natural resources. 
 
Discussion:  The project will assist in protection and conservation of natural resources, including 
the nearby Manuka Natural Area Reserve, by reducing the impact of illegal dumping in the  
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Ocean View area.  The project is an example of prudent use of public funds, and will not affect 
endangered species and habitats.   Native plants will be utilized for screening and landscaping. 
 
PUBLIC FACILITIES GOAL 
 

Encourage the provision of public facilities that effectively service community and 
visitor needs and seek ways of improving public service through better and more 
functional facilities in keeping with the environmental and aesthetic concerns of the 
community. 

 
PUBLIC FACILITIES POLICIES 
 

Continue to seek ways of improving public service through the coordination of service 
and maximizing the use of personnel and facilities.  

   
PUBLIC FACILITIES - HEALTH AND SANITATION POLICIES 
 

Appropriately designed and cost-effective solid waste convenience center sites shall be 
located in areas of convenience and easy access to the public.  

Continue to encourage programs such as recycling to reduce the flow of refuse deposited 
in landfills. 

Encourage the full development and implementation of a greenwaste recycling program. 
 
PUBLIC FACILITIES – HEALTH AND SANITATION POLICIES COURSE OF ACTION 
 

A solid waste convenience center should be established for Ocean View. 
 
Discussion: The project is specifically mentioned as a Course of Action in the Hawai‘i County 
General Plan.  The project is consistent with other Goals and Policies of the Public Facilities of 
the Hawai‘i County General Plan; the project site is located in a central location with good 
highway access; the project will encourage recycling.  Pertinent to convenience centers and the 
problem of illegal dumping, the General Plan also states: 
 

“Solid waste convenience centers normally were sited at a pre-
existing old community open dump. These sites were located 
based on population centers 30-40 years ago. However, with the 
development of new subdivisions and the expansion of existing 
communities, some of the existing convenience centers may no 
longer be located at the most convenient site to serve the majority 
of residents.  The illegal disposal of solid waste continues to be a 
problem throughout the County.  Illegal dumping is a visual 
nuisance to residents adjacent to these dumps as well as a health 
hazard to the rest of the community. Illegal dumping lacks the  
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necessary safety precautions that prevent hazardous materials and 
pollutants from contaminating soil and ground water sources.” 

 
LAND USE GOALS 
 

Designate and allocate land uses in appropriate proportions and mix and in keeping with 
the social, cultural, and physical environments of the County. 

Protect and encourage the intensive and extensive utilization of the County's important 
agricultural lands. 

Protect and preserve forest, water, natural and scientific reserves and open areas. 
 
LAND USE POLICIES 

 
Zone urban- types of uses in areas with ease of access to community services and 

employment centers and with adequate public utilities and facilities. 
Encourage the development and maintenance of communities meeting the needs of its 

residents in balance with the physical and social environment. 
Encourage urban development within existing zoned areas already served by basic 

infrastructure, or close to such areas, instead of scattered development. 
 
Discussion:  The project is consistent with the Land Use Goals and Policies sections of the 
Hawai‘i County General Plan.   
 
5.4 Required Permits and Approvals 
 
Several permits and approvals would be required to implement this project.  They are listed here 
under their granting agencies.     
 

Hawai‘i County Planning Department 
• Plan Approval 
• Subdivision Approval 

Hawai‘i County Department of Public Works 
• Grading/Grubbing Permit 
• Building Permit 

Hawai‘i State Department of Health  
• Solid Waste Management Permit for Convenience Center 
• NPDES Permit 
• Underground Injection Control Permit 
• Solid Waste Management Permit 

 Hawai‘i Department of Land and Natural Resources 
• State Historic Preservation Division Chapter 6E Concurrence 
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5.5 Consultation of Agencies, Organizations and Individuals 
 
EISPN Consultation 
 
The following agencies and organizations were consulted during the scoping process by being 
provided a copy of the EISPN or advised where to obtain it.    
 

Federal 
• U.S. Environmental Protection Agency – Solid Waste Division Region 9 
• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
• U.S. National Park Service 

 
State 
• Department of Business, Economic Development, and Tourism, Energy 
      Resources and Technology Division 
• Department of Health 
• Department of Land and Natural Resources (DLNR), Land Division 
• DLNR, Division of Forestry and Wildlife, Natural Area Reserves, Hawai‘i Island 
• DLNR, State Historic Preservation Division 
• Department of Transportation 
• Office of Environmental Quality Control 
• Office of Hawaiian Affairs 
• University of Hawai‘i, Environmental Center 
• State Senator Russell Kokubun 
• State Representative Robert Herkes 
 
County 
• Civil Defense Agency 
• County Council 
• Department of Public Works 
• Department of Water Supply 
• Fire Department 
• Planning Department 
• County Councilperson Bob Jacobson 
 
Organizations 
• Ocean View Chamber of Commerce 
• Ocean View Community Association, Inc. 
• Ocean View Community Development Association, Inc.  
• Hawai‘i Ocean View Estates Community Association 
• Hawaiian Rancho Road Maintenance Corporation 
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• Hawaiian Ocean View Estates Road Maintenance Corporation 
• Recycle Hawai‘i 
• Sierra Club 

 
Press 
• Honolulu Advertiser 
• Honolulu Star-Bulletin 
• Hawai‘i Tribune Herald 
• West Hawai‘i Today 
 
Individuals 
• John Adams 
• Ben & Barbara Alcain 
• Bob & Patti Barry 
• Beatrice Bowman 
• Marge Elwell 
• Marie Faxon 
• Evelyn Gonsales 
• Martha Grundlach 
• Loren Heck 
• Robin & Madalyn Lamson 
• Don & Martie Nitsche 
• Thom Reece 
• Mike Smith 
• Carol Trewman 
• Antonia Vergona 
• George Wallace 
• Rell Woodward 

 
Comments to the EISPN and responses to them are provided in Appendix 1B. 
 
The above list includes parties with interests at stake or who may have pertinent information.  
and have been provided with a copy of the Draft EIS in either hard copy or electronic format, or 
they have been advised where they may obtain or view a copy.   
 
Draft EIS Consultation 
 
The following individuals were provided with a copy of the Draft EIS in either hard copy or 
electronic format, or advised where they could obtain or view a copy.   
 

Federal 
• U.S. Environmental Protection Agency – Solid Waste Division Region 9 
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• U.S. Environmental Protection Agency – Pacific Island Contact Office 
• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
• U.S. National Park Service, Hawaii Volcanoes National Park 

 
State 
 
• Department of Agriculture 
• Department of Accounting and General Services  
• Department of Business, Economic Development, and Tourism (DBEDT) 
• DBEDT, Office of Planning 
• DBEDT, Energy, Resources and Technology Division 
• Department of Defense 
• Department of Health, Environmental Health Division 
• Department of Land and Natural Resources (DLNR), Chair 
• DLNR, Division of Forestry and Wildlife, Natural Area Reserves, Hawai‘i Island 
• DLNR, State Historic Preservation Division 
• Department of Transportation, Hawai‘i District Highways 
• Hawaiian Homes Commission 
• Office of Environmental Quality Control 
• Office of Hawaiian Affairs 
• University of Hawai‘i, Environmental Center 
• University of Hawai‘i, Water Resources Center 
• Governor’s West Hawaii Representative 
• State Senator Russell Kokubun 
• State Representative Robert Herkes 
 
County 
• Department of Public Works 
• Department of Water Supply 
• Fire Department 
• Parks and Recreation Department 
• Planning Department 
• County Councilperson Bob Jacobson 
 
Organizations 
• Ocean View Chamber of Commerce 
• Ocean View Community Association, Inc. 
• Ocean View Community Development Association, Inc.  
• Hawai‘i Ocean View Estates Community Association 
• Hawaiian Rancho Road Maintenance Corporation 
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• Hawaiian Ocean View Estates Road Maintenance Corporation 
• Recycle Hawai‘i 
• Cave Conservancy of Hawai‘i 
• Malama Aina Ka‘u Planning Group 
• MacFarms of Hawaii 
• Sierra Club 
• Tosco Corp./Conoco Phillips 

 
Press 
• Honolulu Advertiser 
• Honolulu Star-Bulletin 
• Hawai‘i Tribune Herald 
• West Hawai‘i Today 
 
