






    

3232 Kaohinani Drive, Honolulu, Hawai‘i 96817 
tel: (808) 780-1223; fax: (808) 595-5143 

jth3@hawaii.rr.com 

 
 
 
 

Landscaping and Construction Improvements Appurtenant  
To 44-005 Aumoana Way, Kaneohe, O‘ahu (TMK 4-4-022:013) 

 
 
 
 

Final Environmental Assessment  
November 14, 2013 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Prepared on Behalf of 
 

Howard Green, Applicant 
 
 
 

Prepared by 
 

3E Advisory Services 
 

John T. Harrison Ph.D., Principal 
 

 
 
 
 
 



 2 



 3 

 
Table of Contents 

 
      Project Summary          4 
1.   Introduction           5 
2.   Identification of Applicant         5 
3.   Identification of Approving Agency        5 
4.   Identification of Consulted Agencies, Citizen Groups, and Individuals   6 
5.   General Description of the Subject Landscape Improvements    6 
6.   Subject Description of the Affected Environment    10 
7.   Summary of Impacts and Alternatives Considered               15 
8.   Proposed Mitigation Measures                  20 
9.   Legal and Regulatory Conformance                   20 
 9.1.  Conformance with Chapter 205A HRS    20 
 9.2.  Conformance with Chapter 23 ROH     23 
10. Anticipated Agency Determination       27 
11. Findings and Reasons Supporting the Anticipated Agency Determination 27 
12.  Required Approvals        29 
 
APPENDIX 1.  Shoreline Survey       30 
 
APPENDIX 2.  Photo Key        31 
 
APPENDIX 3.  Section Drawing, CRM Wall     32 
 
APPENDIX 4.  Agency Comments and Response Letters   34 
 
 

List of Figures 
 

Figure 1.    Subject property aerial view        6 
Figure 2.    View looking west from below the house      7 
Figure 3.    Site Plan           8 
Figure 4.    View northwest from subject parcel corner      9 
Figure 5.    Unconfined makai slope of parcel to the north     9 
Figure 6.    Retaining wall and shoreline setback fronting subject parcel 10 
Figure 7.    Makai view prior to work      11 
Figure 8.    Aerial view of property in 2003     11 
Figure 9.    Soils map of the project area      12 
Figure 10.  Kaneohe Bay, O‘ahu       13 
Figure 11.  Shoreline of the subject parcel at mid tide    15 
Figure 12.  Drainage easement alongside subject property   16 
Figure 13.  Deposition at the mouth of the drainage easement   16 
Figure 14.  Hillside erosion damage on neighboring property   17 
Figure 15.  Gullies and soil transport due to erosion    18 



 4 

PROJECT SUMMARY 
 

Project:     Howard Green Low Retaining Walls (2) in the Shoreline Setback 
 
Applicant:     Howard Green 
      P.O. Box 3467 
      Honolulu, HI  96801 
 
Owner:      Howard Green 
      P.O. Box 3467 
      Honolulu, HI  96801 
 
Accepting Agency:    City and County of Honolulu Department of Planning and  
      Permitting (Chapter 343, HRS) 
 
Consultant:     3E Advisory Services 
      3232 Kaohinani Drive 
      Honolulu, HI  96817 
 
Location:     44-005 Aumoana Way, Kaneohe, Oahu, Hawaii 
 
Tax Map Key:     (1)4-4-022: 13 
 
Proposed Action:    Landscaping and Construction Improvements in the Shoreline  
      Setback 
 
Land Area:     15,894 square feet 
 
Present Use:     Single family residential 
 
State Land Use    Urban 
District: 
 
Zoning:     R-10 Residential 
 
Special Management    Site is within the SMA 
Area: 
 
Permits Required:    State of Hawaii Shoreline Certification 
      City and County of Honolulu Shoreline Setback Variance 
      City and County of Honolulu Grading Permit 
      City and County of Honolulu Building Permit 
      City and County of Honolulu Build Over Easement Approval 
 
Determination:    Finding of No Significant Impact 
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1.  Introduction 
 
The Applicant and fee simple owner of the subject parcel, Howard Green, seeks an after-the-
fact Shoreline Setback Variance (SSV) from the City and County of Honolulu Department of 
Planning and Permitting (DPP) relating to construction of two concrete rubble masonry 
(CRM) retaining walls and grading that includes areas within the shoreline setback fronting 
the property.   Notice of Certification of the Shoreline (File No. OA-1488) was most recently 
published in the OEQC Environmental Notice dated July 8, 2012. 
 
On October 26, 2011 the Department of Planning and Permitting (DPP) issued the Applicant 
a citation (No. 2011/NOV-10-161) for construction activities performed without obtaining a 
building permit.  Building Permit Application A2011-10-1873 was filed October 31, 2011.  
In February 2012, DPP issued a Notice of Order (No. 2011/NOO-291) imposing fines for 
failure to obtain a building permit.  The fines were appealed, and the appeal remains pending.  
A separate permit application was filed for the portion of the construction mauka (landward) 
of the shoreline setback area, which constituted about 80% of the work that had been done.  
Building Permit No. AV2012-090684-714477 was issued January 16, 2013 for that work.   
The Applicant filed an application for a Minor Shoreline Structure (No. 2012/MSS-14) on 
July 23, 2012, which was returned by the DPP on July 27, 2012 as ineligible.  The Applicant 
filed an appeal of the Director’s determination that the Minor Shoreline Permit Application 
was ineligible, and this appeal also remains pending. 
 
This report is prepared in compliance with provisions of Chapter 343, Hawai‘i Revised 
Statutes (HRS), and Title 11, Chapter 200 Department of Health Administrative rules in 
support of the application for the after-the-fact Shoreline Setback Variance. 
 
 
2.  Identification of Applicant 
 
Howard Green 
P.O. Box 3467 
Honolulu, HI  96801 
 
 
3.  Identification of Approving Agency 
 
City and County of Honolulu 
Department of Planning and Permitting 
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4.  Identification of Consulted Agencies, Citizen Groups, and Individuals 
 
Prior to undertaking landscaping improvements, the Applicant consulted with the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Design and Construction to verify the location of the 
existing sewer easement and to ensure that proposed actions met design requirements relative 
to the easement.  In addition, the Applicant invited members of the Aumoana Community 
Association to visit the site and to comment on the project.  Many neighbors have been 
supportive, and none has indicated opposition.  The Applicant specifically consulted with the 
neighboring landowner to the east, who expressed approval that the project would result in 
removal of unwanted trees that blocked her view.  The neighbor to the north also was 
consulted, and he approved of the added stability to the hillside conferred by the proposed 
retaining walls.  Architectural and design specifications for the subject landscaping 
improvements were prepared by Licensed Professional Architect Reynaldo D. Rios AIA.   
 
 
 
5.  General Description of the Subject Landscape Improvements 
 

 
Figure 1.  Subject property aerial view. 
 
Figure 1 shows a plan view of the subject property and its approximate boundaries.  The 
western property boundary abuts the shoreline of Kaneohe Bay, and the southern property 
line runs along a City and County of Honolulu drainage easement.  The property is adjoined 
to the north and east by other residential properties, and to the south by the marina facilities 
and grounds of the Kaneohe Yacht Club. 
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Figure 2. View looking west from below the house. 
 
Major improvements to the parcel include the residential structure, a carport, and various 
masonry and landscaping features (Fig. 3).  Two recently constructed rock retaining walls 
delineate a terrace lawn, providing both a visual open space leading towards the shoreline 
and positive stabilization of both foundational soils for the residential structures and for the 
lawn itself.  The two new walls were constructed as described below. 
 
The southwest wall has an aggregated length of 226.7 feet, a height above grade ranging 
from 1 to 4.4 feet, and varies in width from 1.3 to 2.3 feet at grade (see App. 3. Section 
Drawing, CRM Wall). The portion of this wall lying within the shoreline setback amounts to 
a length of 78.7 feet.  This wall follows the southerly boundary of the property along the 
storm drain easement to approximately 8.5 feet from the shoreline.  Segment 2 of this wall 
turns northward for 40.9 feet then turns back eastward for 7.7 feet along a sloped walkway.  
The elevation at the base of the wall ranges from 2 to 3 feet above sea level (Mean Higher 
High Water, MHHW).  This wall serves the function of preventing erosion and soil drift of 
the highly plastic Kokokahi clay soil prevalent in the area downhill into the storm drain 
easement to the south and the ocean to the west.  Although the makai (seaward) segment of 
this wall is straight, irregularities in the certified shoreline result in variable distance 
measurements between the wall and the shoreline (see Fig. 3 and App. 1. Shoreline Survey). 
 
The north wall, which lies to the right and front of the dwelling, is comprised of 5 segments 
with a total length of 150.9 feet, of which about 30 feet along the northern boundary of the 
property lies within the shoreline setback.  The height above grade of the portion of this wall 
within the shoreline setback begins at about 2 feet and gradually increases to 4.5 feet.  Within 
the shoreline setback, the elevation of the wall at grade begins at 3 feet above MHHW and 
increases to about six feet.  At grade, the wall width ranges from 1.6 to 2.4 feet.  This wall 
serves the function of stabilizing the soil along the north boundary of the property, which 
supports the residence on the neighboring property that is approximately 5 feet higher than 
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the residence on the subject property.  Mauka of the shoreline setback area, the neighboring 
property to the north has a retaining wall which supports the residential pad of that home.  
The north wall on the subject property provides support for the residential pad of the subject 
property then turns westward about 15 feet from and along the boundary, to support the 
neighbor’s retaining wall.  Makai of the neighbor’s retaining wall, the north wall curves 
northward to the property line starting slightly east of the 40 foot setback (see Fig. 3).  Both 
walls are constructed from rock of igneous basaltic origin fitted and cemented in place.  
 
 
 

 
Figure 3.  Site Plan. 
 
 
Marina facilities of the Kaneohe Yacht Club to the south and west of the drainage easement 
include a graded and paved parking and boat storage and service area with a vertical seawall 
serving as the landward boundary of the dredged boat harbor.  The western margin of the 
drainage easement at the shoreline abuts an artificial groin constructed from dredge spoils 
excavated at the time of the harbor construction that sits on top of the former fringing reef 
and serves as foundational material for a pier that extends seaward ~895 feet, terminating 
near the natural reef margin (see Fig. 2). 
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The shorelines of adjacent properties to the north of the subject parcel all are hardened with 
vertical seawalls, with dredged areas immediately seaward of the walls that provide access to 
the properties for small boats (see Fig. 4). 
 

 
Figure 4. View northwest from subject parcel corner, showing shoreline hardening and 
dock construction on neighboring parcel. 
 

 
Figure 5. Unconfined makai slope of the parcel to the north of the subject property. 
 
Mauka of the shoreline of the neighboring parcels, the coastal terrace extends to a slope 
created by displaced fill from grading and leveling activities during construction of the 
Aumoana subdivision in the early 1950s (Fig. 5).  A view of the shoreline setback area 
fronting the subject parcel appears in Figure 6.  Locations and orientations of Figures 2, 4, 5, 
6, 7, and 11-15 are identified for reference on the photographic key in Appendix 2. 
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Figure 6.  Retaining wall and shoreline setback fronting the subject parcel. 
 
 
 
6.  Summary Description of the Affected Environment 
 
The subject parcel comprises an area of 15,894 square feet, and it is located in the State 
Urban District on land zoned by Honolulu County as Residential (R-10).  The entirety of the 
parcel lies within the Special Management Area, and its Flood Zone designation is D, 
Undetermined Flood Hazard.  As depicted in Figure 3, the 1,800 sq. ft. dwelling is located on 
the mauka portion of the parcel at an elevation of about 15 feet above sea level, and the 440 
square foot garage is located on the northeastern corner of the property at an elevation of 
approximately 20 feet. 
 
Figure 7 offers a view looking west from a location below the dwelling immediately prior to 
commencement of landscaping improvements.  As shown in the image, there was a sharp 
(about 25%) slope starting at the base of the neighbor’s retaining wall to the north and 
moderating toward the south boundary and towards the shoreline beyond the line of trees.  It 
should be noted that in the area to the ocean side of the neighbor’s retaining wall, the 
neighbor’s property collapsed and slid down the hill west and then south onto the subject 
property.  Where the new retaining wall supported the neighbor’s property, the hill did not 
collapse. 
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Figure 7.  Makai view prior to work. 
 
After the deaths of the prior long time owners of the property, a dense, overgrown thicket of 
introduced vegetation, including coconut palm (Cocos nucifera), milo (Thespesia populnea), 
spider lily (Crinum asiaticum), and various additional introduced species grew up in the area 
seaward of the prior existing low CRM wall visible in Figure 7 that traversed the lower edge 
of the lawn within the shoreline setback area.  This wall appears clearly in the aerial plan 
view taken in 2003 (Fig. 8), as does another masonry wall that defined an intermediate 
terrace makai of the retaining wall and leveled platform on which the dwelling rests. 
 

 
Figure 8.  Aerial view of property in 2003, prior to present project. 
 