Individuals 
• Ben & Barbara Alcain 
• Carole Baker 
• Heather Baker 
• Miriam Baker-Angel 
• Steven M. Angus 
• Bob & Patti Barry 
• Renato Lumandas Bergonia 
• Jacqueline Bettencourt 
• Jimpearl Tabancura Bolden 
• Roard Borum 
• Bonnie J. Bowden 
• Scott C. Boydston 
• Horst and Angela Braun 
• Antonia Curania (Vergona) 
• Carol Converse 
• Walter and Joann David 
• Paul Deering 
• Rose Duarte 
• F.M. Dumpit 
• Sandford Ettinger 
• Marshall D. Gluskin 
• Kris Hanson 
• Loren Heck 
• Gary and Mary Kastle 
• Timothy T. Lachenmeier 
• Robin & Madalyn Lamson 
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• Jerry Lehrich  
• Bert and Ilse Lemon 
• Celine and Lester Lowe 
• William Lucas 
• Daniel Mancini 
• Heather McNeil 
• Michael and Kim Million 
• Michael and Sandra Miranda 
• Diane Neufeld-Heck 
• Don & Martie Nitsche 
• Alice J. Olson 
• John Replogle 
• Velvet Replogle 
• Richard Rogers 
• Lawrence B. Ruegemeyer 
• Conway T. Ryan 
• Mark S. Schulman 
• Mike Smith 
• Shelley Smith and Mike Finn 
• Sierra Spruce 
• William Tennyson 
• Terry Thomas 
• Valerie Tudor 
• Lynn and Randy VanLeeuwen 
• George Wallace 
• John Wolverton 
• Rell Woodward 

 
Libraries 
 

• Hawai‘i State Library, Honolulu 
• Hilo Public Library 
• Na‘alehu Public Library 
• Kailua-Kona Public Library 
• University of Hawai‘i at Hilo Library 
• University of Hawai‘i at Manoa, Hamilton Library 
• Kaimuku Regional Library 
• Kaneohe Regional Library 
• Hawai‘i Kai Regional Library 
• Kahului Regional Library 
• Lihue Regional Library 
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• Pearl City Regional Library 
• Legislative Reference Bureau 

 
The applicant welcomes and appreciates any assistance in identifying others who have special 
information or might be impacted by the proposed project, and who should therefore be 
consulted in the EIS process.  Additional persons will be contacted in part through their 
participation in a public meeting that will be held during the 45-day comment period for the 
Draft EIS.  The Draft EIS was made available at the Hilo, Kailua-Kona, and Na‘alehu public 
libraries and was placed on the DEM website (http://www.hawaii-county.com/directory/dir_ 
envmng.htm).  A total of 43 comment letters or emails was received in response to the Draft EIS. 
 These comments and the responses of DEM to them are contained in Appendix 1E, discussed 
below, and referenced in various parts of the document.   
 
Final EIS Distribution 
 
The Final EIS or a copy of a letter indicating how to obtain the Final EIS is being sent to the 
following parties, as required by rule or because they commented substantively on the Draft EIS 
(parties who commented are indicated by an asterisk (*). 
 

Federal 
 

• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Division of Ecological Services* 
 
     State 
 

• Department of Accounting and General Services* 
• Hawai‘i State DLNR, Office of Chairman 
• Hawai‘i State DLNR, Division of Forestry & Wildlife, Natural Area Reserves Manager-  

Hawai‘i Branch 
• State Historic Preservation Division*  
• Hawai‘i State Department of Health Environmental Health Administration 
• Hawai‘i State Environmental Center* 
• Department of Defense, Civil Defense* 
• Office of Hawaiian Affairs* 

   
   County 
 

• Department of Water Supply* 
• Planning Department* 
• Bob Jacobson, Councilmember, County Council 
• Fire Department* 
• Police Department*  

http://www.hawaii-county.com/directory/dir_%20envmng.htm
http://www.hawaii-county.com/directory/dir_%20envmng.htm
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 Organizations and Individuals 
 

• Ocean View Community Association, Inc. 
• Hawaiian Rancho Road Maintenance Corporation 
• Hawaiian Ocean View Estates Road Maintenance Corporation  
• Ocean View Community Development Corporation 
• Ocean View Chamber of Commerce 

  Recycle Hawai`i 
• Barbara Alcain*  
• Carole Baker* 
• Heather Baker*  
• Rhonda Balmer* 
• Richard L. Blaine* 
• GeckoBlaine@aol.com* 
• Marcia Cavers*  
• Kris and Kathy Hanson* 
• Laverne Clark Harley & Donn Mayzlik* 
• G. Richard Hershberger* 
• Gary & Mary Kastle* 
• Robin Lamson* 
• Earl and Kay Laver* 
• Raymond Metzel* 
• Linda Nelson* 
• Diane Neufeld-Heck* 
• Andrea Lee Peace* 
• Linda Pollard* 
• Kathlyn Richardson* 
• Steve Sampson*  
• Mike Smith* 
• Wayne Stier* 
• Lynn VanLeeuwen* 
• Randy VanLeeuwen* 
• Brenda Van Scoy*  
• R.E. Van Scoy*  
• Antonia Vergona*  
• John Wolverton* 
• Bob Zeller* 
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   Press 
 

• Honolulu Advertiser  
• Honolulu Star Bulletin 
• Hawai‘i Tribune Herald 
• West Hawai‘i Today   

   
   Libraries 
 

• Hawai‘i State Library 
• Hilo Public Library 
• Na‘alehu Public Library 
• Kailua-Kona Public Library        
• University of Hawai‘i at Hilo, Edwin Mo‘okini Library  
• University of Hawai‘i at Manoa, Hamilton Library  
• Kaimuki Regional Library  
• Pearl City Regional Library 
• Kaneohe Regional Library 
• Kahului Regional Library 
• Hawai‘i Kai Regional Library 
• Lihue Regional Library 
• Legislative Reference Bureau 

 
* = commenters on Draft EIS 
 
Although the EIS process is complete, DEM welcomes and appreciates any assistance in the 
upcoming design process in ensuring that environmental impacts are properly identified and 
avoided, minimized, or compensated for.   
 
 
Public Consultation and Comments: EISPN 
 
In addition to the extensive history of public consultation discussed in Section 2.3, DEM held a 
meeting specifically on the current project on April 16, 2007 at the Ocean View Community 
Center.  The meeting summarized the process to date, discussed the EISPN and EIS process, and 
outlined the ongoing studies and evaluation.  Written comments were requested at this time and 
are included in Appendix 1B.  There was widespread support for the convenience center but 
serious concerns were expressed by some neighbors.  Supporters expressed concern about the 
past failures of the County to complete the project as well as future delays or roadblocks.  An 
owner of a property accessed by Road A requested that the County install a gate past the access 
road, which has subsequently been included in project design, subject to agreement by owners of 
the road. Opposition to the project generally centered upon concerns over nuisance issues,  
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including impacts by invasive species to nearby agricultural activities.  The perception of some 
individuals opposed to the project appeared to be that DEM was proposing to place a landfill in 
Ocean View, or that severe nuisance odors would be pervasive around the convenience center.  
Other concerns voiced were that the site selection process appeared inadequate, in part because 
during the meeting a landowner of a large property that included several 21-acre parcels with 
highway frontage spoke up to offer the donation of some of his land to the County to assist in 
development of a convenience center and other community infrastructure.  Discussion also 
involved community involvement in long-term operations of the project.   
 
In all, DEM received written comments from 26 individuals in response to the EISPN.  This 
number does not include responses from agencies and organizations.  Of these commenters, 16 
were in favor of the project, with nine against.  Comments in favor of the project stressed the 
strong need for a convenience center in Ocean View and stated a desire for particular 
convenience center components, including recycling and HI5 redemption, greenwaste, appliance, 
e-waste and household hazardous waste collection, as well as a re-use area.   
 
Written comments in opposition to the project largely cited issues reflective of those expressed at 
the April 16, 2007 public meeting.  Most of these commenters cited specific nuisance issues 
including noise, odors, wind-blown litter, and visual impact, and encouraged DEM to identify 
other sites with greater buffer areas.   A number of these comments referred to the project as a 
“dump” and were opposed to the choice of the site based upon the perception that the project 
would provide severe, and in some cases health-threatening, nuisances to nearby residents.  Also 
received were comments based upon the presumption that the EISPN was intended to be a 
comprehensive document, or that County convenience centers are generally sited great distances 
from residences and communities.   Several commenters stated that they did not feel the project 
was necessary, with the Wai‘ohinu  convenience center being adequate for their needs.  
 
Public Consultation and Comments: Draft EIS 
 
The release of the Draft EIS on October 8, 2008 initiated a 45-day comment period, which was 
later extended to December 23, 2008 at the request of certain parties who required additional 
review time because of several clerical errors in some hardcopies of the EIS for which they 
needed clarification.  DEM held a public meeting on October 18, 2007, to share information and 
encourage participation in the Draft EIS review process.  A number of questions and concerns 
were raised at the meeting.  The following summarizes the questions asked and the responses 
given by project personnel: 

 
1. Additional Chutes.  Could the center be designed to accommodate three chutes?  NH:  

There will be room for expansion as needs grow; this, along with buffers, is reason for 9-
acre site. 

2. Schedule.  When will the center be operational?  NH: Money to build the center will have 
to await the Council’s 2008 budget.  If money is available, it could be operational by 
2009, if all goes well. 
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3. Volunteers.  How are convenience centers staffed, and what kind of model can we use to 
develop an effective volunteer program?  Would Kea‘au work?  NH:  Kea‘au’s recycling 
program is actually run through contract with Recycle Hawai‘i. Solid waste personnel 
take care of the rubbish, redemption contractors handle the HI-5, and there are also private 
security guards.  RT: Ocean View should develop its own “Adopt-a- convenience center” 
group to address the specific needs and problems that arise, integrating Neighborhood 
Watch.  NH: DEM will support and assist any community-based efforts. 

4. Getting Center Built Properly.  How can we ensure that the center actually gets built 
and does not get killed or reduced through lack of funding?  BJ:  Let the Council know 
how you feel. 

5. No Support for Action.  A commenter stated that he had 400 signatures on a petition 
against the action and that opponents were not being fairly heard. 

6. Chipper. What waste is accepted at the (private) chipper?  Community answer:  No grass 
or Christmas berry, but most other greenwaste. 

7. Gate on Road A.  Can the County include a gate to prevent illegal night dumpers from 
going further down Road A to dump?  NH:  The County has included a gate in its design, 
the details of this can be worked out with the lot owners. 

8. Groundwater.  Will the facility pollute the aquifer?  RT:  Very unlikely.  Consider the 
quality of the current water, which is excellent despite the hundreds of miles of roads, 
backyard activities and illegal dumping.  The very minor amount of water pollution that 
would occur in the controlled  convenience center environment would be mitigated by 
great depth to the aquifer. Another commenter: It is also worth pointing out that the only 
domestic water well currently in existence of planned is well mauka of the  convenience 
center. 

9. Access.  How will you obtain access to Road A?  NH: We are assuming that as property 
owners, we will have the same rights to access the road as any other owners. 

10. Polluted Water Near Chutes. Are the container pads impervious?  NH: They will be 
made of cement, and relatively little polluted material leaks out.  Suggestion: design a 
system to collect and treat anything that comes out. NH: We will run that by our 
engineers. 

11. Invasive Species.  How will you ensure that the trailers don’t haul invasive species in.  
NH:  We have started steam-cleaning the trailers, and we try to take care of coqui 
infestations at several of the sites. 

12. Education.  We need to educate our citizenry about how to handle their garbage and 
make them understand how solid waste disposal works.  BJ: He is trying to put together a 
bill for a zero-waste policy.  Education is a big component. 

13. Fire-fighting.  What elements will help in fire-fighting?  NH: We will have firebreaks, 
the facility will be fenced, and there will be a water tank for fire-fighting.  The staff will 
also have fire extinguishers and training in what to do under various circumstances.  
Suggestion from commenter: make sure that the tank has couplings that can be hooked up 
to by our Fire Dept.  

14. Covenants.  Don’t covenants forbid activities such as a solid waste  convenience center?  
NH: We have been led to believe not.  We will research this further.  
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Key:  NH: Nelson Ho (DEM Deputy Director); RT: Ron Terry (Consultant): BJ: Bob 
Jacobson (Councilman). 
 

In response to the Draft EIS, DEM received 12 letters or e-mails from agencies 
31 letters from private citizens or organizations.  Of citizen and organization letters, five were 
opposed, and 26 were in favor. Each letter and the response to it is included in Appendix 1E. 
 
Typical comments from supporters included: 
 

• “I feel this location is perfect.” 
• “It has been a long, hard road.” 
• “I would like it to have all the things that the Kea‘au Convenience Center has for 

recycling and reuse.” 
• “Our community needs infrastructure.” 
• “Thank you for all you are doing…We needed this yesterday.” 
• “Enough hearings, talking story, let’s build the complex, NOW!” 

 
On the other hand, five citizens had a number of concerns.  In general, they felt the site was 
inappropriate, because there could eventually be dozens of homes within a thousand feet of a 
facility that they feared would have major nuisances with vermin, invasive alien species, 
hazardous materials, odors, dust, litter, and noise.  They were dubious of DEM claims that Ocean 
View “volunteers” could help avoid some of the problems they see at other convenience centers. 
They felt DEM had consistently ignored their concerns.  More specific issues included:  
 

• Covenants:  One resident asked a series of questions that indicated that she believes that 
the deed covenants would not allow a convenience center.  DEM responded that in its 
opinion, the covenants do not forbid this type of activity.   

• Curbside garbage pickup/recycling.  One resident cited that many municipalities deal 
with their solid waste through service at homes.  DEM recognizes this but believes that 
the costs would be far too high for current revenue sources to support.   

• DEM track record.  The opponents point to existing convenience centers as reasons why 
other ones should not be built.   DEM agreed that there have been problems at many of 
the convenience centers.  A combination of causes is responsible, including inadequate 
funding, poor support and misuse and even vandalism from the public, and inadequate 
site characteristics.  DEM believes that it is doing the best it can with the resources 
allocated to it, and the agency is hopeful that a new convenience center with an 
appropriate location and design, as planned, will provide a situation for better 
management.  

 
Readers interested in comments on the Draft EIS are encouraged to consult Appendix 1E. 
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6. FINDINGS  
 
6.1 Probable Unavoidable Adverse Environmental Impacts 

 
6.1.1 Unavoidable Adverse Short-Term Impacts 
 

Despite mitigation: 
 
1. Negligible temporary increases in soil erosion would result from construction operations and a 

negligible amount of soil would be carrier off-site by wind. 
2. Operation of construction equipment, trucks, and worker vehicles may temporarily impede 

traffic in the area during the construction period. 
3. Negligible release of air contaminants would occur from construction equipment.  Small 

amounts of dust may be generated during dry periods as a result of construction operation. 
4. The visual character of the area would be affected by construction activities and by the 

presence of construction equipment. 
5. Noise levels would increase during construction activities. 
 

6.1.2 Unavoidable Adverse Long-Term Impacts 
 

1. Rock and soil would be altered by grading, excavation, and mounding activities at the site 
during construction.  Since soil cover on the site is very sparse, soil would be imported to 
cover cleared and graded land for planting landscaping materials, excepting areas left in 
natural vegetation.  

2. Modifications to the current topography would be made at the site to accommodate project 
development. 

3. A portion of the site’s vegetation, that contains some native species, would be removed and 
replaced with development. 

4. The project will attract unwanted pests and has the potential to introduce invasive species, 
including feral cats, which will require ongoing monitoring and management to keep below 
nuisance levels.  

5. The project will have some impact on the appearance of the area, although design will attempt 
to minimize this through utilization of existing site relief.   

 
6.2  Relationship Between Short-Term Use of Man’s Environment and the Maintenance 

and Enhancement of Long-Term Productivity 
 
No short-term exploitation of resources that would entail negative long-term consequences has 
been identified for the project.  All substantial adverse impacts resulting from the project are 
capable of mitigation to minimal levels using reasonable measures.  The principal long-term 
benefit is the protection of natural resources through promotion of responsible solid waste 
management.  Development of a model convenience center will encourage and promote  
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responsible disposal of household waste and recycling, and will reduce environmental hazards 
caused by illegal dumping in the project area.    
 
6.3 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources 
 
The project would involve the irretrievable commitment of particular natural and fiscal 
resources. Resource commitments include land acquisition and development and use of public 
funds for construction and operation.  No valuable or unique natural vegetation, archaeological 
resources, wetlands or important farmlands would be lost.  The commitment of resources 
required to complete the project includes labor and materials which are primarily nonrenewable 
and irretrievable.  The operation of the project would also include consumption of petroleum-
derived fuels, which also represents an irretrievable commitment of resources. 
 