After construction of the southwest wall, part of the intermediate terrace wall was removed, 
overgrown trees and landscape plants along the makai wall were cleared, and a substantial 
collection of debris and trash were cleaned out.  The hillside was cut at the location of the 
new north retaining wall, and soil from cuts was daily moved to behind the new southwest 
retaining wall.  All wall foundations within the shoreline setback were excavated to a depth 
of about a foot below the lower finished grade.  After construction of the new retaining walls 
was complete, excavated soils were stockpiled mauka of the wall lines.  As the north wall 



 12 

was completed, soils were distributed behind the walls to form the leveled lawn surface, 
leaving a slight slope to the south and west, with soil levels approximately 3 to 6 inches 
below the top of the southwest wall.  The wall heights and locations were designed so that no 
fill was either imported or removed from the property.  The amount of soil moved during 
leveling of the property within the shoreline setback area is estimated at approximately 15 
cubic yards.  The work was undertaken quickly during the dry August-September season, to 
prevent runoff from entering State waters during construction.  None of the pickleweed and 
other vegetation within 5 feet of the shoreline was disturbed, nor was the elevation profile 
makai of the walls altered. 
 
Reconfiguration of the elevation profile mauka and northward from the southwest wall 
resulted in replacement of the steeper, more erosion prone portions of the lot with fixed 
barrier walls and flat terraces.  The most makai area of the property and the sloped walkway 
between the two terraces was sodded to provide immediate grassy erosion prevention, and 
the more inland portions of the property were planted with grass.  Because of the flattening 
of the property, surface drainage was significantly diminished, leading to greater potential 
infiltration.  Constructed retaining walls were fitted with weep holes at least every 7 feet to 
allow infiltrated water to flow to the drainage easement along the south property boundary 
(see App. 3).  
 
The U.S. Department of Agriculture Soil Conservation Service (USDA-SCS) 1972 Soil 
Survey identifies two prevalent soil types that occur in the project area: Kokokahi clay (KtC) 
and Kawaihapai stony clay loam (KlaB).  As depicted in Figure 9, the boundary between the 
subject parcel and the property immediately to the south also generally defines the boundary 
between the two soil types. 
 

 
Figure 9.  Soils map of the project area (from USDA Natural Resources Conservation 
Service Web Soil Survey) 
 
Grading during the course of development of the Aumoana Subdivision in the early 1950s 
leveled the area, transferring soils cut from higher inland elevations to the development 
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margins.  Thus, Kokokahi clay is the soil type found throughout the subject parcel.  This soil, 
originating from basaltic source deposits, occurs on talus slopes and alluvial fans.  Generally, 
the surface layer is very dark gray clay about 14 inches thick.  The next layer, about 12 
inches thick, is dark grayish-brown clay that has subangular blocky structure.  The 
substratum is grayish-brown and light brownish-gray clay, 14 to more than 20 inches thick.  
These soils are very sticky and very plastic, they can move downslope when wet, and they 
crack widely upon drying.  The soil is slightly acid to neutral in the surface layer and slightly 
acid to alkaline below.  Permeability is slow to moderately slow.  Runoff is medium, and the 
erosion hazard is slight to moderate, depending on the history of disruption of the soil profile.  
The available water capacity is about 1.6 inches per foot of soil.  Workability is difficult 
because of the sticky, plastic nature of the clay and the narrow range of moisture content 
within which the soil can be cultivated.  The shrink-swell potential is very high, particularly 
in un-compacted soils at the margins of graded developments.  Numerous dwellings in the 
Aumoana area, particularly those at the edges of the subdivision, have experienced 
substantial problems with settling, shifting, and erosion beneath foundations, with attendant 
structural damage. 
 
The subject property is bounded to the west by Kaneohe Bay (Fig. 10), a well described 
estuarine and coral reef ecosystem on the windward coast of Oahu (Banner, 19741; Cox, 
19732; Jokiel et al., 19913, etc.).  With the exception of shoreline areas closest to the open 
coastal ocean fronting the marginal areas at the northern and easternmost parts of the Bay,  
 

 
Figure 10.  Kaneohe Bay, O‘ahu, Hawai‘i 
                                                
1 Banner, A. H. 1974. Kaneohe Bay, Hawaii… urban pollution and a coral reef ecosystem. Proc. 2nd Intl. Coral 
Reef Symp., Brisbane 2: 685. 
2 Cox, D. C. 1973.  The Kaneohe area. In Estuarine pollution in the State of Hawaii.  Part II. Kaneohe Bay 
study.  Univ. Hawaii Water Resources Research Center Tech. Rep. 31: 9-19. 
3 Jokiel, P. L., R. H. Titgen and Chun Smith. 1991. Guide to the marine environment of Kaneohe Bay, Oahu.  
Report to State of Hawaii Dept. Land Nat. Resources. 50 p. 
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the remaining shoreline areas of Kaneohe are well protected from ocean wave dynamic 
forces.  Much of the Bay, and in particular, the margin adjacent to the heavily urbanized 
southeast sector, has been modified extensively by coastal and marine development.  
Shoreline alterations, including seawalls, harbors, groins, channels, and other structures 
characterize 88% of the South Kaneohe Bay coastal shoreline area (Hunter, 19934). 
 
Coral reefs of the Bay include three general reef structures.  A barrier reef extending from 
Mokapu Peninsula to the Kualoa headlands separates the Bay from the surrounding open 
ocean.  Within the inner Bay there are frequent patch reefs, or coral shallows surrounded on 
all sides by deeper water.  Along the landward margin and surrounding Coconut Island are 
more or less continuous fringing reef flats, with outer edge slopes colonized by various 
hermatypic corals, and the inner portions largely comprised of sand and mud sedimentary 
depositional terraces (Banner, 19685).  Other than dredged channels, the seven major and the 
five minor stream systems that empty into the Bay cause the only major interruptions of the 
fringing reef flats.  Deep lagoon areas comprise only about 50% of the inner bay area, and 
these areas hold most of the depositional sediments transported to the Bay in the course of 
geologic weathering in the Bay watershed (Bathen, 19686). 
 
The region between fringing reef flat margins and the adjacent land is a depositional 
environment of coral rubble, sand, and terrigenous soils in varying proportions.  Isolated, 
small coral colonies may occur in shallow water with increasing frequency towards the 
makai portions of the fringing reef flat in the less urbanized central and north sectors of the 
Bay.  However, periodic delivery of muddy sediments and fresh water to shallow coastal 
regions in the South Bay has virtually eliminated live coral in this region.  Various burrowing 
annelids and arthropods (principally alpheid shrimps) may colonize the nearshore reef flats, 
but these faunal populations are subject to periodic extinction in the wake of major storm 
events that fully immerse the reef flats in fresh water from land runoff (Banner, 19687).  In 
recent history, severe storms in 1965 and 1987 led to significant mortality of these nearshore 
benthic organisms, and episodic fresh water “kills” such as these appear to play a substantial 
role in the community structure of Kaneohe Bay coral reef ecosystems (Hunter and Evans, 
19958). 
 