6.4 Unresolved Issues 
 
No unresolved issues have been identified.
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July 11, 2007 
RC-0471 

Melanie Chinen, Administrator 
DLNR-SHPD 
Kakuhihewa Building Room 555 
601 Kamokilo Blvd. 
Kapolei, HI 96707 

Dear Melanie: 

At the request of Ron Terry, Ph.D., Rechtman Consulting LLC performed an archaeological investigation 
of a roughly 21 acre parcel along Māmalahoa Highway in the Kona South Estates Subdivision, Kahuku 
Ahupua‘a, Ka‘u District, Island of Hawai‘i (Figure 1). This area is the location of a proposed County of 
Hawai‘i Solid Waste Transfer Station and Recycle Center. Although the proposed facility will occupy 
only about nine acres of the mauka portion of TMK:3-9-2-150:060 (Figure 2) the entire parcel was 
subject to investigation as part of this study. The study area is at an elevation ranging from 1,800 feet 
(549 meters), to 1,900 feet (579 meters) above sea level. The ground surface is exposed ‘a‘ā and 
pāhoehoe that emanated from Mauna Loa between 750–1,500 years ago (Wolfe and Morris 1996). There 
is little to no soil development (Figure 3). The vegetation within the project area (Figure 4) is best 
classified as ‘Ōhi‘a Lowland Mesic Forest (Gagne and Cuddihy 1990); and consists of a scattered canopy 
of sparse native forest dominated by ‘ōhi‘a lehua (Metrosideros polymorpha), māmane (Sophora 
chrysophylla), ‘A‘ali‘i (Dodonea viscosa), lama (Diospyros sandwichensis), hō‘awa (Pittosperum af. 
Confertiflorum), ‘ulei (Osteomeles anthyllidifolia), māmaki (Pipturus albidus), alahe‘e (Psydrax 
odoratum) and ‘ākia (Wikstroemia phillyreifolia); with an understory of sedge Mariscus hillebrandii), 
‘ala‘alawainui (Peperomia leptostachya), ‘uhaloa (Waltheria indica), and a number of other ferns, herbs, 
and grasses. 

 Despite it’s rough and forbidding appearance, ethnographic and early historic accounts clearly 
indicate that Kahuku was once an active and settled area. Its coastline was noted as a fine fishing ground 
and even attracted Kamehameha I (Silva 1987:D-4). Fishermen and their families must once have 
inhabited the coastal region in significant numbers. A large scale archaeological survey conducted at 
Pohue Bay in 1987 confirms the relatively intensive use of the coastal region (Haun and Walker 1987). 
This survey of 3,360 acres produced 298 sites with 1,144 features in distributions that were described as 
“fairly dense concentrations along the coast” (1987:ii). A variety of site types were identified including C, 
U and L shaped walls, enclosures, platforms, terraces, cairns, linear and curved walls, petroglyphs, lava 
tubes and blisters, mound alignments, pāhoehoe excavations, anchialine ponds, overhangs, and other 
modified areas. 

 Moving away from the coast, the more inland and upslope areas were utilized for dispersed dry-land 
agriculture and habitation. Planting or clearing mounds, trails, house platforms, ahu, and walls are likely 
present in this zone. The far upland areas of Kahuku were apparently not inhabited on a permanent basis. 
Inhabitants born in the early 1800s report that upland areas were noted for bird hunting, wood 
procurement (sandalwood and koa), goat hunting, and gathering fern pulu (Silva 1987). 

 Following the Māhele, Kahuku Ahupua‘a was awarded to W. P. Leleiokoku [LCAw. 9971]. His 
holdings passed to Ruth Ke‘elikolani and thence to Pauahi Bishop. There were a few kuleana Land 
Commission Awards within Kahuku near the coast and near the ala loa. No individual awards were made 
in the vicinity of the project area. During the late nineteenth century improvements to the ala loa were 
undertaken to establish a good road from Kona to Ka‘ū. Portions of this old road parallel the current 
Māmalahoa Highway and consist of both single and two track paths and improved graveled/cindered 
roadways.  
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 Archaeological research in Kahuku Ahupua‘a has been most intensive on the coast, particularly 
Pohue Bay. The earliest work conducted at Pohue Bay was conducted under the aegis of the Bernice 
Pauahi Bishop Museum by such figures as W.J. Bonk, Y.H. Sinoto, V. Hansen, J. Halley Cox, and Roger 
Green. Although much of this research was never published, field notes remain on file at the Bishop 
Museum. In sum, a number of sites were identified at Pohue Bay including walled house sites, burial 
platforms, cave shelters, trails, anchialine ponds, and petroglyphs. Cox also reports several hundred 
petroglyphs in the Pohue Bay area (Cox and Stasack 1970:80, 82). In 1965, L. Soehren excavated at two 
cave-shelters southeast of Pohue Bay at Kahakahakea, one of which produced a radiocarbon date ranging 
from the 1300s to the 1400s (Soehren 1966). Subsequent large-scale survey by Haun and Walker (1987) 
has been mentioned above. 
 
 Work in upland areas of Kahuku has been much more infrequent and more recent; Rechtman 
Consulting conducted four surveys (Desilets and Rechtman 2004; Rechtman 2000; 2002a, 2002b). In 
April 2000, a portion of a one-acre parcel at the upper limits of Hawaiian Ocean View Estates 
Subdivision was surveyed. The parcel was situated on a 1907 flow and produced no cultural remains. 
Later, in January 2002, a 2.5-acre parcel along Kohala Blvd. was surveyed. A lava tube was discovered 
on the property and only modern era items were found. No other cultural remains were recorded during 
that study. In 2004, a 66.5 acre parcel was studied as a possible County Transfer Station site along the 
“Road to the Sea.” This project area is at an elevation similar to that of the current study area and situated 
just north of the current study parcel. No archaeological resources were identified during that study. 

 On April 2, 2007, Robert B. Rechtman, Ph.D. and Matthew R. Clark, B.A. performed a field survey 
of the entire project area, the limits of which were defined by existing bulldozed subdivision roadways. A 
graded road also bisects the project area (Figure 5), and the south side of the parcel is actively used for 
illegal rubbish disposal (Figure 6). No historic properties were observed anywhere on the surface of the 
study parcel. It is therefore concluded that the development of the Solid Waste Transfer Station and 
Recycle Center will not impact any known archaeological resources. Based on these negative findings, on 
behalf of our client, we are requesting that DLNR-SHPD issue a written determination of “no historic 
properties affected” in accordance with HAR 13§13-284-5(b)1. 

 Should you require further information, or wish to visit the project area, please contact me directly. 
 
Respectfully, 

 
Bob Rechtman, Ph.D. 
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Figure 3. Typically ‘a‘ā landscape in un-vegetated portions the study parcel. 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 4. Typical vegetation within the study parcel. 
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Figure 5. Bulldozed road coursing through the central portion of the study parcel. 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 6. Illegally dumped rubbish along the southern edge of the parcel. 
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Phillip Rowell and Associates
47-273 ‘D’ Hui Iwa Street           Kaneohe, Hawaii 96744           Phone: (808) 239-8206            FAX: (808) 239-4175          

Email:prowell@hawaiiantel.net

July 13, 2007

Mr.  Ron Terry
Geometrician Associates
P.O. Box 396
Hilo, HI 96721

Re: Traffic Impact Assessment Report
Proposed Ocean View Transfer Station and Recycling Center
Kau District, Island of Hawaii, State of Hawaii
TMK (3rd): 9-2-150:060

Dear Mr.  Terry:

Phillip Rowell and Associates have prepared the following Traffic Impact Assessment Report for the proposed
Ocean View Transfer Station and Recycling Center.  The report is presented in the following format:

A.  Project Location and Description
B. Purpose and Objective of Study
C. Methodology
D. Description of Existing Streets and Intersection Controls
E. Existing Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
F. Level-of-Service Concept
G. Existing Levels-of-Service
H. 2010 Background Traffic Projections
I. Project Trip Generation
J. 2010 Background Plus Project Traffic Projections
K. Impact Analysis of 2010 Conditions 
L. Mitigation
M. Other Issues
N. Summary and Conclusions

A. Project Location and Description

The proposed project is located along the south side of SR 11 in the Ocean View area of the Island of Hawaii
in the vicinity of milepost 79.  The site is opposite the intersection of SR 11 with Iolani Lane.

A complete description of the project is provided in the Environmental Impact Statement Preparation Notice,
a copy of which is provided as Attachment A.

Access to and egress from the project will be via a new driveway along the south side of SR 11.  All traffic will
access and egress the  site via this new driveway.  There are two potential locations for this driveway.  The
first, Plan A, is opposite Iolani Lane.  The second, Plan B, is approximately 500 feet east of Iolani Lane.  See
Attachment B for a diagram of Plan A and Attachment C for a diagram of Plan B.
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1 Highway Capacity Manual, Institute of Transportation Engineers, Washington, D.C., 2000

2 Trip Generation Handbook, Institute of Transportation Engineers, Washington, D.C., 1998

3 Trip Generation, Institute of Transportation Engineers, Washington, D.C., 2003

B. Purpose and Objective of Study

1. Quantify and describe the traffic related characteristics of the proposed project.

2. Identify potential deficiencies adjacent to the project that will impact traffic operations in the vicinity
of the proposed project.

C. Methodology

1. Define the Study Area

The intersections to be analyzed were determined based upon our experience with other projects in the
vicinity.  Accordingly, the study area is limited to the intersection of SR 11 at Iolani Lane and the project
Driveway.

2. Analyze Existing Traffic Conditions

Existing traffic volumes at the study intersections were estimated from State of Hawaii Department of
Transportation  traffic data.  The intersection configurations and right-of-way controls were determined from
a field reconnaissance of the area. Existing traffic operating conditions of the study intersection were
determined using the methodology described in the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) 1.

3. Estimate Horizon Year Background Traffic Projections

Background traffic conditions are defined as future traffic conditions without the proposed project. It was
assumed that the life of the project will be approximately 20 years.  Therefore, 2027 was used as the horizon
year.  Background traffic volumes were projected for 2027 by expanding existing traffic volumes by  a growth
factor estimated from historical traffic growth along SR 11.

4. Estimate Project-Related Traffic Characteristics

The number peak-hour traffic that the proposed project will generate was estimated using standard trip
generation procedures outlined in the Trip Generation Handbook2 and data provided in Trip Generation3.
These trips were then distributed and assigned based on the available approach and departure routes and
trip distribution data from other recently completed traffic studies in the area.
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5. Analyze Project-Related Traffic Conditions

The project-related traffic was then superimposed on 2027 background traffic volumes at the study
intersections and driveways.  The HCM methodology was used again to conduct a level-of-service analysis
for background plus project conditions.  The purpose of this analysis was to identify potential operational
deficiencies in the vicinity of the proposed project. 

D. Description of Existing Streets and Intersection Controls

In the vicinity of the project, SR 11 is a two-lane, two-way State highway with an east-west orientation.  There
are not separate left turn lanes at the intersections in the area and there are no acceleration or deceleration
lanes.  The posted speed limit along the pertinent section of SR 11 is 55 miles per hour.

Iolani Lane is a two-lane, two-way local collector street intersecting the north side of SR 11.  The intersection
is unsignalized.

E. Existing Peak Hour Traffic Volumes

The east-west traffic along SR 11 was estimated from State of Hawaii Department of Transportation Traffic
Summaries.  The latest counts available indicated that the ADT along SR 11 in the vicinity of the project was
3012 vehicles per day in 2002.  Between 1994 and 2002, traffic increased an average of 3.2% per year.  The
2002 traffic volumes were increased by 3.2% per year for 5 years, or 17%, to account for traffic growth from
2002 to 2007.  The result of this analysis is that the estimated 2007 average daily traffic volume along the
subject section of SR 11 is 3,535 vehicles per day.

The State of Hawaii Department of Transportation Traffic Summaries also provided data with which to
estimate the peak hourly traffic volumes.  8.0% of the daily traffic occurs during the morning peak hour and
9.0% of the daily traffic occurs during the afternoon peak hour.  Using these factors, the morning peak hourly
volume is 280 vehicles per hour and the afternoon peak hourly volume is 315 vehicles per hour.  Existing peak
hour volumes using the intersection of SR 11 at Iolani Lane are summarized in Attachments B and C.  

Based on the available data and field observations, traffic turning into and out of Iolani Lane is negligible.  In
order to perform a level-of-service analysis, five (5) vehicles per hour were assigned to the turning movements
at the intersection of SR 11 at Iolani Lane.

F. Level-of-Service Concept

"Level-of-Service" is a term which denotes any of an infinite number of combinations of traffic operating
conditions that may occur on a given lane or roadway when it is subjected to various traffic volumes.  Level-of-
service (LOS) is a qualitative measure of the effect of a number of factors which include space, speed, travel
time, traffic interruptions, freedom to maneuver, safety, driving comfort and convenience.

There are six levels-of-service, A through F, which relate to the driving conditions from best to worst,
respectively.  The characteristics of traffic operations for each level-of-service are summarized in Table 1.
In general, LOS A represents free-flow conditions with no congestion.  LOS F, on the other hand, represents
severe congestion with stop-and-go conditions.  Level-of-service D is typically considered acceptable for peak
hour conditions in urban areas.

Corresponding to each level-of-service shown in the table is a volume/capacity ratio.  This is the ratio of either
existing or projected traffic volumes to the capacity of the intersection.  Capacity is defined as the maximum
number of vehicles that can be accommodated by the roadway during a specified period of time. The capacity
of a particular roadway is dependent upon its physical characteristics such as the number of lanes, the
operational characteristics of the roadway (one-way, two-way, turn prohibitions, bus stops, etc.), the type of
traffic using the roadway (trucks, buses, etc.) and turning movements. 
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Table 1 Level-of-Service Definitions for Signalized Intersections(1)

Level of Service Interpretation
Volume-to-Capacity

Ratio(2)
Stopped Delay

(Seconds)

A, B Uncongested operations; all vehicles clear in a single
cycle.

0.000-0.700 <20.0

C Light congestion; occasional backups on critical
approaches

0.701-0.800 20.1-35.0

D Congestion on critical approaches but intersection
functional.  Vehicles must wait through more than one
cycle during short periods.  No long standing lines
formed.

0.801-0.900 35.1-55.0

E Severe congestion with some standing lines on critical
approaches.  Blockage of intersection may occur if
signal does not provide protected turning movements.

0.901-1.000 55.1-80.0

F Total breakdown with stop-and-go operation >1.001 >80.0

Notes:
(1) Source: Highway Capacity Manual, 2000.
(2) This is the ratio of the calculated critical volume to Level-of-Service E Capacity.

Like signalized intersections, the operating conditions of intersections controlled by stop signs can be
classified by a level-of-service from A to F.  However, the method for determining level-of-service for
unsignalized intersections is based on the use of gaps in traffic on the major street by vehicles crossing or
turning through that stream.  Specifically, the capacity of the controlled legs of an intersection is based on two
factors: 1) the distribution of gaps in the major street traffic stream, and 2) driver judgement in selecting gaps
through which to execute a desired maneuver.  The criteria for level-of-service at an unsignalized intersection
is therefore based on delay of each turning movement.  Table 2 summarizes the definitions for level-of-service
and the corresponding delay.  A subsequent calculation to determine an overall LOS was made, and these
results are presented in tables to summarize traffic conditions using parameters similar to those used for
signalized intersections.

Table 2 Level-of-Service Definitions for Unsignalized Intersections(1)

Level-of-Service Expected Delay to Minor Street Traffic Delay (Seconds)   

A Little or no delay <10.0

B Short traffic delays 10.1 to 15.0

C Average traffic delays 15.1 to 25.0

D Long traffic delays 25.1 to 35.0

E Very long traffic delays 35.1 to 50.0

F See note (2) below >50.1

Notes:
(1) Source:  Highway Capacity Manual, 2000.
(2) When demand volume exceeds the capacity of the lane, extreme delays will be encountered with queuing which may cause severe congestion

affecting other traffic movements in the intersection.  This condition usually warrants improvement of the intersection.

G. Existing Levels-of-Service

The existing levels-of-service were estimated using the methodology described in the Highway Capacity
Manual. The results of the level-of-service analysis of existing conditions are summarized in Table 3.
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4 Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation Handbook, Washington, D.C., 1998, p. 7-12

5 Trip Generation, Institute of Transportation Engineers, Washington, D.C., 2003

Table 3 Existing Levels-of-Service - SR 11 at Iolani Lane

Intersection and Movement

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

 Delay 1 LOS 2 Delay LOS
SR 11 at Iolani Lane

Eastbound Left & Thru 7.8 A 7.5 A
Southbound Left & Right 10.5 B 10.3 B

NOTES:
(1) Delay in seconds per vehicle. 
(2) LOS denotes Level-of-Service calculated using the operations method described in Highway Capacity Manual.  Level-of-Service is based on delay.

H. 2027 Background Traffic Projections

2027 background traffic projections are defined as future background traffic conditions without the proposed
project.  Background traffic projections were estimated by expanding the existing traffic volumes by the
appropriate growth factor.