Deposits of mud and debris from land runoff are greatest in the vicinity of stream mouths and 
other drainage outlets.  The immediate shoreline of the subject parcel, which borders a 
drainage easement that carries runoff from mauka lands in the area, is typical of a reef flat 
margin adjacent to a drainage channel (Fig. 12). In addition to sedimentary materials, the 
area is interspersed with deposited flotsam, including pieces of wood planking, sticks, and 
                                                
4 Hunter, C. L. 1993.  Living Resources of Kaneohe Bay. Habitat evaluation.  Final Report, Main Hawaiian 
Islands Resource Investigation.  Hawaii Dept. Land Nat. Resources, Div. Aquatic Res. 62 p. 
5 Banner, A. H. 1968.  A fresh-water “kill” on the coral reefs of Hawaii.  Hawaii Inst. Mar. Biol. Tech. Rep. 
No. 15. 29 p. 
6 Bathen, K. H. 1968. A descriptive study of the physical oceanography of Kaneohe Bay, Oahu, Hawaii.  
Hawaii Inst. Mar. Biol. Tech. Rep. No. 14. 353 p. 
7 Banner, op. cit. 
8 Hunter, C. L. and C. W. Evans. 1995. Coral reefs in Kaneohe Bay, Hawaii: two centuries of western influence 
and two decades of data. Bull. Mar. Sci. 57(2): 501-515. 
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refuse from the land.  Land vegetation in this shoreline area is almost entirely comprised of 
two highly aggressive and invasive species: pickleweed (Batis maritima) and red mangrove 
(Rhizophora mangle) (see Figs. 11 & 13).  Both of these salt-tolerant species are common 
throughout Kaneohe Bay and other estuarine systems in Hawai‘i, and they have been targets 
of concerted removal efforts (Rauzon and Drigot, 20029). 
 
 

 
Figure 11. Shoreline at the subject parcel at mid tide. 
 
 
7.  Summary of Impacts and Alternatives Considered 
 
The upper and lower retaining rock walls evident in Figure 2 are part of recent landscape 
work completed by the parcel owner.  Prior to this work, the fronting lawn area descended in 
a slope to the shoreline terrace, similar to the neighboring parcel frontage shown in Figure 4.  
The intent of these landscape modifications was twofold: to reduce runoff velocities by 
creating a level, open lawn that enhances infiltration, and to create a barrier to soil erosion 
and sliding, both into the drainage easement and towards the shoreline.  The Applicant also 
sought to enhance access and improve view planes, both from the dwelling and along the 
shoreline. 
 
Figure 12 illustrates the unimproved drainage easement immediately to the south of the 
subject property.  This drainage channel receives runoff from a portion of Kaneohe Bay 
Drive, from the entire land area of the Yacht Club Terrace subdivision mauka of Kaneohe 
                                                
9 Rauzon, M. J. and D. C. Drigot. 2002.  Red mangrove eradication and pickleweed control in a Hawaiian 
wetland, waterbird responses, and lessons learned.  Pages 240-248 in Veitch, C. R. and Clout, M. N. (eds.) 
Turning the tide: the eradication of invasive species, Proceedings of the International Conference on Eradication 
of Island Invasives. Occasional Paper of the IUCN Species Survival Commission No. 27. 
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Bay Drive, from the southern portion of the Aumoana subdivision, and from the paved 
parking and service area of the Kaneohe Yacht Club.  In addition, during extended storm 
events, additional overland flow from further mauka areas in the immediate watershed 
bounded to the east by the Kalaheo hills ridgeline is delivered to the Bay through this 
channel.  
 

 
Figure 12. Drainage easement alongside subject property. 
 
Sediments and debris carried in runoff from the area have created a depositional fan in the 
shoreline where the channel meets the Bay, as shown in Figure 13.  Mud and litter of this 
alluvial deposit field cover the rubble and marine benthos typical of the less disturbed reef 
flat that lies seaward of the fan.  However, terrigenous sediments form a significant 
component of the reef flat material as well, due to the high volume transport of suspended 
soil particles in runoff and the resuspension and advection of these materials in turbulent  
 

 
Figure 13. Deposition at the mouth of the drainage easement. 
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overlying waters during high tide and normal trade wind conditions.  Ristvet (197710) 
estimated the recent rate of sediment accumulation on the lagoon floor of the South Bay to be 
on the order of 343 cm/100 years, or roughly 1.35 inches per year during the interval between 
1927 and the present.  In contrast, very little infilling of the Bay occurred during the period 
between 1882 and 1927 (Roy, 197011). 
 
The increased rate of sediment delivery to the lagoon floor in recent times is partly due to 
extensive dredging conducted within the South Bay during World War 2, but much of the 
sediment loading results from greater rates of runoff and erosion due to the rapid 
urbanization of the Kaneohe Bay watershed during the last half of the 20th Century (Smith et 
al., 197312).  Storm-mediated transport of soils from urbanized watersheds has had a 
measurable effect on the Bay ecosystem.  Coral ecosystems thrive where ocean waters are 
clean and clear.  Measured declines in coral reef productivity resulting from human 
influences on Kaneohe Bay are correlated with increased nutrient loading, fresh water runoff, 
and turbidity-induced light limitation due to suspended terrigenous soils (Smith et al., 
198113).  
 

 
Figure 14.  Hillside erosion damage on neighboring property. 
 
Loss of soil from unconfined property margins in the Aumoana subdivision was previously 
identified as having contributed to foundation destabilization and structural damage on 
                                                
10 Ristvet, B. L. 1977 Reverse weathering reactions within recent nearshore marine sediments, Kaneohe Bay, 
Oahu. Ph.D. Dissertation, Northwestern University Department of Geology.  315 p. 
11 Roy, K. J. 1970.  Change in the bathymetric configuration, Kaneohe Bay, Oahu, 1882-1969.  Univ. Hawaii, 
Hawaii Inst. Geophysics Rep. 70-15. 226 p. 
12 Smith, S. V., K. E. Chave, D. T. O. Kam.  1973.  Atlas of Kaneohe Bay – A reef ecosystem under stress.  
Univ. Hawaii, Sea Grant Tech. Rep. 73-01.  128 p. 
13 Smith, S. V., W. J. Kimmerer, E. A. Laws, R. E. Brock, and T. W. Walsh.  1981.  Kaneohe Bay sewage 
diversion experiment: Perspectives on ecosystem responses to nutritional perturbation.  Pac. Sci. 35: 279-395. 
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neighboring properties.  Dwellings on the two parcels east of the Applicant’s lot that have the 
City and County drainage ditch along their southern boundaries have each experienced 
foundation movement due to soil slippage where no retaining walls serve to stabilize fill 
deposited during the subdivision construction. 
 