Based on historical traffic data contained in State of Hawaii Department of Transportation’s Traffic Summaries,
traffic along the subject section of SR has increased 3.2% per year since 1994.  This growth rate was used
to estimate the background growth between 2007 and  2027, which is the design year for this project.  The
growth factor was calculated to be 1.88 using the following formula:

F = (1 + i)n

where F = Growth Factor
           i = Average annual growth rate, or 0.032
          n = Growth period, or 20 years

This growth factor was applied to all traffic movements at the study intersection.  The 2027 background traffic
projections are shown in Attachments B and C.

I. Project Trip Generation

Future traffic volumes generated by the project were estimated using the procedures described in the Trip
Generation Handbook4  and data provided in Trip Generation5.  There is no trip generation data for refuse
transfer and recycling centers in Trip Generation.  In cases where the standard references have to data, the
Trip Generation Handbook recommends that a trip generation study be performed for a comparable facility
in a comparable community.  Based on discussions with the Department of Environmental Management, it
was determined that the existing waste transfer station in Waimea is comparable to the proposed Ocean View
Transfer Station and Recycling Center.  The populations of the two areas are comparable and the size of the
transfer stations are comparable.
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6 Transportation Research Board, NCHRP Report 457, Evaluating Intersection Improvements, 2001, p.  21 & 22.

Personnel of the Department of Waste Management conducted a count of the number of vehicles entering
the Waimea Transfer Station between Friday, April 27, 2007 and Tuesday, May 1, 2007.  The number of
vehicles entering the station was recorded by 30-minute intervals.  The data recorded is provided as
Attachment D.

The peak morning and afternoon traffic entering the Waimea Transfer Station was 72 vehicles per hour during
the morning peak hour and 62 vehicles per hour during the afternoon peak hour.  The peak hourly volume
counted was used regardless of the day of the week in order to use the maximum number of vehicles for the
traffic impact analysis.

It was assumed that all vehicles would enter and leave the transfer station within one hour.  This means that
the number of vehicles exiting the station during the peak hour will equal the number of vehicle entering the
station during the peak hour.

It was estimated that the traffic entering and exiting the station will increase at the same rate as the adjacent
population increases.   1990 and 2000 Census data for Ocean View indicated that the population of Ocean
View decreased between 1990 and 2000.  Therefore, instead of using data for Ocean View, a population
growth rate was estimated from Census data for Naalehu, which is the nearest community for which Census
data indicating a population increase was available.  The data for Naalehu indicated a population increase of
2.14% per year between 1990 and 2000.  Using this growth rate, it was estimated that the population, and
therefore the traffic using the transfer station will increase 88% from 2007 to 2027.  This growth factor was
applied to the 2007 traffic estimates.

Lastly, it was assumed that 35% of the trips into and out of the transfer station would be pass-by trips.  This
means that 35% of the trips into and out of the project will be drivers that are traveling along SR 11 for another
purpose in addition to traffic taking refuse to the transfer station.

J. 2027 Background Plus Project Projections

Background plus project traffic conditions are defined as 2027 background traffic conditions plus project
generated traffic.  The project generated traffic was distributed and assigned based on the existing  approach
and departure pattern of traffic along the adjacent section of SR 11.  The project trip assignments are shown
in Attachments B and C.

2027 background plus project traffic projections were estimated by superimposing the peak hourly traffic
generated by the proposed project on the 2027 background (without project) peak hour traffic projections.
This assumes that the peak hourly trips generated by the project coincide with the peak hour of the adjacent
street.  This represents a worse-case condition.  The resulting 2027 background plus project peak hour traffic
projections are shown in Attachments B and C.  

K. Impact Analysis of 2027 Conditions

The impacts of the project were assessed by performing a level-of-service analysis of the project’s entrance
along SR 11.

Level-of-Service Analysis

The level-of-service analysis was performed using the following assumptions:

1. An assessment of the need for a westbound left turn lane for traffic turning left into the project was
performed using the guidelines described in Evaluating Intersection Improvements6.  This assessment
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determined that a separate left turn lane was needed for westbound to southbound left turns.
Therefore, it was assumed that a westbound left turn lane will be provided.

2. An assessment of the need for a eastbound left turn lane for traffic turning left into Iolani Lane was
also performed using the guidelines described in Evaluating Intersection Improvements.  This
assessment determined that a separate left turn lane was not needed. 

3. The intersection of SR 11 at the project’s entrance will be unsignalized.

The results of the level-of-service analysis of 2027 conditions, Plan A, are summarized in Table 4.  Shown in
the table are the delays and levels-of-service of each controlled movement.  As shown all movements will
operate at Level-of-Service C, or better.

Table 4 2027 Levels-of-Service - Plan A

Intersection and Movement

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

With Project With Project

 Delay 1 LOS 2 Delay LOS
SR 11 at Iolani Lane & Project Entrance

Eastbound Left, Thru & Right 8.5 A 7.8 A
Westbound Left 7.9 A 8.9 A

Northbound Left, Thru & Right 19.1 C 24.4 C
Southbound Left, Thru & Right 19.7 C 21.4 C

NOTES:
(1) Delay in seconds per vehicle. 
(2) LOS denotes Level-of-Service calculated using the operations method described in Highway Capacity Manual.  Level-of-Service is based on delay.

The results of the level-of-service analysis of 2027conditions, Plan B, are summarized in Table 5.  Shown in
the table are the delays and levels-of-service of each controlled movement.  As shown all movements will
operate at Level-of-Service C, or better.

Table 5 2027 Levels-of-Service - Plan B

Intersection and Movement

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

With Project With Project

 Delay 1 LOS 2 Delay LOS
SR 11 at Iolani Lane

Eastbound Left & Thru 8.6 A 7.9 A
Southbound Left & Right 14.3 B 14.0 B

SR 11 at Project Entrance
Westbound Left 7.9 A 8.9 A

Northbound Left & Right 16.0 C 20.6 C
NOTES:
(1) Delay in seconds per vehicle. 
(2) LOS denotes Level-of-Service calculated using the operations method described in Highway Capacity Manual.  Level-of-Service is based on delay.
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7 Institute of Traffic Engineers Transportation Impact Analyses for Site Development, A Recommended Practice,
Washington, D.C., 2006, p 60.

8 Transportation Resource Board, NCHRP Report 457, Evaluating Intersection Improvements: An Engineering Study
Guide, 2001, Washington, D.C. p21-22

9 American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials, A Policy on Geometric Design of Highway and
Streets, Washington, D.C., 1990, p 829

L. Mitigation 

Level-of-Service D is generally considered to be the minimum acceptable peak hour level-of-service for urban
intersections.7  As all traffic movements and lane groups of the study intersections will operate at Level-of-
Service C, or better, no mitigation is required or recommended.

M. Other Traffic Issues

Left Turn Lane Assessment

An assessment of the need for a separate left turn lane for traffic turning left from SR 11 into the project was
performed using guidelines published by the Transportation Resource Board8.  The assessment determined
that a separate left turn lane is  warranted for both morning and afternoon peak hour conditions.  Accordingly,
based on the findings of an accepted standard, a separate left turn lane is recommended.

The left turn storage length required to accommodate estimated traffic volumes were calculated using
guidelines in A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets published by the American Association
of State Highway and Transportation Officials, 1990 edition.  There are separate policies for signalized and
unsignalized intersections.  Since the subject intersection is unsignalized, only the policy for unsignalized
intersections is relevant.  The policy for unsignalized intersection is as follows:

At unsignalized intersections the storage length, exclusive of taper, may be based on the number of
turning vehicles likely to arrive in a average 2-minute period within the peak hour.  As a minimum
requirement, space for at least two passenger cars should be provided; with over 10 percent truck
traffic, provisions should be made for at least one car and one truck.9

Using the above criteria, the left turn storage lane requirements were estimated to be two vehicles.  Thus, the
left turn lane should be designed to accommodate one passenger car (25 feet) plus one WB-40 truck (60 feet).
Since the trucks using the proposed transfer station will be large trucks, it is recommended that the left turn
lane be 85 feet long.

Acceleration Lane

It is understood that the transfer trucks will approach and depart the site from the east, which means that large
trucks will have to turn right from the project and accelerate to 55 miles per hour, which is the speed along
SR 11.   These trucks will be loaded and will accelerate slowly.  Because these trucks will require a significant
distance to accelerate to the proper speed, it is recommended that as acceleration lane be provided for
vehicles turning from the project onto eastbound SR 11.  The length of the acceleration lane should be design
to comply with AASHTO design standards.

Regional Traffic Impacts

Residents and businesses using the waste transfer station and recycling center will reside in the Ocean View
area.  Therefore, the users of the project will not have an impact of regional traffic.  The traffic impacts will be
limited to the Ocean View area.
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The transfer trucks will travel between the transfer station and Hilo.  These trucks will therefore have an impact
of the regional transportation system.  However, this impact will be minimal as project generated traffic will
have an impact beyond the immediate vicinity of the project.   The further away one is from the project, the
less the impact since traffic will dissipate over distance.   Since the impact in the immediate vicinity of the
project is insignificant, it is reasonable to assume that the traffic impacts of the project will also be insignificant
at locations more distant from the project.

N. Summary and Conclusions

The conclusions of the traffic impact assessment are:

1. The proposed project will generate 75 inbound and outbound trips during the morning peak hour and
130 inbound and outbound trips during the afternoon peak hour.  

2. A level-of-service analysis determined that all approaches to the study intersection will operate at
Level-of-Service C, or better, during both peak periods.

3. A separate left turn lane should be provided along SR 11 for vehicles turning left into the project from
westbound SR 11.  This left turn storage lane, excluding taper, should be a minimum of 85 feet long
in order to accommodate one passenger car and one WB-40 truck.

4. A acceleration lane should be provide for traffic turning right from the project ontl eastbound SR 11.

Respectfully submitted,
PHILLIP ROWELL AND ASSOCIATES

Phillip J. Rowell, P.E.
Principal
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Attachment D

WAIMEA TRANSFER STATION TRAFFIC DATA



April 27 2007 TYPE OF LOAD
Time GREEN WASTE SCRAP METAL C+D MATERIAL RESIDENTIAL MIXED OTHER
630-700 AM N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
701-730 AM N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
731-800 AM 2 1 0 0 0 0 3
801-830 AM 1 1 0 17 0 1 20
831-900 AM 3 0 1 20 0 2 26
901-930 AM 2 0 1 12 0 0 15
931-1000 AM 5 0 2 14 0 0 21
1001-1030 AM 3 0 2 11 0 0 16
1031-1100 AM 2 0 2 16 0 0 20
1101-1130 AM 5 0 0 22 0 0 27
1131-1200 AM 3 0 1 15 0 0 19
1201-1230 PM 4 0 0 23 0 1 28
1231-100 PM 0 1 2 19 0 1 23
101-130 PM 1 0 0 8 0 1 10
131-200 PM 3 1 0 21 0 0 25
201-230 PM 1 0 1 15 0 0 17
231-300 PM 6 2 2 8 0 0 18
301-330 PM 0 1 0 11 1 0 13
331-400 PM 1 0 0 15 3 0 19
401-430 PM 7 0 0 1 0 0 8
431-500 PM 6 0 1 2 1 0 10
501530 PM 5 2 2 4 0 0 13
531-600 PM 3 1 1 4 0 0 9 360
Totals 63 10 18 258 5 6 360

WAIMEA TRANSFER STATION VEHICLE COUNT



WAIMEA TRANSFER STATION VEHICLE COUNT

April 28 2007 TYPE OF LOAD
Time GREEN WASTE SCRAP METAL C+D MATERIAL RESIDENTIAL MIXED OTHER
630-700 AM 1 1 0 5 0 0 7
701-730 AM 0 0 0 3 0 0 3
731-800 AM 0 0 0 1 0 1
801-830 AM 3 0 0 4 0 0 7
831-900 AM 2 0 1 17 1 0 21
901-930 AM 1 1 0 13 0 0 15
931-1000 AM 2 1 0 24 0 0 27
1001-1030 AM 1 0 1 10 1 0 13
1031-1100 AM 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
1101-1130 AM 2 0 0 6 0 0 8
1131-1200 AM 0 0 0 2 0 0 2
1201-1230 PM N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0
1231-100 PM N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0
101-130 PM N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0
131-200 PM N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0
201-230 PM N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0
231-300 PM N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0
301-330 PM N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0
331-400 PM N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0
401-430 PM N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0
431-500 PM N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0
501530 PM N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0
531-600 PM N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 105
Totals 12 3 2 85 3 0 105



WAIMEA TRANSFER STATION VEHICLE COUNT

April 29 2007 TYPE OF LOAD
Time GREEN WASTE SCRAP METAL C+D MATERIAL RESIDENTIAL MIXED OTHER
630-700 AM 0 0 0 4 0 1 5
701-730 AM 0 0 0 13 1 0 14
731-800 AM 0 0 1 17 1 0 19
801-830 AM 1 0 1 10 0 0 12
831-900 AM 3 1 0 19 0 0 23
901-930 AM 5 1 0 24 1 0 31
931-1000 AM 0 0 1 27 3 0 31
1001-1030 AM 1 0 2 24 2 0 29
1031-1100 AM 2 2 0 29 3 0 36
1101-1130 AM 4 0 1 18 2 1 26
1131-1200 AM 1 0 0 18 6 1 26
1201-1230 PM 2 0 2 14 7 0 25
1231-100 PM 3 0 0 16 5 0 24
101-130 PM 2 1 0 20 8 0 31
131-200 PM 4 0 0 21 6 0 31
201-230 PM 0 0 2 13 4 0 19
231-300 PM 3 0 2 17 1 0 23
301-330 PM 4 0 0 28 4 1 37
331-400 PM 0 0 0 7 2 0 9
401-430 PM 3 0 0 17 3 1 24
431-500 PM 3 0 0 7 3 0 13
501530 PM 5 1 1 18 6 0 31
531-600 PM 0 0 1 14 3 0 18
601-630 0 0 0 12 7 0 19 556
Totals 46 6 14 407 78 5 556



WAIMEA TRANSFER STATION VEHICLE COUNT

April 30 2007 TYPE OF LOAD
Time GREEN WASTE SCRAP METAL C+D MATERIAL RESIDENTIAL MIXED OTHER
630-700 AM 0 0 0 12 0 0 12
701-730 AM 1 0 0 20 0 0 21
731-800 AM 0 0 0 13 0 0 13
801-830 AM 0 0 0 23 1 1 25
831-900 AM 0 0 0 18 0 0 18
901-930 AM 0 0 0 5 0 0 5
931-1000 AM 2 0 1 44 0 0 47
1001-1030 AM 2 0 0 23 0 0 25
1031-1100 AM 0 0 0 22 0 1 23
1101-1130 AM 2 0 0 20 1 0 23
1131-1200 AM 3 0 0 20 1 0 24
1201-1230 PM 0 0 0 23 1 0 24
1231-100 PM 3 0 0 16 0 2 21
101-130 PM 0 0 0 13 0 0 13
131-200 PM 4 0 0 30 2 1 37
201-230 PM 4 1 0 17 1 0 23
231-300 PM 2 0 0 13 0 0 15
301-330 PM 0 0 0 8 0 1 9
331-400 PM 1 0 1 9 0 0 11
401-430 PM 0 0 0 12 1 0 13
431-500 PM 1 1 0 11 1 0 14
501530 PM 0 0 0 10 0 1 11
531-600 PM 0 0 0 5 1 0 6 433
Totals 25 2 2 387 10 7 433



WAIMEA TRANSFER STATION VEHICLE COUNT

May 1 2007 TYPE OF LOAD
Time GREEN WASTE SCRAP METAL C+D MATERIAL RESIDENTIAL MIXED OTHER
630-700 AM 0 0 1 12 0 0 13
701-730 AM 1 0 0 7 1 0 9
731-800 AM 1 0 0 12 0 0 13
801-830 AM 0 0 0 10 0 1 11
831-900 AM 0 0 0 10 0 0 10
901-930 AM 1 0 0 12 0 0 13
931-1000 AM 1 0 0 15 0 0 16
1001-1030 AM 0 0 0 7 0 0 7
1031-1100 AM 2 0 0 21 0 0 23
1101-1130 AM 3 0 1 17 0 1 22
1131-1200 AM 4 0 0 12 0 0 16
1201-1230 PM 0 0 0 4 0 0 4
1231-100 PM 2 0 1 10 0 1 14
101-130 PM 3 0 0 7 0 0 10
131-200 PM 2 0 0 9 0 0 11
201-230 PM 2 0 0 12 0 0 14
231-300 PM 2 0 1 13 0 1 17
301-330 PM 0 0 1 8 0 0 9
331-400 PM 1 0 0 11 0 0 12
401-430 PM 0 0 0 8 0 0 8
431-500 PM 0 0 1 13 0 2 16
501530 PM 0 0 0 9 0 0 9
531-600 PM 2 0 1 17 1 1 22
601-630 0 0 0 2 1 0 3 302
Totals 27 0 7 258 3 7 302
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Illegal Dump Survey 

 



Survey of Illegal Dumping  
In and Near the Manuka Natural Area Reserve 

June 6, 2005 
Graham P. Knopp 

Geometrician Associates 
 
 
Survey Description and Methodology 
 
This document describes a one-day visual survey performed to identify illegally dumped 
waste near, and on the periphery of, the Manuka Natural Area Reserve (NAR).  We 
surveyed the following regions:  

• Areas readily accessible by two- and four-wheel drive roadways in and near the 
NAR;  

• Roadways in Ocean View located near the NAR; 
• Four-wheel-drive roads within a reasonable distance from SR 11; 
• Roadways on the west side of, and within, Hawai‘i Ocean View Estates to the 

mauka extent of the subdivision; 
• Road-to-the-Sea for about two miles of its length; 
• All turnouts and dead ends in the NAR readily accessible from SR 11; 
• Roadside paths were identified with substantial dependability and followed; 

several large household waste dump sites were found in this manner. 
 