Figure 14 shows the shoreline hillside fronting the residence immediately north of the subject 
property.  Heavy rains March 6-8, 2012 produced a significant landslide, and the landowner 
sought to prevent additional soil loss by covering the eroded area with a tarp and stretching a 
silt barrier below the erosion scarp. Soil lost from the hillside was carried down the slope  
 

 
Figure 15.  Gullies and soil transport due to erosion. 
 
towards the shoreline, where suspended particles would be entrained into the Bay’s surface 
waters and transported across the living face of the reef margin and ultimately deposited in 
the lagoon depths.  Although the heavy rains resulted in significant soil loss from the 
neighbor’s property, the leveled terrain and the barrier retaining wall at the makai side of the 
subject property lawn terrace effectively prevented any similar soil loss.  Figure 15 clearly 
demonstrates the contrasting responses of the adjacent properties to the storm event. Loose 
soils deposited below the lawn terrace of the subject property originated from the neighbor’s 
landslide, as evidenced by soil residues on lower rocks of the boundary wall. 
 
In considering alternative approaches to achieve intended objectives of the landscape 
modifications and cognizant of the empirical (and visible) evidence of structural issues 
confronted by neighboring property owners, the Applicant sought design advice from a 
Licensed Professional Architect.  Selection of CRM rock retaining walls was based on the 
architect’s advice that implementing alternative methods of soil stabilization, including 
anchored mesh or geotextile fabric barriers, would be less effective, would create a greater 
risk of damage to the shoreline area during construction, and would be more costly, less 
attractive, and inconsistent with existing landscape features on the property. 
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In addition to the no action alternative, other construction alternatives considered included 
placement of the retaining wall directly at the shoreline, in effect creating a continuation of 
the rock wall shoreline interface seen in the abutting property to the north.  While this could 
have accomplished the same erosion-related objective of stabilizing the terraced land to the 
west of the residence, it would not have created a separate grade on which other parties could 
pass comfortably along the shoreline, and it would have arguably violated underlying public 
shoreline policies by affecting shoreline processes and artificially establishing a shoreline.  
For these reasons, this alternative was rejected.   Another considered alternative was to locate 
the makai wall further from the shoreline.  However, to do so would have created an 
encroachment within the existing sewer easement, which would interfere with county access 
to the easement area. 
 
This analysis and the accompanying photographs illustrate major effects of the recently 
accomplished landscape amendments: 
 
1.  Soils from the property that would otherwise have been in danger of being washed into 
the drainage channel and subsequently into the Bay are both stabilized by terracing and 
physically prevented from transport to the ocean by the retaining wall.  
 
2.  Maintenance of substantial open space along the shoreline facilitates lateral public access 
and benefits coastal views. 
 
3.  Constructing the retaining wall at a distance of 8 to 10 feet from the shoreline ensures that 
the structure does not affect dynamic processes associated with land-sea interfaces.  As noted 
in Section 3.3.2 of the Ko‘olaupoko Sustainable Communities Plan, the Kaneohe Bay 
shoreline from He‘eia Fishpond to Nu‘upia Pond is a protected coastline where wave and 
tidal influences are minimal and where “there are no chronic or significant patterns of erosion 
or accretion”, and the distance between the structure and the water is such that the highest 
wash of waves will not come into contact with the wall.  Other guidelines for shoreline areas 
suggested in the Ko‘olaupoko Sustainable Communities Plan bear discussion in relation to 
the subject parcel.  Given that 88% of the shoreline of South Kaneohe Bay has been altered 
by hardening, artificial groins, docks and other structures, the call in the Plan for 
“establishment of buffer zones for protection of rare coastal resources” is aligned with the 
intent of this project to protect a small segment of un-hardened coastal interface within the 
South Bay.  The Applicant also notes that no exterior lighting is included in the landscaping 
plans, consistent with the suggested Plan guideline’s intent to avoid “disorientation, injury or 
death of seabirds”.  Finally, the Plan discourages the use of shore armoring structures, and as 
previously noted, the intentional placement of the makai portion of the CRM retaining wall at 
an elevation above MHHW ensures that it has no shoreline armoring effect. 
 
In summary, the newly installed retaining walls have demonstrably positive impacts on the 
Kaneohe Bay shoreline fronting the subject property.  They in no way establish an artificial 
shoreline, but rather serve to protect the natural shoreline processes by reducing the entry of 
additional terrigenous soils.  Finally, the overall landscape design offers tangible public 
benefits in creating an accessible, open coastal space with no visual obstructions. 
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8.  Proposed Mitigation Measures 
 
In view of the overall beneficial effects of the accomplished landscape improvements on the 
stability and protection from erosion runoff to the bay waters fronting the project, there are 
no detrimental effects of the recent construction that require focused mitigation.  Silt barriers 
and other best management practices observed during construction of the landscaping 
improvements effectively prevented loose soil or debris from entering waters of Kaneohe 
Bay.  The Applicant has expressed an interest in cooperating with ongoing efforts to control 
and eradicate invasive shoreline plants as noted in referenced studies.  However, any such 
mitigation activity will require assurance that replacement of invasive shoreline vegetation 
with endemic plants will have no effect on shoreline processes.  
 
 
 
 
9.  Legal and Regulatory Conformance   
 
Chapter 205A, HRS, Part I codifies policies and objectives of the State with regards to the 
coastal zone and delegates authorities to pursue and enforce coastal management policies. 
Part II of the chapter delineates development controls applicable to the coastal Special 
Management Area for avoiding permanent losses of valuable resources and ensuring 
adequate public access to coastal areas.  Authority for establishment and management of 
shoreline setbacks rests in Part III of the Coastal Zone law, and in particular, §205A-43 HRS 
conveys responsibility for setback delineation to various county agencies.  On O‘ahu, powers 
and duties relating to shoreline setback establishment and enforcement are vested in the 
Director of the Department of Planning and Permitting (DPP) of the City and County of 
Honolulu, as articulated in Chapter 23, Revised Ordinances of Honolulu (ROH). 
 
9.1.  Conformance with Chapter 205A HRS 
 
In Part I, HRS Section 205A-2 establishes objectives and policies that apply to all parts of the 
law.  Examining objectives that are relevant to the subject project demonstrates a strong 
affirmation of concordance between the law and the Applicant’s actions.  Consider, for 
instance, §205A-2(b), Objective (3): Protect, preserve, and, where desirable, restore or 
improve the quality of coastal scenic and open space resources.  As previously noted, 
restoration and maintenance of shoreline open space is a central feature of the completed 
landscape improvement.  Similarly, Objective (4) seeks to [p]rotect valuable coastal 
ecosystems, including reefs, from disruption and minimize adverse impacts on all coastal 
ecosystems, and the accomplished effect of the constructed CRM walls has been to stabilize 
soils to prevent the erosion and transport of silted runoff into protected coastal waters.  
Comparable consistency is evident between the project’s effects and Objectives (6) and (10), 



 21 

which directly address the need to reduce property hazards involving erosion, subsidence, 
and pollution in order to promote a more sustainable environmental quality of marine and 
coastal resources. 
 