Illegally dumped waste recorded included various roadside litter, household waste, 
possibly in garbage bags, animal carcasses, although road kill was not differentiated, 
abandoned vehicles, car parts, tires, appliances, furniture, etc.  Green waste was not noted 
unless a conspicuously large quantity was observed.   UTM Geocentric coordinates, a 
short description, and digital photographs of each dump site were recorded and are 
presented below.   
 
 

Summary Table – Illegal Dumping Sites and Characteristics 
General Area Site 

No. 
Easting  
(UTM 5 
mE) 

Northing 
(UTM 5  
mN) 

Description Significance 
(see note) 

Hwy 11 NAR 1 201554 2116932 Cooler with misc. HHW, 
carcass 

Minimal 

 2 201543 2116964 HHW, 1 box Minimal 
Mauka of Manuka 
Bay Road 

3 201383 2117437 Pallets, packaging waste Minimal 

 4 201383 2117437 Approx 200’x50x area, 
HHW, vehicle parts, AVs, 
appliances 

High 

 5 201555 2117347 “junkyard”, approximately 
25-30 vehicles, HHW, 
stained soil 

High 

 6 201591 2117427 Shooting range, 
cartridges, shells, lead 

Moderate 

NAR,  
Hwy 11 

7 201078 2117821 Animal (goat) carcass Minimal 

1 
 



General Area Site 
No. 

Easting  
(UTM 5 
mE) 

Northing 
(UTM 5  
mN) 

Description Significance 
(see note) 

 8 201356 2117266 1 Bag HHW on shoulder Minimal 
NAR, Hwy 11 9 201846 2116278 HHW, car parts Minimal 
 10 202332 2115561 HHW, long-term use, car 

parts 
Minimal 

 11 202665 2115273 Picnic waste, across from 
Manuka State Park 
entrance 

Minimal 

 12 202730 2115359 Abandoned picnic waste, 
Manuka State Park picnic 
area 

Minimal 

 13 203186 2114889 Pig carcass Minimal 
 14 203462 2114685 HHW, animal carcass, 2 

Avs, carpets, car parts, 
tires. At turnout old hwy. 

Moderate 

Ocean View Estates 15 205007 2114052 2 AVs Minimal 
 16 204904 2114383 Approx. 30 disposed 

vehicles on gated, fenced 
private property, no 
picture. 

High 

 17 205398 2114970 HHW, bike, furniture Minimal 
 18 205812 2115381 HHW, small quantity Minimal 
 19 205920 2115553 Mattress HHW, 2GBs Minimal 
 20 207285 2116835 2 AVs Moderate 
 21 207301 2117669 2 AVs Moderate 
 22 207568 2118543 Lava tube directly off of 

road with minimal 
quantity of dumping (1 
sm. bag, tire), Notable for 
lack of rubbish. 

Minimal 

 23 207568 2118598 Sheet metal, minimal 
quantity HHW 

Minimal 

 24 207879 2119546 1 AV Minimal 
 25 208230 2120646 Long-term use of large 

dump site, HHW, many 
GBs, large truck batteries  

High 

 26 208565 2121437 55g drum of hydraulic 
fluid, stained soil (<RQ). 

Minimal 

 27 208674 2121052 1 AV Moderate 
 28 208966 2120915 Const. Waste, car parts, 

small quantity 
Minimal 

Road-To-The-Sea 29 204518 2112675 1 AV Moderate 
 30 204986 2113588 HHW, 2 GBs, small 

quantity 
Minimal 

 31 205049 2113727 4 Apparently Abandoned 
Construction Vehicles. 

Moderate 

 
NOTE:  SIGNIFICANCE IS A SUBJECTIVE DESCRIPTOR AND IS ONLY INTENDED TO ASSIST 
THE READER IN CRUDE COMPARISON OF RELATIVE WASTE VOLUMES AND VISUAL 
IMPACT.  AUTHOR IS NOT SPECIALLY QUALIFIED IN QUANTIFICATION OF THE 
SIGNIFICANCE OF SOLID WASTE UNLESS IT IS HAZARDOUS.   
 
LEGEND: 
 AV = Abandoned Vehicle 
 HHW = Household Waste 
 GB = (household) Garbage Bag 
 RQ = RCRA Reportable Quantity 
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Dump Site Digital Photographs. Multiple photographs of the same numbered site are 
identified by letter (5a, 5b, 5c, etc.) 
 

  
Site 1      Site 2 

 

  
Site 3a      Site 3b 

  
Site 4a      Site 4b  
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Site 4c      Site 5a 

  
Site 5b      Site 5c 

  
Site 5d      Site 5e 
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Site 5f      Site 5g 

  
Site 5h      Site 5i 

  
Site 5j      Site 5k 
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Site 5n      Site 5o 

  
Site 6      Site 7 
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Site 17b      site 18 

8 
 



  
Site 19a      Site 19b 

  
Site 20      Site 21 

  
Site 22      Site 23 
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Site 24      Site 25a 

  
Site 25b      Site 25c 

  
Site 26      Site 27 
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Site 28      Site 29 
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MAP OF ILLEGAL DUMP SITES OBSERVED WITHIN HOVE 
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MAP OF ILLEGAL DUMP SITES OBSERVED NEAR SR11/NAR/HOVE AREA 
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Appendix 6 
 

DEM and DOH Notices Related to 
Hazardous Materials and  

Operation of Convenience Centers 
 

 
 

 





















COUNTY OF HAWAII 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT 

SOLID WASTE DIVISION SAFETY MANUAL 
DRAFT 

SECTION 14 
HAZARDOUS MATERIALS POLICY 

 
Purpose 
 
To provide instructions and define responsibilities for responding to 
hazardous or unknown (potentially hazardous) materials that are 
discarded, abandoned, or accumulated at County solid waste landfill or 
transfer station sites. 
 
This procedure establishes methods devoted to proper employee 
response, ensuring both employee and public safety and environmental 
protection. 
 
Responsibility 
 

Employee: Any time an employee of the Solid Waste Division 
observes a known or unknown material that he/she deems to be 
hazardous to either employee, public, or environmental safety, the 
employee is to immediately notify his/her immediate supervisor. In 
the absence of the employee’s immediate supervisor, the 
employee is to notify the Solid Waste Division Superintendent. If 
possible, without jeopardizing personal safety, the employee is to 
barricade or isolate the material from contact by other employees 
or the public. (Use of caution tape, and/or tarps may be 
appropriate). 
 
Supervisor: The Solid Waste Division supervisor’s are responsible for 
responding immediately to employee reports of hazardous material, 
and notifying the Solid Waste Division Superintendent. 
 
Superintendent: The Solid Waste Division Superintendent, after 
inspection, and in consultation with the Division Chief of Solid Waste, 
will notify Fire Department Hazmat team to determine identity of 
material, and either conduct cleanup, or direct outsourcing of 
cleanup/removal by appropriate contractor. 

 



In the event that an imminent threat to employee, public or 
environmental safety necessitates the closure of a site, the Solid Waste 
Division Chief (or his designee) will notify the Director and/or Deputy 
Director of the Department of Environmental Management. 
 
Current Phone Tree attached 
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Ka‘u District, Hawai‘i Island, State of Hawai‘i 
TMK (3rd): 9-2-150:060 
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