The policy framework articulated in HRS §205A-2(c) is further subdivided into 10 resource 
groups, 5 of which demonstrate intersecting interests with demonstrated effects of the subject 
project.  Beneficial effects of the landscape improvements include more coastal open space, 
reduced soil erosion, reduced pollution of protected coastal waters, and conservation and 
protection of the natural shoreline environment.  These accomplishments conform closely 
with policy statements in the following subparagraphs of the CZM Law: 
 
HRS §205A-2(c) Policies. 
 
(1) Recreational resources; 

(B) Provide adequate, accessible, and diverse recreational opportunities in the 
coastal zone management area by:  

(iii) Providing and managing adequate public access, consistent with 
conservation of natural resources, to and along shorelines with recreational 
value;  
(vi) Adopting water quality standards and regulating point and nonpoint 
sources of pollution to protect, and where feasible, restore the recreational 
value of coastal waters;  

 
(3) Scenic and open space resources;  

(B) Ensure that new developments are compatible with their visual environment by 
designing and locating such developments to minimize the alteration of natural 
landforms and existing public views to and along the shoreline;  
(C) Preserve, maintain, and, where desirable, improve and restore shoreline open 
space and scenic resources; 
(E) Promote water quantity and quality planning and management practices that 
reflect the tolerance of fresh water and marine ecosystems and maintain and 
enhance water quality through the development and implementation of point and 
nonpoint source water pollution control measures. 

 
(6) Coastal hazards; 

 (B) Control development in areas subject to storm wave, tsunami, flood, erosion, 
hurricane, wind, subsidence, and point and nonpoint source pollution hazards;  

 
(10) Marine resources; 

(A) Ensure that the use and development of marine and coastal resources are 
ecologically and environmentally sound and economically beneficial; 

 
(4) Coastal ecosystems;  

(A) Exercise an overall conservation ethic, and practice stewardship in the 
protection, use, and development of marine and coastal resources;  
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Although the subject landscaping improvements involve land located within the Special 
Management Area (SMA) as established pursuant to Part II of HRS Chapter 205A, they are 
associated with the development of a single-family dwelling.  As specified in Part II, Section 
205A-22: 
 
"Development" does not include the following:  
(1) Construction of a single-family residence that is not part of a larger development;  
(14) Structural and nonstructural improvements to existing single-family residences, 
where otherwise permissible;  
"Structure" includes but is not limited to any building, road, pipe, flume, conduit, siphon, 
aqueduct, telephone line, and electrical power transmission and distribution line. 
 
Pursuant to these provisions, the subject project improvements are excluded from SMA 
requirements.  However, the Applicant notes that SMA guidelines explicitly call for 
minimum adverse effect to water resources and scenic and recreational amenities and 
minimum danger of floods,…landslides, erosion, siltation… [ref. HRS §205A-26(1)(D)].  
Once again, these are intrinsic features of the accomplished work at the subject parcel. 
 
As previously noted, Part III of HRS Chapter 205A provides for establishment and 
management of shoreline setbacks.  HRS Section 205A-46 creates the legal authority for 
shoreline setback variances to allow uses within the setback that the law otherwise prohibits, 
provided that: 1) a proposed use falls into certain prescribed categories; 2) hardship to the 
applicant will result if the use is denied, and; 3) specified conditions of use are met.  The 
following paragraphs assess the subject project in the context of these three provisions. 
 
The subject project falls under 4 of the 10 categories established in HRS §205A-46(a) as 
eligible for a shoreline setback variance.  Subparagraph (a)(3) denotes landscaping as 
allowable, as long as the proposed structure or activity will not adversely affect beach 
processes and will not artificially fix the shoreline.  Work performed on behalf of the 
Applicant has left the shoreline untouched, and is designed specifically to prevent adverse 
impacts to protected coastal waters.  The prevented insult to the shoreline is the transport of 
eroded soils, and the method of prevention involves a reconfiguration of drainage, which 
comprises a second allowable category under Subparagraph (a)(4).  Another category under 
which a variance may be granted involves proposed structures that are ancillary to private 
facilities or improvements that are clearly in the public interest [ref. HRS §205A-46(a)(7)].  
The landscape improvements undertaken by the Applicant have created both lateral public 
access along the shoreline and coastal open space, both of which are recognized public 
interest characteristics cited in policies and objectives of the Coastal Zone Management law. 
 
The fourth category of eligibility for a shoreline setback variance for which the subject 
project qualifies is established in Subparagraph (a)(8): [p]rivate facilities or improvements 
which will neither adversely affect beach processes nor artificially fix the shoreline; 
provided that the authority also finds that hardship will result to the applicant if the 
facilities or improvements are not allowed within the shoreline area.  As noted in 
Subparagraph (b), hardship is defined by the county authority, in this case, the Honolulu 
DPP.  Hardship resulting to the Applicant attendant on prohibition of the landscape 
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improvements is discussed at length in the following section (Section 9.2) of this 
Assessment. 
 
HRS §205A-46(c) specifies four conditions that must be met in order for a shoreline setback 
variance to be granted: 1) maintenance of safe lateral access to and along the shoreline; 2) 
minimization of the risk of adverse impacts on beach processes; 3) minimization of the risk 
of structures failing and becoming loose rocks and rubble on public property, and; 4) 
minimization of adverse impacts on public views to, from, and along the shoreline.  All of 
these conditions are satisfied by the subject project. 
 
Based on the preceding analysis, the Applicant submits that the landscape improvement work 
as implemented fully conforms to objectives, policies, guidelines, and provisions of 
eligibility for a shoreline setback variance as established pursuant to Chapter 205A, HRS. 
 
 
9.2.  Conformance with Chapter 23 ROH 
 
Pursuant to §23-1.5(b)(1) of Chapter 23, ROH, certain structures are defined as exceptions to 
the general prohibition of §23-1.5(b), specifically, Minor structures…permitted under rules 
adopted by the department which do not affect beach processes or artificially fix the 
shoreline and do not interfere with public access, public views, or open space along the 
shoreline. 
 
CRM walls are not among listed minor structures prohibited under the DPP Part 2 Rules 
Relating to Shoreline Setback, §15-1(c).  Nevertheless, DPP personnel take the view that 
under internal unpublished policies, such walls do not qualify for the Minor Shoreline 
Permit, even if they are not in violation of any of the three standards set in Section 15-1(a) of 
the regulation. 
 
Thus, DPP requires that for any rock wall within the shoreline setback area, a shoreline 
setback variance is required under §23-1.8(a) ROH, and the director is empowered to grant a 
variance for certain proposed structures.  Such a variance is permitted under subparagraph (3) 
Landscaping; provided that the proposed structure or activity will not adversely affect 
beach processes and will not artificially fix the shoreline.   These provisions explicitly 
reflect the purpose of Chapter 23 ROH, as stated in §23-1.2(a):  It is a primary policy of the 
city to protect and preserve the natural shoreline, especially sandy beaches; to protect and 
preserve public pedestrian access laterally along the shoreline and to the sea; and to 
protect and preserve open space along the shoreline.  Authority is established under §23-
1.2(b) to adopt rules: which generally prohibit within the shoreline area any construction 
or activity which may adversely affect beach processes, public access along the shoreline, 
or shoreline open space. 
 
All of the stated purposes under §23-1.2 ROH underscore the fact that protection and 
preservation of the natural shoreline, lateral public access, and shoreline open space are 
collectively valued expressions of the public interest.  Notably, §23-1.8(b)(2) ROH 
establishes the Public Interest Standard for granting a variance for a structure necessary for 
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or ancillary to private facilities or improvements that are clearly in the public interest.  The 
CRM walls constructed by the Applicant, and particularly those sections of the walls that lie 
within the shoreline setback, were shown in the preceding analysis to prevent the delivery of 
eroded soils to the coastal waters of Kaneohe Bay, while preserving both lateral access and 
open space along the shoreline.  Furthermore, the improvements as constructed open 
shoreline views and make lateral shoreline access easier, thus actually promoting specific 
shoreline policies as expressed in the ordinance.  These attributes of the landscape 
improvements are “clearly in the public interest” and thus qualify this project under Section 
23-1.8(a) subsection 3. 
 
In addition to the Public Interest Standard, Honolulu Ordinances Section 23-1.8(b)(3) 
establishes another standard under which a Shoreline Setback Variance can be granted based 
on hardship to the Applicant. A variance may be granted under subsection 23-1.8(b)(3)(A)(i) 
if the improvements will not adversely affect beach processes nor artificially fix the 
shoreline, as long as the requirements in subparagraphs (B) and (C) also are met. 
 
Subparagraph (B) requires that the applicant would be deprived of a reasonable use of the 
land; that the applicant's proposal is due to unique circumstances; and that the proposal is the 
best practicable alternative to achieve the purpose of the chapter and the shoreline setback 
rules.  Subparagraph (C) requires that the Director of DPP must incorporate considerations of 
shoreline conditions, erosion, surf and flood conditions, and lot geography into the 
assessment of the reasonableness of the proposed land use. 
 
The Applicant submits that the project as completed clearly meets these criteria. As has been 
previously discussed, the walls as constructed neither affect shoreline processes nor 
artificially fix the shoreline. 
 
Many unique circumstances are characteristic of this property as described below. The 
portion of the property mauka of the shoreline was subject to many of the same concerns 
prevalent within the setback area. Due to the steep slope of 25% or more from the north to 
south sides of the property, erosion and slippage of the highly plastic soil has undermined 
both support walls for the residence as well as support walls for the neighbor’s retaining 
walls to the north.  Moreover, the steepness of the slope from the north and east to the south 
and west was so great that more than half of the lot that had not been previously stabilized by 
terracing was too steep to use or even walk upon. Indeed, as prior configured, the difficulties 
of access and utilization of the shoreline area had resulted in the prior owners of the property 
leaving it grown up in weeds and collecting trash. 
 
As previously reported, the situation originated many years ago, when the Aumoana 
subdivision was first developed. At that time, leveling activities pushed high ground cuts 
towards the development margins, creating perimeter lots comprised mainly of redistributed 
fill.  This created issues for all oceanfront and southern perimeter lots in the Aumoana 
subdivision, and as a matter of fact, every other ocean front perimeter lot within the 
subdivision has previously constructed sea walls, (which do affect shoreline processes and 
artificially fix the shoreline) to resolve these issues. 
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As noted, a 25 foot wide unimproved storm drainage easement was created to receive runoff 
from Kaneohe Bay Drive.  This easement also receives floodwaters from 8 acres of the Yacht 
Club Terrace Development east of the Aumoana Subdivision and from constructed above 
grade parking for the Kaneohe Yacht Club on the southern most 15 feet of the easement.   
The combined flows of runoff water against the subject property all have converged to 
exacerbate already bad soil erosion and slippage, providing unique circumstances justifying 
the leveling and stabilizing of this property to protect it from long-term effects of heavy 
runoff waters. 
 
As designed, the improvements clearly constitute the alternative best conforming to the 
purposes of the shoreline ordinance and regulations, as well as being an ideal use of the land 
involved. 
 
The actual height of the retaining walls was calculated to yield a natural lot leveling without 
the need to either remove or import soil. This was important to manage the project scope by 
keeping soil moving to a minimum. In the portion of the property mauka of the shoreline 
setback, the 4.5 foot retaining wall on the south dramatically reduces the steep down slope of 
the property from the existing retaining walls supporting the residence to the south boundary, 
which will arrest further movement of those walls. Along the north side of the property, 
replacing the unstable hillside with retaining walls that will better support the base of the 
neighbor's retaining walls will also help prevent future movement of his property. 
 
The project design addressed two additional, complementary objectives.  One was to create a 
single flat open area on the ocean side of the lot useable for such low-key activities as 
volleyball and other yard games. The second objective was to create open space along the 
shoreline amenable to routine maintenance and suitable for lateral public access, while 
leaving the existing natural shoreline undisturbed.  These goals enhance the use of the 
property for the owners and for the public alike. They facilitate public access and keep the 
property open to enhance public views and thus constitute a reasonable, indeed, an ideal use 
of this residential property. 
 
The location of the sewer easement along the shoreline defined the necessary location of the 
seaward portion of the wall.  The Applicant had been informed that whereas the City 
routinely permits walls that cross easements perpendicular to the direction of the easement, 
walls that encroach on an easement in a parallel orientation are discouraged because of the 
potential expense of their removal and/or replacement in the event of a breakage in the sewer 
line. Thus, the wall follows the westerly (makai) boundary of the sewer easement, leaving as 
wide an ocean front lane as possible. The actual oceanfront walking area ranges from 8 to 13 
feet wide. Placing the seaward wall makai of the sewer line instead of mauka allowed a 
larger flat area to be retained and also provided more space for the soil being moved, so that 
the walls could be kept at the lowest possible height. 
 
The Applicant also intentionally scheduled the work during the driest two months of the year, 
August and September, to minimize the potential for runoff due to rain. In fact, none 
occurred. In addition, completing construction of the southwest wall before any earth moving 
was important to further contain any potential dust or runoff. 
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Thus, it is evident that as conceived and executed, the project addressed slope, erosion, and 
soil sliding problems that seriously threatened the residence, that left large portions of the 
property unusable, and that resulted in the ocean front itself being overgrown with weed 
plants and littered with trash that blocked not only viewplanes but also safe access to the 
shoreline.  Moreover, these hardships were overcome in a manner that enhanced the 
appropriate use of the property, opened ocean views and access, and did not affect ocean 
processes or fix the shoreline.   
 
Applicability to the subject improvements of the three criteria that comprise determinants of 
a valid hardship pursuant to §23-1.8(b)(3)(B) ROH is summarized as follows: 
 
Project Elements: 

A. Steep slope and un-compacted, plastic soils resulted in erosion and transport of 
soils to Kaneohe Bay and created hazards to dwelling structures and to the 
neighboring property to the north. 
 
B. Interaction between the Subdivision landform and chronic effects of the watershed 
drainage easement runoff exacerbated soil instability. 
 
C. Slope and soil instability rendered access for shoreline maintenance problematic. 
 
D. Location of the sewer easement constrained placement of the makai wall. 
 
E. The Applicant did not alter or fix shoreline. 
 
F. The Applicant chose to create new open public access along the shoreline. 
 
G. The Applicant did not import new fill, but instead used only soil derived from 
leveling cuts applied north to south. 
 
H. The Applicant’s selected remedy reflected the advice of the Licensed Professional 
Architect as to the choice of the best alternative to effectively achieve the project 
objectives while posing the least risk of damage to the shoreline area during 
construction. 
 

 
Hardship Standards summary: 
1:  Deprivation of a reasonable use of the land:   
 Elements A, B, and C comprise pre-construction characteristics of the parcel that posed a 
hazard to existing dwellings, that impeded routine shoreline management, and that 
contributed to erosive runoff from the property that entered protected waters of Kaneohe 
Bay.  Implemented landscape improvements addressed these hazards and mitigated likely 
future damage to his property.  Prohibition of the implemented work would deprive the 
Applicant of continued reasonable use of his property. 
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2:  Unique circumstances: 
 Elements A, B, C, and D define problematic attributes of this specific parcel, and the 
Applicant has effected a solution that is fully consonant with the purpose of Chapter 23 ROH 
to protect and preserve the natural shoreline,… preserve public pedestrian access laterally 
along the shoreline…, and preserve open space along the shoreline [ref. §23-1.2(a) ROH]. 
 
3:  Best practical alternative to achieve setback purposes: 
 Elements E, F, G, and H reflect aspects of the implemented alternative that make it 
the solution that best conforms to the purpose of Chapter 23 ROH.  
 
Pursuant to the cited provisions of Chapter 23 ROH, these findings offer ample grounds for 
granting a Shoreline Setback Variance. 
 
 
 
 
10.  Anticipated Agency Determination 
 
The Applicant anticipates that the City and County of Honolulu Department of Planning and 
Permitting will issue a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) after consideration of the 
foregoing analysis. 
 
 
 
 
11.  Findings and Reasons Supporting the Anticipated Agency 
Determination 
 
Pursuant to § 11-200-12 Hawai‘i Administrative Rules, an action is considered to have a 
significant effect on the environment if it: 
 
Involves an irrevocable commitment to loss or destruction of any natural or cultural 
resource; 
 

Improvements to the subject parcel constitute no present or future threat of loss or 
destruction of the natural or cultural integrity of the existing shoreline. 
 

Curtails the range of beneficial uses of the environment; 
 

Improvements to the subject parcel enhance the range of beneficial uses of the 
environment by improving public access to the site. 
 

Conflicts with the state's long-term environmental policies or goals and guidelines as 
expressed in chapter 344, HRS, and any revisions thereof and amendments thereto, court 
decisions, or executive orders; 
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Improvements to the subject parcel are not in conflict with HRS Chapter 344, nor do 
they conflict with relevant court decisions or executive orders. 
 

 Substantially affects the economic welfare, social welfare, and cultural practices of the 
community or State; 
 

Improvements to the subject parcel have no effect on economic or social welfare, nor 
do they affect cultural practices of the community or the State. 
 

Substantially affects public health; 
 

Improvements to the subject parcel have no effect on public health. 
 

Involves substantial secondary impacts, such as population changes or effects on public 
facilities; 
 

Improvements to the subject parcel will have no secondary or cumulative impacts on 
Kaneohe Bay and its surrounding communities. 
 

Involves a substantial degradation of environmental quality; 
 

By preventing erosion of soil from the subject property, landscape improvements will 
contribute to an enhancement of the environmental quality of the adjacent bay 
ecosystem. 
 

Is individually limited but cumulatively has considerable effect upon the environment or 
involves a commitment for larger actions; 
 

Improvements to the subject parcel constitute a discrete management action pertinent to 
protection of coastal waters immediately adjacent to the parcel, and they have no 
extended, cumulative effect, nor do they necessitate any action on a larger scale. 
 

Substantially affects a rare, threatened, or endangered species, or its habitat; 
 

No rare, threatened, or endangered species inhabit the subject parcel.   
 

Detrimentally affects air or water quality or ambient noise levels; 
 

By preventing erosion runoff, the improvements to the subject parcel improve water 
quality of the adjacent bay.  Neither air quality nor ambient noise levels are altered in 
any way by the action. 
 

Affects or is likely to suffer damage by being located in an environmentally sensitive area 
such as a flood plain, tsunami zone, beach, erosion-prone area, geologically hazardous 
land, estuary, fresh water, or coastal waters; 
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Improvements to the subject parcel are located in an environmentally sensitive coastal 
area, but they act to stabilize erosion-prone lands in order to mitigate soil loss 
experienced on adjacent properties. 
 

 
Substantially affects scenic vistas and viewplanes identified in county or state plans or 
studies;  
 

Improvements to the subject parcel have no effect on scenic viewplanes identified in 
county or State plans. 
 

Requires substantial energy consumption. 
 

Improvements to the subject parcel are entirely energy-neutral. 
 
 

 
 
12.  Required Approvals 
 
The project requires the following: 
 
 •   State of Hawai‘i Shoreline Certification 
 
 •   City and County of Honolulu Shoreline Setback Variance 
 
 •   City and County of Honolulu Grading Permit 
 
 •   City and County of Honolulu Building Permit 
 
 •   City and County of Honolulu Build Over Easement Approval 
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APPENDIX 1.  Shoreline Survey, February 27, 2012 
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APPENDIX 2.  Photo Key 
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APPENDIX 3.  Section Drawing, CRM Wall. 
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APPENDIX 4 
 

Agency Comments and Response Letters 
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